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The impossibility of holding a conference 

in Helsinki in 2012 in order to place the roots 

and set the basis for a zone free of weapons 

of mass destruction (WMD) and their deli-

very vehicles (DVs) in the Middle East – as 

stated in the Final Document of the 2010 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) 

Review Conference – has fortunately not 

prevented offi cial and informal political as 
well as academic consultations. As previous 

POLICY BRIEFS show extensively, many discus-

sions have been dealing with the necessary 

institutional framework and have tried to 

resort to existing examples of verifi cation re-
gimes – both at a global and regional level – 

in order to advance arguments that could 

be locally accepted on the path towards the 

negotiation of this new zone. 

Following this line of discussions, the goal 

of this POLICY BRIEF is to examine the advan-

tages and shortcomings of the Brazilian-

Argentine Agency for Accounting and 

Control of Nuclear Materials (ABACC) as a 

possible source of inspiration from another 

regional context. In particular, a historical 

account of this bilateral experience, as well 

as a multidimensional analysis of its founda-

tions, is presented here in order to address 

similarities and differences with the current 

situation in the Middle East from a practical 

perspective.

The Historical Context for the 
Argentine-Brazilian Nuclear 
Cooperation Framework

Historically, South America has experienced 

alternating periods of strong cooperation 

between states and occasional mistrust lead-

ing to controversies. The latter confl icts have 
usually been the result of poorly resolved 

border disputes dating from the time of the 

independence process.

After their independence, Argentina and 

Brazil – countries that had inherited the 

historical tensions between their respective 

metropolis, Spain and Portugal – gradually 

affi rmed their positions as regional powers. 
In the 19th century the Southern Cone of the 

continent was a place of political struggle for 

hegemony, focusing on the Plata basin. This 

antagonism evolved and, by the mid-1960s, 

resulted in a tense environment, heightened 

by the presence of military governments 

in both states (1966-1973, 1976-1983 in 

Argentina and 1964-1985 in Brazil), as well 

as by the particular atmosphere represented 

by global bipolarity during the Cold War. 

In this context of competition and suspicion, 

Argentina reached an important development 

of nuclear technology.1 This propelled the 

implementation of Brazil’s own nuclear pro-

gram.2 The main characteristics of the 1970s 

and 1980s in the Southern Cone were sig-

nifi cant nuclear investments, a considerable 
nuclear rivalry, a high capability achieved on 

nuclear developments, and the wish to claim 

at any time total autonomy on nuclear weapon 

decisions. The whole situation, together with 

the reluctance to ratify the NPT, caused a 

generalized mistrust by the international 

community towards both states.

The recognition of the high economic costs 

involved in a nuclear race in the region, the 

solution of the Itaipú case (1979) as a diplo-

matic success, and the re-establishment of 

democracy in both countries, were all facts 

that eventually led to a possible way out of the 

nuclear rivalry. With the arrival of democratic 

governments and the consequent change in 

political leaderships (Argentina in 1983 and 

Brazil two years later), the myth of regional 

supremacy progressively lost momentum 

and gave way to a more realistic view of 

each nation’s interests and possibilities. The 
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Abstract

Recent discussions around the establish-

ment of a zone free of weapons of mass 

destruction (WMD) and their delivery vehicles 

(DVs) in the Middle East have been encom-

passed by several proposals intended to 

design an effi cient institutional framework that 
could be easily accepted by all states in the 

region. This POLICY BRIEF provides a specifi c 
analysis of the Brazilian-Argentine Agency for 

Accounting and Control of Nuclear Materials 

(ABACC) in order to suggest possible applica-

tions of the model to new contexts. Although 

seldom examined in its own evolution, the 

ABACC rapprochement model has been 

frequently read as a virtuous example of how 

nuclear rivalry can be turned into cooperation 

to ensure regional nuclear non-proliferation 

with a common technological benefi t for 
both parties involved. Regarding this positive 

example of regional arms control and verifi -
cation, this POLICY BRIEF addresses  similarities  

and  differences with the current situation in 

the Middle East from a practical perspective.

To this end, an interpretative matrix including 

multiple local variables and analytical dimen-

sions that need to be considered when 

endorsing the transfer of the Argentine-

Brazilian verifi cation regime to other parts of 
the globe is offered. The key aspects include: 
a confl ict- and actor-related dimension, a 
territorial, scientifi c-technological as well as 
legal dimension, plus other regional equilib-

riums (economical, cultural, religious dimen-

sions). The reading of such a matrix allows 

the authors to argue that, if certain conditions 

are met, the ABACC concept may provide a 

complete framework for ‘neighbor-to-neighbor’ 
safeguards and mutual control at a regional 

level that negotiators can rely on when fostering 

new paths for the Helsinki Conference on the 
establishment of a WMD/DVs Free Zone. n
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(RA10) and Brazil (RMB).9 This suggests 

a new phase of collaboration in nuclear 

engineering between both countries.

The ABACC can therefore be seen as a good 

example for a regionally based policy process, 

with decisions going coordinately from both 

actors to the international level, rather than 

the opposite. The identifi cation of common 
views and interests has provided a solid base 

for the development not only of national 

and bilateral nuclear policies, but also for 

the overall common international position 

of the counties involved. In this sense, the 

rapprochement paved the way for a full 

access to key international instruments such 

as the NPT and the Treaty of Tlatelolco. At 

the same time, it also contributed to justify 

the reluctance to accept certain internatio-

nal standards such as the IAEA’s Model 

Additional Protocol. This has been rejected 

by both states with the argument that good-

faith bilateral efforts between traditionally 

suspicious neighboring partners remain 

more effi cient than global regimes which 
encompass biased interests in favor of Wes-

tern developed countries. 

The Risks of the ABACC Model

Alongside the benefi cial consequences of 
a ‘neighbor-to-neighbor’ control approach, 

it is clear that some weaknesses may erode 

the bilateral and international credibility of 

this relevant achievement. As mentioned 

above, the decision not to sign the Model 

Additional Protocol to the application of 

IAEA safeguards – Argentina and Brazil are 

the only non-signatories within the Nuclear 

Suppliers Group (NSG) – has provoked 

some hesitation among the international 

community. For one, the ABACC agreement 

does not imply a ‘strict’ equivalence to ‘a 

safeguards agreement with an Additional 

Protocol’. Thus, the NSG often stated 

that, while pursuing the same purpose, the 

protection mechanisms that each instru-

ment creates are radically different, and 

therefore they also represent different de-

grees of effectiveness. Both Argentina and 

Brazil – particularly the latter – have stated 

that the level of assurance provided through 

the practice of mutual inspections should 

be suffi cient to meet any international con-
cern as to whether nuclear activities in 

either state are exclusively oriented towards 

peaceful purposes. 

In its strengthened guidelines on sensitive 

exports – approved in 2011 – the NSG 

clarifi ed that the distinction between the 
international comprehensive safeguards 

control, exclusively for peaceful purposes. 

One of its main tools is that inspectors 

from one state can conduct inspections 

in the territory of the other one, which is 

called ‘neighbor-to-neighbor control’.6 The 

implementation of this control and verifi -
cation mechanism – perhaps the most posi-

tive consequence of signing these agree-

ments – could maintain a transparent at-

mosphere long enough to move beyond the 

pre-existing status of distrust. Taking into 

account the results, in general terms, so 

far the Argentine-Brazilian mutual nuclear 

control scheme, even perfectible, has been 

a virtuous process with positive results for 

both states and, by extension, for the global 

community in general. 

In practical terms, the creation and func-

tioning of the ABACC: 

reverted a complex past of rivalries and • 
mistrust;

increased confi dence; • 
provided mutual encouragement for the • 
signature of the NPT (Argentina, 1995, 

and Brazil, 1998), and the Tlatelolco 

agreement establishing a WMD Free 

Zone (both countries in 1994); 

has facilitated the contact of professionals • 
and the interchange of information; 

has correctly oriented human and fi nan-• 
cial efforts to projects relevant to each 

state; and 

has protected the autonomy of nuclear • 
decisions within Article IV of the NPT. 

The success of the ABACC is refl ected in 
the number and scope of inspections since 

its creation.7 In 2012, for example, both 

countries’ inspectors performed a total 

of 123 verifi cations in the Argentine and 
Brazilian nuclear facilities.

Being mostly a successful case, the experi-

ence positively infl uenced other different 
dimensions of the bilateral relationship and 

expanded to the whole region, as shown 

by the Declaration of Ushuaia establishing 

the area of the Southern Common Market 

(MERCOSUR) as a WMD Free Zone in 

1998. In February 2008, Argentine Presi-

dent Cristina Fernández de Kirchner and 

Brazilian President Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva 

signed a nuclear cooperation agreement, 

promoting potential joint projects, such as 

an “uranium enrichment enterprise” and a 

“model nuclear power reactor that would 

meet the needs of the electrical systems 

of both countries and, eventually, of the 

region.”8 On the same track, a 2013 bilateral 

agreement foresees the future construction 

of two nuclear research reactors in Argentina 

brand-new political environment eventually 

fostered the development of a cooperative 

framework on the basis of integration and 

confi dence building. This led to a strict 
focus on peaceful uses of nuclear energy 

and to an increasing cooperation as a po-

sitive resolution of the rivalry,3 although 

some experts explained that this common 

front was only encouraged as a joint effort 

to face the U.S. non-proliferation policy at 

the time.4

This period followed another one of in-

creasing efforts focused on a restoration of 

mutual confi dence.5 Key milestones were the 

start up of the MERCOSUR (Southern Cone 

Common Market) together with Uruguay 

and Paraguay in 1985, and its offi cial launch 
in 1991 with the Asuncion Treaty. Only 

a few months later, an Argentina-Brazil 

bilateral agreement was reached allowing the 

use of nuclear technology only for peaceful 

purposes and prohibiting all kinds of activ-

ities related to nuclear weapons. It also set 

up the Common System of Accounting and 

Control of Nuclear Materials (SCCC) and the 

Brazilian-Argentine Agency for Accounting 

and Control of Nuclear Materials to manage 

the system, and to put in practice the mutual 

verifi cation process as well as the application 
of full-scope safeguards. In December 1991, 

the IAEA became a partner, and the origi-

nal accord which became the Quadripartite 

Agreement entered into force in 1994.

As a result of these strategic decisions, the 

Argentina and Brazil rapprochement model 

is seen as a virtuous example of how nuclear 

rivalry can be turned into cooperation to 

ensure regional nuclear non-proliferation 

with a common technological benefi t to the 
two parties involved. This POLICY BRIEF will 

explore the positive aspects of the ABACC 

mechanism. Furthermore, an interpretative 

matrix is proposed to discuss the multiple 

local variables and analytical dimensions 

that need to be considered when endorsing 

the transfer of the Argentine-Brazilian 

verifi cation regime to other parts of the 
globe. In more specifi c terms, a comparison 
between the historical background of the 

South American reality and the current con-

text of the Middle East is proposed.

The Advantages of 
the ABACC Model

The Common System of Accounting and 

Control installed and conducted by ABACC 

aims at monitoring compliance with the 

basic commitment to use nuclear material 

and facilities under its jurisdiction or 
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mechanism and regional verifi cation sys-
tems like the ABACC remains temporary 

and shall not be taken as permanent. The 

language used in the guidelines granted 

a temporary waiver to the ABACC when 

pointing out that suppliers should authorize 

enrichment and reprocessing exports only 

if the recipient has brought into force a 

comprehensive safeguards agreement and 

an additional protocol. Otherwise, “pending 

this, [the recipient] is implementing appro-

priate safeguards agreements in cooper-

ation with the IAEA, including a regional 

accounting and control arrangement for 

nuclear materials, as approved by the IAEA 

Board of Governors.”10

Whereas it is true perhaps that the ABACC 

may be more effective than just a safeguards 

agreement, it is frequently stated that its 

strength seems still to be lower than that 

of an Additional Protocol. This points at 

the fact that it gives the IAEA authority to 

establish additional reporting requirements 

and the right of access to different locations 

in a state, even where no nuclear material is 

declared to be located.11

In return, the IAEA has often pointed 

out that without an agreed Additional 

Protocol (AP) the agency is unable to 

ensure that all nuclear material is intended 

solely for peaceful activities, since it could 

not confi rm that the state did or did not 
undertake undeclared activities. A detailed 

analysis of the 2008 Brazilian National 

Defense Strategy, whose main objectives 

are still in force, suggests that the signature 

of a ‘traditional’ AP is not likely to happen 

in the short term.12 In fact, the document 

clearly states that Brazil will not endorse 

any further restrictions derived from the 

NPT, if nuclear weapon states do not show 

progress on their own disarmament. A 

second aspect to take into account has to 

do with the potential divergences of profi les 
and strategic goals between both countries. 

The obvious interest of Brazil to increase 

and consolidate its regional control by 

means of nuclear development cannot be 

disregarded.13

As planned, large-scale projects seem to lie 

beyond the country’s technological capa-

bilities, and are therefore likely to rely 

on the aid of more experienced nuclear 

partners prepared to transfer technology, 

as the Nation Defense Strategy states. But 

is Buenos Aires then the right partner for 

a balanced relation? Under present circum-

stances, Argentina seems to be a very 

convenient partner for Brazil, since it has 
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know-how, is not competing for leadership, 

and seems to perceive the joint venture, 

despite its fi nal scope, as a good opportunity 
to reactivate its decayed nuclear program.14

The agreement for the construction of two 

research reactors, exclusively based upon 

the know-how of the Argentine company 

INVAP, shows how well the cooperative 

framework could be benefi cial for Brazil. 
But a fear of mistrust and a nationalist 

approach on defense and energy are clearly 

affecting their interaction.

In terms of nuclear ambitions, although 

it has been said repeatedly that all Bra-

zilian nuclear development is related to 

low-enriched uranium, some in the expert 

community in Argentina raised concerns 

about the potential use of enrichment plants 

to become a threshold state. At this point, 

occasional statements by some Brazilian 

authorities, offi cials and experts – even 
though generally disregarded – have been of 

little help.15 In the meantime, the Argentine 

government still needs to develop mid- and 

long-term plans to defi ne the number of 
reactors to be built, as well as the type of 

technology and fuel. However the well-

earned nuclear leadership the state has had 

in the region for a long time has faded due 

to successive political and economic crises. 

Not being capable of generating frictions, 

Argentina is perceived by Brazil as a prag-

matic partner. Notwithstanding the caution 

expressed by some worried diplomats and  

scholars, Argentine authorities know that 

they cannot match the growth of its bigger 

neighbor.16 Buenos Aires politically and sci-

entifi cally intends to improve the intensity, 
quality, and scope of bilateral nuclear 

»Whereas the international 

expert community has been 

generally focusing on the 

ABACC model, it is [...] more 

adequate to introduce what 

we call the ABACC concept, 

i.e. a notion which goes far 

beyond a pure nuclear verifi -
cation process. Therefore, [...] 

we suggest the inclusion of all 

the possible ways in which a 

rapprochement process could 

be eventually set up in a zone 

affected by regional confl icts 
involving nuclear risks.«
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reality. Whereas the international expert 

community has been generally focusing on 

the ABACC model, it is our opinion that 

it should be more adequate to introduce 

what we call the ABACC concept, i.e. a 

notion which goes far beyond a pure nu-

clear verifi cation process. Therefore, when 
referring to the ABACC concept, we suggest 

the inclusion of all the possible ways in which 

a rapprochement process could be even-

tually set up in a zone affected by regional 

confl icts involving nuclear risks on the basis 
of elements successfully applied in the Ar-

gentine-Brazilian experience, in conjunction 

with other innovative components that may 

become also necessary to build trust.

A Regional Concept 

for the Middle East?

With this idea in mind, a case study on the 

Middle East is interesting to analyze the 

ways in which the ABACC concept could 

be applied in a radically different context 

where common nuclear policies ought to 

be promoted. The creation of a WMD/DVs 

Free Zone in the Middle East has been under 

heavy discussion for the last four decades. 

Back in 1974, a resolution by the UN General 

Assembly referred to the need to establish a 

nuclear weapon free zone (NWFZ) after a 

proposal made by Iran and Egypt. For many 

years the IAEA General Conference has 

been issuing an annual statement promoting 

the application of full-scope safeguards 

on all nuclear facilities in the region “as a 

necessary step for the establishment of the 

NWFZ.”18 In 1995, the NPT Review and 

Extension Conference called upon states 

to set “an effectively verifi able Middle East 
zone free of weapons of mass destruction, 

nuclear, chemical and biological, and their 

delivery systems.” Nevertheless, several 

obstacles have resulted in serious practical 

diffi culties: whereas Arab states consider 
that the establishment of such a zone could 

help the maintenance of peaceful relations 

(favoring disarmament over peace), Israel 

intends to subject the zone to the previous 

compliance with international obligations 

by its neighboring states in the region (fa-

voring peace over disarmament).

After the agreement of some practical 

steps to further negotiations in the 2010 

NPT Review Conference, a facilitator was 

designated, the Finnish Ambassador Jaakko 

Laajava, and the government of Finland was 

appointed in order to host an international 

conference in December 2012. However, 

new conditions in the Middle East forced to 

postpone this conference; the decision has 

cooperation. In spite of security concerns, 

prestige issues, and national reasons (which 

are identifi ed as the three dimensions that 
explain the sometimes ambiguous relation-

ship between Argentina and Brazil in this 

sphere), both countries consider cooperation 

to be the right option in a “complex and 

uneasy international security conjuncture.”17

Applicability of the ABACC 
Concept to Other Contexts: 
Middle East and Matrix 
to Understanding the 
Limitations of the ‘Neighbor-
to-Neighbor’ Approach

It is essential to distinguish the wider 

ABACC concept from the above-men-

tioned ABACC model, a specifi c emergent 
from Argentina and Brazil and, in a more 

general scope, from the Latin American 

Box: A Bilateral Timeline on Nuclear Affairs 

1968

Argentina made the strategic choice of natural uranium and pressurized heavy water 

reactors (PHWR), and started its nuclear power plants program closing a contract with 

West Germany

1971
Brazil adopted the enriched uranium line and light water reactors, and got its fi rst power 
plant, Angra I, from a cession agreement with the United States

1974
As a result of the Argentine nuclear program, the fi rst power plant, Atucha I, outside 
Buenos Aires, began to operate

1975

Brazil signed a wide-scope agreement with West Germany, never fully accomplished, which 

included several reactors, development of uranium enrichment through jet-nozzle tech-

nology, and a cession of a fi nished reprocessing plant – for years this agreement became 
the basis of the offi cial master plan of Brazilian nuclear development for peaceful uses

1977 Argentina launched its National Nuclear Plan with the goal of mastering the whole fuel cycle

1978
Argentina started an own development of a plutonium separation plant, the Laboratory 

of Radiochemical Processes (LPR Project), near Buenos Aires

1980
Agreement between Brazil and Argentina was reached on the peaceful uses of nuclear 

energy

1983
Argentina announced the production of enriched uranium in Pilcaniyeu, using the gas 

diffusion technology

1985
Declaration of Foz de Iguaçu on peaceful purposes of Argentine and Brazilian nuclear 

programs

1986
Declaration of Brasilia on the Launching of the First Round of Negotiations within the 

Global System of Trade Preferences among Developing Countries

1987

Brazil announced uranium enrichment by ultracentrifugation at the Navy Aramar 

Research Center while advancing with the idea of the nuclear propulsion reactor 

together with the development of a nuclear submarine

1987
Declaration of Viedma: Brazilian delegation visits Pilcaniyeu gas diffusion enrichment 
plant in Argentina

1988
Declaration of Ipero: Argentine delegation visits Aramar ultracentrifuge enrichment plant 
in Brazil

1990 Declaration of Buenos Aires

1990
Second Declaration of Foz de Iguaçu, where the foundations for a bilateral control 

are set

1991
The bilateral agreement is signed in July and entered into force in December. The Qua-

dripartite Agreement is signed between Argentina, Brazil, the ABACC, and the IAEA

1994
Argentina and Brazil signed the Treaty of Tlatelolco, and the Quadripartite Agreement 

entered in force
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generated a strong protest by Egypt and has 

interrupted frank diplomatic channels to 

pursue the objective of freeing the region of 

nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons 

plus their delivery vehicles. Recently, three 

informal meetings have taken place in 

Glion, Switzerland.  

Undoubtedly, one of the most problematic 

features for this WMD/DVs Free Zone in 

the Middle East has to do with verifi cation, 
but it is not the only one. It is true that the 

UN General Assembly Resolution of 1975 

had stated that such a zone “should provide 

for effective verifi cation of compliance with 
the commitments made by the parties to the 

Treaty” and that this aspect is of the outmost 

importance in order for the WMD/DVs Free 

Zone to succeed. Several proposals have 

been suggested by diplomats and experts,19 

but states still do not seem to agree on the 

way in which this verifi cation should be done: 
some of them have talked about the adoption 

of local mutual measures; others are willing 

to create a regional organization capable of 

ensuring compliance among all parties. 

At the crossroad between incompatible 

views, the fi rst steps to set up the zone 
seem complicated. It has been recently sug-

gested for the Middle East to establish a set 

of near-term measures aimed at fostering 

productive negotiations that could encour-

age an international dialogue again.20 Ac-

cording to this perspective, then, only by 

means of state interaction on a local scale 

the project of creating a WMD/DVs Free 

Zone will be successful. Here is where 

the experience in South America with the 

Argentina-Brazil rapprochement could be 

an effective way out. The Argentine-Bra-

zilian nuclear interaction shows the impor-

tance of the so-called ‘neighbor-to-neighbor 

control’, but it goes far beyond. Experts 

tend to agree that “[…] although the con-

trols and rules exercised by the current 

nonproliferation regime can help delay the 

acquisition of nuclear capabilities, the most 

effective nuclear nonproliferation strategy 

is to reduce the underlying incentives for 

states to acquire such weapons. In such a 

strategy, the role of regional neighbors is 

likely to prove crucial.”21

In this context, even though considered 

farfetched, the possibility of developing 

a system like ABACC in the Middle East 

has received much thought.22 In order to 

examine this possibility in more depth, it 

is necessary to take into consideration the 

differences and similarities of the successful 

story of Argentina-Brazil rapprochement.

A Multidimensional Approach: 

The ABACC Concept

It is our opinion that a multidimensio-

nal approach is required to evaluate the 

applicability of the ABACC concept to 

other confl ictive situations involving nu-
clear dangers. In order to deal with all 

practical aspects of this approach, several 

key elements should be assessed before 

exporting the effi ciency of the ABACC 
model to a regional context. It seems 

obvious that a detailed global reading of the 

political, social, cultural, and legal circum-

stances shows that some elements present 

in the Argentine-Brazilian landscape are 

absent in the Middle East, where there is 

a situation of armed confl ict (domestic or 
international) and religious differences. 

In order to deal with the breaches and 

differences that may exist between regions, 

the comprehensive background should be 

assessed and all complex elements need to be 

considered. To this end, we have developed 

an interpretative matrix – as a framework 

of key dimensions of analysis – aimed at 

revealing the feasibility to transfer the 

ABACC concept to other contexts.23 Our 

suggested matrix relies on the following six 

analytical dimensions:

Confl ict-related dimension: • It is associated 

to the degree of severity or intensity of 

the opposition and rivalry between the 

parties, as well as its length and conse-

quences. It includes not only an objective 

pattern that can identify the amount of 

violence or its extension in time, but also 

subjective perceptions on the charac-

teristics of the antagonism considered 

relevant to each actor. The confl ict 
between the parties can have (real or not) 

ethnic, religious, economical or political 

motivations, and it can be rooted in a 

long-away past, or be only a recent 

resentment.

Actor-related dimension: • This aspect is linked 

to the assessment of actors involved 

in the region (both as actors and/or as 

third parties), the political system of each 

party (democracy, theocracy, totalitarian 

regime), as well as to the subjective aspect 

of the interests and perceptions of each 

one of them (radical differences or similar-

ities, tradition of bilateral understanding 

and negotiations, etc.). This subjective 

aspect includes bottom-up decisions and 

patterns (interests in mutual cooperation 

of the parties themselves) and top-down 

pressure (interests of external powers in 

the region in general and/or in the devel-

opment of the confl ict in particular). 

Territorial dimension: • This dimension has 

to do with the geographical scope of the 

rivalry, and the territorial importance of 

the parties involved, since space control 

is a key element to understanding the 

regional logics of state behavior and 

self-perception. 

Scientifi c-technological dimension:•  It is con-

nected to the biological, chemical, and/

or nuclear weapon development of the 

parties involved as well as of their deli-

very systems. The balance or inequality 

of technical development between the 

states is an important factor to determine 

the nature of the opposition and can 

be a fundamental constraint to mutual 

cooperation. The national possession of 

sensitive materials to produce weapons 

is also an aspect that needs to be taken 

into account.

Legal dimension:•  This aspect is focused 

on the juridical framework such as the 

existence of international conventions or 

universal/regional customary rules that 

may affect the parties to the confl ict. 
This framework creates obligations 

that states ought to comply with. Apart 

from the existence of legal rules, this 

dimension should also deal with the level 

of compliance or respect of international 

treaties by each party to the confl ict. 
Other regional equilibriums (economical, cul-• 
tural, religious dimensions): Depending on 

the type of confl ict, aspects concerning 
social-rooted perspectives and commu-

nity-based ways of dealing with rivalry 

may also play an important role.

Transfer Potential

A short analysis of how this matrix could be 

applied to the Argentina-Brazil cooperative 

framework can shed light on a possible 

further applicability of the model. As 

preliminary fi ndings, a summary of the 
main aspects that should be taken into 

consideration is provided here. 

In terms of the confl ict-related dimension, 

the ABACC was created in the historical 

context of a peaceful (but distrust-inspired) 

relationship between Argentina and Brazil. 

The two countries have kept a long tradition 

of peace and tolerance, but also of a certain 

mutual distance since the middle of the 19th 

century, with neither mutual security threats, 

nor territorial confl icts, nor involvement on 
third party disputes. Even with diverse size, 

and national and cultural identities, including 

different languages, none of those issues have 

been sources of serious divergences. Both 

countries have developed highly educated 
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»It is our opinion that a 

multidimensional approach is 

required to evaluate the appli-

cability of the ABACC model 

to other different regional 

confl ictive situations involving 
nuclear dangers. In order to 

deal with all practical aspects 

of this approach, several key 
elements should be assessed 

before exporting the effi cien-
cy of the ABACC model to 

different regional situations.«

leading classes and scientifi c-technical elites, 
which aspired many years ago at mastering on 

advanced technology, including nuclear, and 

particularly at closing the nuclear fuel cycle. 

Applied to this case, the outcome of our 

pattern of analysis would show for the fi rst 
three dimensions, a low level of perceived 

threats, and a benign and tolerated diversity. 

This can be translated as no root causes for 

regional confl icts. Nevertheless, a manifest 
mutual nuclear rivalry and mistrust grew 

during the 1970s and 1980s, mostly fuelled 

by governing military elites, striving for 

supremacy over the Latin American region.

Tensions in the Middle East, on the contrary, 

do not remain in the mere potentiality of 

war, but often take on the character of 

domestic or international armed confl icts. 
Besides, such confl icts obey to different and 
varied motivations. Among them, religious 

causes are particularly relevant considering 

the extreme fi erceness related to the misun-
derstandings of Jewish and Muslim cultures, 

or within Islam itself. Thus the fact that the 

main parties to the confl ict are Israel and 
the Arab countries – which have different 

intentions and perceptions on their mutual 

existence – implies a particular reality that 

cannot be ignored in the discussion of a 

possible cooperation. From a political point 

of view, the demise of authoritarian regimes 

in Middle East Islamic states such as Iraq 

(Saddam Hussein) and Libya (Muammar 

Gaddafi ) has removed some of the motiva-
tions for the pursuit of WMD. However, 

there have been some heavy concerns: the 

Syrian biological and chemical capabilities 

under Bashar al Assad have generated 

discussions among politicians, diplomats, 

and scholars alike. But these tensions have 

eased to a degree since Syria has joined the 

Chemical Weapons Convention in October 

2013 and has since worked in cooperation 

with international partners to destroying 

production facilities and its chemical arse-

nal.24 Some other countries experienced 

a political and diplomatic adjustment. On 

February 21, 2013, the IAEA released a 

report showing continued expansion in 

Iranian uranium enrichment capabilities. The 

IAEA continued to be denied access to the 

Parchin military installation, whose activity – 

monitored only through satellite imagery – 

could be an indicator of nuclear weapons 

development. However, the assertive rhetoric 

of former President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad 

that Iran had the capabilities to build nu-

clear weapons has ceased. Current President 

Hassan Rouhani’s statements that Iran is only 

aiming at a nuclear peaceful development 

indicate a more moderate approach.25

If we consider the number of actors involved, we 

fi nd out that in South America there has not 
been any massive or large-scale confl ict in 
the context of the creation of the ABACC 

(the last armed confl ict involving Argentina 
and Brazil being the Triple Alliance War or 

War of Paraguay in the mid-19th century). 

Third parties have become interested in the 

Southern Cone not only because of its natural 

resources (specifi cally in the Amazonia) but 
also in the availability of fresh water under-

ground reservoirs across the region (the 

Guarani Aquifer being the largest single 

body of groundwater in the world). 

In the Middle East, confl icts are charac-
terized by the intervention of both regular 

forces and armed groups or tribal militias, 

often with support of third states. Besides 

that, the geographical dimension shows the 

local importance of hydrocarbon resources, 

which usually leads to the intervention of 

different states and several international 

players, who may contribute to the preser-

vation or cessation of hostilities. A religious 

element is also important from this terri-

torial perspective, since the fi ghting against 
the occupation and for sovereignty over 

the exact same space can also be explained 

through the nature of what is considered to 

be sacred lands.

As far as the territorial dimension is concerned, 

it should be noticed that Brazil is the largest 

country in South America, encompassing 

around half of the continent’s land area 

and population. Argentina is the second 

one both in territory and population, so 

their relationship sets the pace of econo-

mic and political dynamics of the whole 

subcontinent. The number of small and 

medium-sized countries in the Middle East 

(including Arab states and Israel) makes it 

more complicated to agree on the basis of 

a common ground system.

In terms of scientifi c-technological development 
and possession of material and infra-

structure necessary for the development 

and maintenance of nuclear facilities, it 

is obvious that, despite a certain level 

of parity, Brazil has been showing some 

higher projections in the development of 

its nuclear industry and the plan towards 

nuclear-powered submarines. After certain 

doubts from the global community, im-

proving its alliance with Argentina – a 

country that has less clear projects and a 

decayed nuclear program that needs to be 

re-invigorated, but has an excellent record 

of transparency in international fora – could 

help Brazil gain more trust.
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In the Middle East, the alleged possession 

of nuclear weapons by Israel, deemed to be 

effective for self-defensive purposes, creates 

a deep regional misbalance in the nuclear 

area. Many Arab countries have either 

announced plans to explore atomic energy 

for peaceful uses or have signed nuclear 

cooperation agreements: Iran, Saudi Arabia, 

Algeria, Egypt, UAE, Jordan, Morocco, 

Tunisia, Turkey, Syria, Kuwait, Qatar, and 

Oman – Yemen and Libya having cancelled 

their nuclear programs. Since there have 

been no nuclear tests in the region (as it 

happened in Latin America), it might not 

be unreasonable to think of a fi rst step as 
in the ratifi cation and enforcement of the 
Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty 

(CTBT), as has been suggested.26

The legal framework in the region places 

Argentina and Brazil in a similar standing: 

they have both signed and ratifi ed the 
NPT, they are party to the same treaties 

on chemical and biological weapons and 

on disarmament, and under the current 

presidency of Cristina Fernández de 

Kirchner and Dilma Rousseff they are 

leading sub-regional integration processes 

such as MERCOSUR and the Union of 

South American Nations. As far as the 

non-proliferation regime is concerned, both 

states are active members to the Nuclear 

Suppliers Group. Argentina being a party 

to all multilateral export control regimes, 

such as the Missile Technology Control 

Regime, the Wassenaar Arrangement, and 

the Australia Group, it may provide Brazil 

with a cooperative scheme that could be 

effi cient in order to gain confi dence in front 
of other states taking part in these political 

mechanisms. 

In the Middle East, prospects for joint 

projects are strongly limited due to the 

persistence of a regional inequality resulting 

from the fact that Israel is the only regional 

non-party to the NPT. What is more, Israel 

has not joined the Chemical and Biological 

Weapons Conventions. Therefore almost all 

Middle Eastern governments eventually 

stated that they would not adopt certain 

multilateral treaties prohibiting weapons of 

mass destruction until Israel also did so.27

Conclusion and 
Recommendations

Considering the existent differences be-

tween the two regions, it seems that 

the possibility of applying prima facie a 

‘neighbor-to-neighbor’ approach to the 

Middle East faces a number of obstacles. 



ACADEMIC PEACE ORCHESTRA MIDDLE EAST – POLICY BRIEF NO. 32 • APRIL 2014

The Academic Peace Orchestra Middle East wishes to thank its generous sponsors, 

the Foreign Ministry of Norway, the Swiss Federal Department of Foreign Affairs, 

the Friedrich Ebert Foundation, and the Protestant Church of Hesse and Nassau.

Editor/Project Coordinator: Adj. Prof. Dr. Bernd W. Kubbig 
Co-Editors: Dorte Hühnert, BA, 
and Christian Weidlich, MA.

Peace Research Institute Frankfurt, 
Baseler Straße 27-31, D-60329 Frankfurt am Main, 
Phone: +49-69-95910436, Fax: +49-69-558481, 
E-Mail: kubbig@hsfk.de, 
Internet: www.academicpeaceorchestra.com

The views presented by the 

authors do not necessarily 

represent those of the project 

coordinator, editors, sponsors, or PRIF.

© 2014 ACADEMIC PEACE ORCHESTRA MIDDLE EAST.

All rights reserved.

Layout: Anke Maria Meyer

About the ACADEMIC PEACE ORCHESTRA MIDDLE EAST (APOME)

The ORCHESTRA is the follow-up project of the “Multilateral Study Group on the Establishment of a Missile Free Zone in the Middle East”. The 

ACADEMIC PEACE ORCHESTRA MIDDLE EAST is a classical Track II initiative: it consists of some 100 experts – mainly from the Middle East/Gulf, one of 
the most confl ict-ridden areas of the world. The ORCHESTRA is meeting regularly in working groups (CHAMBER ORCHESTRA UNITs) on specifi c topics 
in the context of a workshop cycle from 2011-2014. The main goal of this initiative is to shape the prospective Middle East Conference on the 
establishment of a zone free of weapons of mass destruction and their delivery vehicles agreed upon by the international community in May 2010.

For this reason, these experts develop ideas, concepts, and background information in a series of POLICY BRIEFS which are the results of 

intense discussions within the CHAMBER ORCHESTRA UNITS. In this framework, the broader normative Cooperative Security Concept will be further 
developed, embedded, and institutionalized in the region. At the same time, the ORCHESTRA meetings serve as venues for confi dence building 
among the experts. The networking activities of PRIF’s Project Group are documented by the ATLAS on Track II research activities in or about 
the Middle East/Gulf region.

Ministry of Foreign Aff airs

Further Reading

John R. Redick (1995) Nuclear Illusions:  �

Argentina and Brazil, Occasional Pa-

per 25, Washington, D.C.: The Henry L. 
Stimson Center. 

Josef Goldblat (1997) Nuclear-Weapon- �

Free Zones: A History and Assessment, 
Nonproliferation Review, 4(3): 18-32.

ABACC Annual Report 2012. Online,  �

available at http://www.abacc.org.br/wp-
content/uploads/2013/08/relatoriozabac 
c20121.pdf (April 2, 2014).

Irma Argüello (2010) ‘The Value of  �

Confi dence to Control Regional Pro-
liferation Risks’. Online, available at http://
npsglobal.org/eng/home-mainmenu-1/147-
articles/923-the-value-of-confidence-to-

control-regional-proliferation-risks-irma-
arguello.html (March 15, 2014).

Sara Z. Kutchesfahani (2013) Politics  �

and the Bomb: The Role of Experts in 
the Creation of Cooperative Nuclear 

Non-Proliferation Agreements, London: 
Routledge. 

Identifying the degree of diffi culties as 
well as options to overcome them deserve 

a deeper analysis for which the above 

mentioned matrix methodology could be 

useful. 

The multidimensional analysis we devel-

oped – even in the short version presented 

here – clearly shows two regional contexts 

that are hardly compatible. However, it 

should be noted that the situation at the 

start of nuclear cooperation processes is 

never perfect. In Latin America an NWFZ 

took forty-fi ve years to succeed: we are 
necessarily facing long-scale processes that 

take time. Reduction of mistrust always 

involves a considerable degree of patience 

and a day-by-day approach.

Another advantage that comes out of the 

matrix, as drafted here, is related to the 

possibility of focusing on different layers 

and dimensions individually. Since consoli-

dating a progressive evolution in terms of 

regional cooperation requires time, closing 

the narrower gaps fi rst in the Middle East 
can guarantee some initial successful steps 

that may generate stronger confi dence and 
prepare the room to start tackling, in a 

second turn, the more diffi cult steps. 

The real and effective commitment of the 

actors involved (both locally and externally), 

the establishment of long-term policies sup-

ported by stable regimes (not only in the nu-

clear fi eld), as well as a common legal basis 
and the support by the international commu-

nity are necessary requisites for the reduction 

of tension in the region. Only under these 

conditions  starting of new activities aimed at 

establishing a WMD/DVs Free Zone in the 

Middle East might be possible, with all the 

positive consequences this would entail, both 

for the benefi t of the local population and the 
maintenance of the international peace and 

security. An expansive model, based on mu-

tual trust, does not require everyone to be 

on board from the very beginning, but de-

mands a high level of commitment that, in the 

right environment, states will start to show.

Finally, if the proper conditions are met, the 

ABACC concept may provide much more 

than a framework for ‘neighbor-to-neighbor’ 

safeguards and mutual control at a regional 

level. Most importantly, it can be taken as 

a living proof of how a bilateral narrative 

– well adapted to a specifi c scenario and a 
local reality – can develop into a successful 

way of overcoming historical differences by 

giving peace a chance. n


