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Abstract 

Nuclear weapons remain central to states’ security in the contemporary strategic 
environment, as they deter major-power conflict while also influencing the 
evolution of both conventional and hybrid warfare. In this context, this paper 
examines Ukraine’s experience under the 1994 Budapest Memorandum. It 
highlights how weak and non-binding security assurances, particularly in the 
absence of enforceable mechanisms, reinforce perceptions that nuclear weapons 
remain essential for national survival and strategic autonomy. The Budapest 
Memorandum’s lack of legally binding obligations and effective enforcement 
mechanisms strengthens the strategic logic of hedging, latency, and potential 
nuclear acquisition among vulnerable states. The paper examines the evolution 
of Negative Security Assurances (NSAs) across the Nuclear Nonproliferation 
Treaty (NPT), the Conference on Disarmament (CD), and the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco to identify a persistent gap in the international security framework.  It 
also analyses Pakistan’s long-standing position at CD and concludes that 
negotiating a legally binding NSA under CD is a priority for strengthening global 
nuclear governance for states without nuclear weapons. 

 
Keywords: Negative Security Assurances (NSAs), Nuclear Nonproliferation 

Regime, Budapest Memorandum, Strategic Stability. 

 
Introduction  

he architecture of global nuclear non-proliferation has historically relied on a 

combination of legal frameworks, political commitments, and the deterrent 

threat posed by nuclear weapons to maintain strategic stability. Within this 
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framework, Negative Security Assurances (NSAs) are defined as a political 

obligation or pledge provided by a Nuclear-Weapon State (NWS) that it will not 

use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against a Non-Nuclear-Weapon State 

(NNWS). This differs from Positive Security Assurances (PSAs), which are political 

obligations or pledges provided by an NWS to an NNWS that it will assist, as per 

the United Nations (UN) Charter, if the NNWS's land is attacked or threatened 

with attack by an NWS.1   

 

 Building on this normative framework of assurances, the 1994 Budapest 

Memorandum serves as a prominent example, under which Ukraine willingly 

abandoned its nuclear weapons, that comprises world’s third most significant 

nuclear stockpiles, in exchange for security assurances from Moscow, 

Washington, and London.2 Such a case study of Ukraine thus provides a critical 

credibility gap in international security guarantees and signals to NNWSs the risks 

inherent in relying solely on political pledges, which are mostly contingent on 

strategic calculus. Such developments also underscore the need for renewed focus 

on NSAs at the Conference on Disarmament (CD).  

 

 In parallel, the difference between political commitments/obligations 

versus legal guarantees or binding measures can be noted through soft law and 

hard law. Soft law is purely based on political commitments. States usually follow 

rules voluntarily or interpret them according to their geopolitical situation. Hard 

law refers to legally binding agreements that provide more credibility to the legal 

arrangements. States that are committed to hard law are obliged under 

international law to follow it legally. Deviation or violation from a lawful 

agreement or binding treaty triggers legal consequences, such as sanctions, use of 

force, etc.3   

 

 The crisis in Ukraine also exemplifies the influence of strategic contention 

between Washington and Moscow. The Western literature infers that Moscow’s 

takeover of Crimea (2014), including subsequent offensive (2022)4 revealed the 

gaps of non-binding political commitments from the Budapest Memorandum. 

However, the Russian official view defines the ongoing conflict as ‘Special Military 

Operations (SMO)’ that aim to demilitarise Ukraine by protecting people who are 

being subjected to abuse and genocide,5 in the aftermath of the US-backed 

‘Orange Revolution’ in Ukraine, which replaced a pro-Russian dispensation with a 

pro-West one.6 Kremlin spokesperson Dmitry Peskov highlighted that Russian 

goals have never changed throughout the conflict, as Moscow desires no 
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interference in Ukraine’s neutral status.7 Most importantly, Russia views the North 

Atlantic Treaty Organisation’s (NATO) eastward enlargement as an attempt to 

encircle Russia. Ukraine’s integration into NATO would bring the organisation to 

Russia’s doorstep, something that no Russian leader would accept. Hence, Russian 

officials maintain that the Ukraine crisis predates 2022 and is linked to the post 

1991 era that remains focused on the expansion of Western security alliances.8  

Past assurances provided by Western leaders to the Soviet Union during German 

reunification negotiations that NATO would not move eastward is something the 

West denies. Despite Western denial, there appears to be evidence that these 

assurances were made. In this context, former Secretary of State James Baker had 

assured then-Mikhail Gorbachev in 1990 that no expansion of NATO forces would 

be made towards the east. 9 However, the West failed to uphold this commitment. 

Russia is critical of NATO’s further expansion into Central and Eastern Europe, 

including of former Warsaw Pact members and Baltic states bordering Russia, 

arguing it has disregarded Moscow’s security interests. Such attempts have clearly 

undermined this principle that “security is indivisible and not one country can 

enhance its security at the expense of another.”10 Realising these concerns and 

possible Russian response, leading Soviet specialist George Kennan calls the US’ 

decision to enlarge NATO a “fateful error.”11 

 

 In the context of great powers rivalry, Ukraine has effectively become a 

proxy battleground, where conventional and hybrid conflicts unfold under the 

shadow of nuclear-armed powers. From a neo-realist view, nuclear weapons 

remain a central instrument of strategic stability, deterring confrontation between 

major powers while limiting conflict to conventional or localised engagements. 

The combination of unenforceable NSAs, shifting alliances, and regional 

insecurity reinforces why latent or actual nuclear capability continues to be 

perceived as essential for national survival and strategic autonomy. By examining 

Ukraine through the lens of the Budapest Memorandum, this paper highlights 

how weak security assurances, coupled with strategic contention, reaffirm the 

enduring relevance of nuclear arsenals in ensuring nuclear deterrence as a 

guarantor towards preserving peace. Ukraine also appreciates the framework of 

NSAs as it would limit the scope of use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.12 

Renewed debate on the Russia-Ukraine conflict has raised questions about the 

credibility of NSAs. The deteriorating relations between Russia, the US and 

Western states have led many NNWSs to now view NSAs as fragile instruments 

vulnerable to reinterpretation or violation during crises. This has intensified calls 

for making NSAs more explicit, legally binding, universally applicable, and backed 

by enforcement mechanisms. In today’s volatile strategic environment, marked by 
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rising major-power rivalry, erosion of strategic stability, and emerging disruptive 

technologies, the strategic relevance of NSAs has become a key factor in 

strengthening non-proliferation commitments and restoring confidence among 

states that rely on international security assurances rather than nuclear 

deterrence. 

 
Theoretical Framework  

 Kenneth Waltz, a neo-realist, argues that nuclear weapons are the sole 

means of guaranteeing peace. These weapons strengthen the state’s security and 

autonomy. It also lowers the probability of full-scale war between two nuclear 

adversaries. States are deterred from launching an attack as the conflict may 

escalate towards inadvertent nuclear war. Even ‘irrational states’ need to act 

rationally under the pretext of nuclear deterrence – as the survival of a state 

underlines territorial integrity. ‘Balance of terror’ acts as a key stabiliser once 

conflicting nuclear-armed states—even smaller ones—possess nuclear weapons. It 

also incentivises states to avoid miscalculations and minimise the chances of 

accidental wars.13  

 

 The Ukrainian experience highlights the limits of relying solely on 

political assurances in the absence of nuclear capabilities. By surrendering its 

nuclear arsenal under the Budapest Memorandum, Ukraine placed its trust in 

political guarantees provided by Moscow, Washington and London. Yet, Russia’s 

subsequent actions demonstrated that non-binding political guarantees cannot 

replace the strategic deterrence offered by an actual nuclear arsenal. Viewed 

through a neo-realist lens, the conflict reinforces Kenneth Waltz’s argument: 

states without credible nuclear capabilities remain exposed to coercion and 

aggression, and lasting security is ultimately grounded in the possession of a 

credible nuclear deterrent rather than in unenforceable political commitments. 

 
Historical Debate on NSA 

 The NSG’s pledge remains significant in providing security guarantees to 

NNWSs. Its historical debate can be traced to increasing efforts by the Non-

Aligned Movement (NAM), a group of 121 members. 14  The Nuclear Non-

proliferation Treaty (NPT) remains the central stage for these debates, voiced by 

NAM countries. Resolution 21/53A15, sponsored by the UN General Assembly in 

1966 under the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament16, calls for urgent 

assurances that those without nuclear arsenals will not be threatened by their use 

against them. The US downplayed this resolution, fearing that the former Soviet 
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Union would threaten West Germany unless the US withdrew all of its stationed 

nuclear weapons from West Germany.17  

 

 A first legal precedent towards the NSAs debate was noticed with the 

establishment of a regional treaty in Latin America and the Caribbean, also known 

as the Nuclear Weapon Free Zone (NWFZ). Additional Protocol II of the Treaty of 

Tlatelolco (1967)18 underscored that the language of NSAs, i.e., NWS, which is a 

party to this treaty, will not be threatened by the use of a nuclear arsenal against 

any party to this Treaty.19 

  

 The First Special Session of the General Assembly on Disarmament (1978) 

adopted a final document highlighting a universal, internationally legally binding 

agreement on providing assurances by the NWSs, which mentions neither the use 

nor the threat of using a nuclear arsenal towards states without nuclear weapons. 

The final document encouraged the Committee on Disarmament, now called the 

CD, to take the lead on such negotiations.20 

 

 In the 1980s and onwards, CD initiated discussions on the issue of NSAs. 

An Ad hoc Committee was established to discuss this issue from 1983 to 1994. CD 

continuously faced limitations on debate relating to a legally binding instrument 

on NSAs, particularly from varying positions among NWSs regarding the scope, 

conditions, and legal form of such assurances. Later in 2009, a programme of work 

was adopted to discuss NSAs to consider all items on the agenda, including legal 

debate on the subject.21  

 

 In 1995, UN Security Council Resolution 98422 was moved to promote the 

debate on PSAs. It urged UNSC permanent members, also known as P5 states, to 

act against nuclear aggression or its threat by affirming the right of self-defence 

and collective security actions in Articles 51 and 39.23 Since 1990, Pakistan has 

consistently submitted resolutions on NSAs at the UNGA, which have been 

adopted unanimously.24 

 

 Later, at the 1995 NPT Review Conference (RevCons) and onwards, all 

NPT nuclear weapon states issued individual declarations underscoring UNSCR 

984.25 2000 NPT RevCon’s Final document also did not refer to the legal debate on 

NSAs and mentioned upcoming PrepComs to affirm NSAs' role in line with the 

NPT framework. The Final Document of 2010 underscored two points: to uphold 

discussions on the legal framework for NSAs under CD and to continue 
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maintaining existing pledges by NPT NWSs.26 The 2015 NPT RevCon resulted in 

failure to adopt a final document, and no new language or debate was noted on 

NSAs. However, several working papers and statements supported the 

unequivocal and legally binding security assurances from NWSs.27 Next, the 2020 

NPT RevCon noted and acknowledged the significance of the NSA debate and 

underscored the legal pathway to this debate.28  China and Russia also reiterated 

the debate on the legal framework for the universal codification of NSAs during 

the 2026 NPT RevCon.29   

 
NSA as a Priority for Ukraine  

  Considering the official position of Ukraine on NSAs, the country 

maintained that NSAs remain a key pillar in maintaining the state’s security. 

Further, Ukraine is not a party to any Western military bloc.   It maintains that 

internationally legally binding NSAs should be negotiated under CD.30 Official 

positions of other states, including the US, UK, Russia, China, France, Pakistan, 

India, and other US allies, including Germany, Japan and South Korea, are in 

Annex A.  

 

 It is pertinent to note that, as long as NSAs remain non-binding 

declarations issued unilaterally by NWSs, their practical value as a restraint on 

nuclear coercion will remain limited. As evidenced in the ongoing conflict, the 

breach of the Budapest Memorandum demonstrated that assurances lacking legal 

foundations or institutional oversight cannot deter a state prepared to pursue 

strategic objectives through force. The subsequent actions by the guarantor state 

severely undermined the logic underpinning nuclear disarmament as a path to 

security.31 This failure has prompted a wider reassessment among NNWSs, many 

of whom now question whether existing NSAs can genuinely protect their 

sovereignty or shield them from pressure by nuclear-armed powers. The resulting 

loss of confidence presents a structural challenge for the NPT, which depends on 

the credibility of security commitments extended to NNWSs.32 

 

Given these developments, there is a growing need to strengthen NSAs 

and transform them into more credible and enforceable instruments. Possible 

avenues include negotiating legally binding protocols while integrating assurances 

into recognised verification mechanisms through the International Atomic Energy 

Agency (IAEA) and Additional Protocols. Without such concrete structures, 

security assurances may be viewed as ‘hollow words’ rather than ‘reliable 
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guarantees,’ a perception that could incentivise states to reconsider disarmament 

or forego it entirely.33  

 
Ukraine’s Denuclearisation and the Budapest Memorandum 

(1994) 

 Three successor states of the former Soviet Union, including Ukraine, 

Belarus and Kazakhstan, had legacy stockpiles – known to be the global third-

most significant nuclear stockpiles. It had 1900 strategic nuclear warheads, 2650-

4200 Tactical Nuclear Weapons (TNWs) 34  and 176 Intercontinental Ballistic 

Missiles (ICBMs) 35  stationed in Ukraine, along with 44 strategic bombers. 36 

Ukraine lacked operational control of the nuclear weapons, and Russia remained 

responsible for this massive nuclear arsenal in Ukraine. There was another 

growing concern of nuclear proliferation that some states, as well as non-state 

actors, may acquire these weapons from the newly formed countries, including 

Ukraine.37  

 
Budapest Memorandum on Security Assurances 

 Budapest Memorandum on Security Assurances (1995) was signed 

between Ukraine and Moscow, Washington and London, and Northern Ireland, 

giving security assurances towards Ukraine against a) Ukrainian accession to the 

NPT and b) complete removal of strategic weapons from Ukrainian jurisdiction 

and giving access to Moscow. The agreement further underlined:-  

 

 To respect Ukrainian independence and its current demarcation 

lines. 

 To abstain from coercion/use of force targeted towards Ukrainian 

independence or land. No weapon would, in any instance, target 

the country or else in case of self-defence and under the pretext 

of international law.  

 To abstain from putting financial compulsion or pressure for 

political gains. 

 To seek UNSC immediate help if the country becomes subjected 

to aggression or nuclear-related coercion. 

 To reiterate the obligation of non-use of nuclear weapons against 

states without nuclear arsenals or strategic stockpiles (as Parties 

to the NPT), except in eventualities where a nuclear-weapon state 

itself is attacked, its territory is under attack, or in cases of 
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extended deterrence involving allies, their forces, or allied 

states.38  

 
Transfer of Nuclear Weapons  

 Ukraine transferred all relevant strategic arsenal and related capabilities 

to Russia in 1996.39 The US-led Cooperative Threat Reduction Programme (CTR) 

(1991)provided financial assistance meant for dismantling ICBMs, ICBM silos, 

heavy bombers and cruise missiles.40 The programme now emphasises oversight 

and taking strict measures against the proliferation of WMD-related technology, 

with a particular focus on Beijing, Moscow, Tehran, Pyongyang and other non-

state actors. 41   

 
Why Budapest Memorandum of Security Assurances Fail? 

 The above-mentioned commitments offered under the memorandum 

failed due to:  

 

  Non-binding Political Instrument: The memorandum offers 

no legal commitment, not even a legally binding security treaty 

with legal consequences if not implemented accordingly.42  

 No Collective Defence Mechanism: The memorandum did not 

offer any military response mechanism or mutual defence pledge, 

akin to NATO Article 5. Signatories to the memorandum only 

offered political commitment to respect territorial integrity, along 

with the non-presence of physical military forces.43 

 Ambiguity: The text of the memorandum is made deliberately 

ambiguous to gather all concerned parties at one table and ‘make 

it possible to sign such security assurances’. Such ambiguity also 

provides an edge to exit the memorandum without bearing any 

legal cost.44  

 Assurances without ‘Credibility’: There were no pre-arranged 

capabilities or clear rapid response plans linked to upholding the 

‘credibility factor’ in the memorandum.45 

 Domestic Politics: The memorandum is said to have been 

signed in a more cooperative geopolitical environment during 

both the Clinton and Yeltsin administrations. Later, several 

administrations made shifts in their foreign policies, adding less 

or minimal focus on ensuring commitments towards the 
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memorandum on security assurances. As compared to the Biden 

and Trump administrations, President George W. Bush focused 

on prioritising foreign policy on the Global War on Terrorism 

(GWoT) and sidelined security issues of Eastern Europe. The 

Obama administration also sought better relations with Russia, 

which diluted focus on upholding the security assurances of the 

memorandum vis-à-vis Ukraine.46 

 
Main Events Related to Current Russia-Ukraine Conflict  

 In February-March 2014, Crimea and the city of Sevastopol came under 

the control of armed personnel aligned with Russia. Later, on 16 March 2014, a 

referendum was held to join Russia. UN General Assembly Resolution 68/262 

came as a result and declared this referendum as ‘fake’ and Russia’s takeover of 

Crimea as ‘illegal’. The resolution also empowered Ukraine to reclaim its 

territorial integrity as per international law and fight for justice.47 Further, Russia 

launched the ‘SMO ' in 2022 as a defensive step, as claimed by President Vladimir 

Putin, to protect people in Eastern Ukraine in response to NATO’s expansion 

towards Russia’s borders. Due to the failure of earlier diplomatic efforts, the 

political arrangements, such as the Minsk agreements, were not thoroughly 

implemented.48 

 
Key Developments  

 
Drone Warfare 

 Drones, including loitering munitions and First-Person View (FPV) 

drones, were predominantly used in the Russia-Ukraine conflict. The use of 

drones was the main factor in causing 24% of civilian casualties.49 In June 2025, 

Russia reportedly used over 400 drones and 44 missiles50 in various parts of 

Ukraine. Unmanned Armed Vehicles (UAVs) are also deployed by Ukraine on a 

massive scale. FPVs used by Ukrainian forces have a very low cost, even lower 

than one artillery shell. FPVs were also used by Russian forces. Ukraine also used 

long-range drones to target Russian oil facilities over 700 km.51 In a nutshell, both 

armies have used FPV (5-25 km) and DJI Mavic (15 km). Russia used an estimated 

3,700 Iranian Shahed 136 (1000 km), Orlan-10 (100 km) and Lancet-3 (40-70 km) 

drones against Ukraine.52 While Ukraine used Ukrjet UJ-22 (800 km), Ukrjet UJ-26 

(800 km) and Bayraktar TB2 (300km) drones against Russia.53  
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Attack on Nuclear Power Plants (NPP) 

 On 14 February 2025, Chornobyl NPP was hit by Russia. Only the 

protective shelter ‘sarcophagus’ was damaged with no leakage of any radiation.54 

Later on 11 September 2025, drone strikes and gunfire were conducted near 

Khmelnytskyi and Rivne NPPs. Both NPPs, however, remained under Ukrainian 

and IAEA supervision. Previously, Russia had also taken control of the 

Zaporizhzhia NPP. 55  More dangerously, Ukraine targeted Russian strategic 

infrastructure, including early-warning-over-the-horizon radar systems and long-

range bomber bases. They have also conducted drone strikes aiming to hit radar 

installations and airfields linked with Russia’s strategic aviation system.56 

 
Nuclear Signalling 

 Various Russian official statements have played a key role in signifying a 

potential nuclear context during the Russia-Ukraine conflict. Russia updated its 

official military doctrine in 2024 by underlining that Moscow can exercise its 

privilege to use its strategic arsenal even if threatened with conventional weapons 

against its sovereignty and territorial integrity to deter NATO conventional 

strikes.57 President Putin threatened to use all weapons if Ukraine acquires a 

nuclear arsenal.58 Later, he also ‘hoped’ that strategic weapons were unlikely to 

come into play in the above context. 59  Further, Russia has reinforced its 

deterrence posture through enhanced military integration with Belarus under the 

‘Union State’ security architecture. In this regard, Moscow has conducted joint 

military exercises involving nuclear-capable delivery platforms and training 

simulations, in addition to the positioning of the Iskander-M ballistic missile 

system in Belarus. Russia states that these military measures are defensive and are 

aimed at counterbalancing NATO’s forward deployment and missile defence 

infrastructure in Eastern Europe.60 Later, Russian nuclear doctrine and declaratory 

policy underscore Belarus as an essential part of the country’s extended deterrence 

posture in response to anticipated external threats to the Union State 

framework.61  

 
Challenges for Global Non-Proliferation Regime  

 The following are the challenges mapped to the international non-

proliferation architecture, resulting from Ukrainian denuclearisation and the 

failure of the Budapest Agreement to ensure stringent political commitments that 

build a case of dire need for legal NSA measures.  
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Erosion of Trust  

 The commitments mentioned under the Budapest Memorandum reflect 

fragile political guarantees committed by Washington, Moscow and London.62 

Ukraine learnt a lesson that “sovereignty cannot reliably be safeguarded through 

symbolic or unenforceable assurances.”63 This conflict is an eye-opener for states 

whether NSA/political assurances committed to NNWSs are genuine or not — 

until they are legalised.64 The broader consequence is a profound credibility 

deficit in international security guarantees. NNWSs observing Ukraine’s fate must 

now question whether any prospective NSA or political guarantee will hold under 

crisis. Furthermore, the Memorandum’s failure undermined the normative 

foundation of the strategic stability non-proliferation regime — sending a 

dangerous message that “only force matters.”65  

 

 In sum, the erosion of trust is systemic: when a signatory to a security 

assurance becomes the aggressor, the entire model of non-binding assurances—

even when offered by powerful nuclear states—loses legitimacy. This has long-

term implications for non-proliferation, disarmament and global security 

architecture, because the fundamental bargain (security for denuclearisation) no 

longer appears credible. 

 
Motivating Factors Behind Preserving Nuclear Deterrent  

 The ongoing conflict between Russia and Ukraine offered an incentive to 

other states to retain or acquire nuclear weapons. As the conflict unfolded, the 

deterrence value of nuclear weapons was reaffirmed.  Given the collapse of 

confidence in external guarantees, many states may now view nuclear weapons, or 

at least latent capability, as the only dependable deterrent against existential 

threats or aggression. The Ukraine experience demonstrates what happens when a 

NNWS depends on external assurances: those assurances can be disregarded when 

geopolitical interests change, and the state loses its ultimate insurance. 

  

 In effect, the failure of the Budapest Memorandum may serve as a 

cautionary tale for other states: disarmament or non-proliferation commitments 

under external assurances are risky unless backed by enforceable treaties, credible 

deterrent capability or binding alliances. In insecure or asymmetric regional 

contexts, the strategic logic of hedging, latency or outright acquisition becomes 

much stronger.66 
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Lessons mentioned by Ukraine  

 Ukraine’s public condemnation of the 1994 agreement—calling it a “big 

mistake”—illustrates the depth of disillusionment with unenforceable security 

guarantees.67  

  

 At international fora (for example, preparatory discussions under the 

NPT), Ukraine’s example serves as a warning signal to other NNWSs: 

relinquishing nuclear capability in exchange for political guarantees entails real 

risk if guarantees are not legal, enforced and backed by credible deterrence. 

Indeed, many NNWSs may now interpret Ukraine’s fate as validation for hedging, 

latency, or even overt nuclear pursuits, particularly where regional rivalries, 

existential threats, or aggressive neighbours exist.68  

 

 The wider implication is that the global non-proliferation regimes' 

normative leverage—their ability to persuade states to refrain from becoming 

nuclear states and, in return, provide political guarantees—is severely weakened. 

Furthermore, it reiterated this assertion that the collapse of the Budapest security 

architecture casts doubts on the credibility of similar non-proliferation 

arrangements worldwide.  

 

 Additionally, a significant lesson learned from the Russia-Ukraine conflict 

may encourage more states to favour full legal, treaty-based security guarantees, 

or to seek stronger deterrent means rather than risk being left vulnerable. In the 

absence of such legal guarantees, states may increasingly view the decision to 

remain non-nuclear as strategically unsound. 

 
Ukraine Statement Highlighting Concerns on “Security 

Assurances”  

Ukraine highlights, at the 2026 NPT RevCon, that political assurances can 

be downplayed by aggressor states, as reflected in the case of Russia.69 Therefore, 

countries like Iran and North Korea feel validated in their ‘nuclear pursuit’. 

However, Israeli drone attacks on Iranian scientific and political leadership70 also 

support this argument that full nuclear capability is the sole guarantor of national 

security.  

 

 The Budapest Memorandum was a weak instrument, lacking the status of 

a treaty and a robust formula for collective security. Other states, like Iran or the 
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DPRK, may now feel justified in their nuclear pursuits, reluctant to make 

concessions under current circumstances. States that have refrained from 

developing nuclear weapons might reconsider their stance due to a growing sense 

of vulnerability to attack or blackmail.71 Ukraine’s historic decision to renounce 

the world’s third-largest nuclear arsenal was backed up by international security 

guarantees, enshrined in the Budapest Memorandum. Brutal violation of the 

Budapest Memorandum by the nuclear-weapon state has damaged the whole UN-

based security system. These unlawful actions, coupled with irresponsible, 

dangerous and escalatory nuclear rhetoric and repeated threats of nuclear weapon 

use in the context of its illegal war against Ukraine, undermine the entire non-

proliferation regime. The sad experience of our country has shown the whole 

world that disarmament without reliable security guarantees can be dangerous. 

That is why the achievement of real collective security assurances remains a key 

task of our agenda…Ukraine will continue to enhance its own defence capabilities 

and work towards establishing effective, legally binding security guarantees for 

non-nuclear-weapon states.72 

 
Questions on Extended Deterrence 

 The unravelling of the Budapest Memorandum also cast doubt on the 

reliability of extended deterrence—the idea that a nuclear-armed state can 

credibly guarantee the security of an allied NNWS. When great-power politics 

shift, signalling fluctuates, or political will changes, such guarantees may cease to 

be credible. 

  

 The Ukraine case has already reignited debates in many regions (East 

Asia, Middle East, Eastern Europe) where non-nuclear allies rely on external 

nuclear umbrellas. For example, countries such as Japan, South Korea, or some 

NATO allies may reconsider their security reliance on extended deterrence, given 

that political commitments proved hollow in Ukraine’s case. 73  This trend 

undermines not only non-proliferation but also alliance trust and stability. 

 
Challenges to NSA Debate 

 A genuinely effective framework for NSAs cannot emerge from an 

international order in which highly developed states retain a disproportionate 

stranglehold over the terms of negotiation. The prevailing architecture of global 

security governance has long been shaped by the strategic preferences of a narrow 

group of powerful states—most notably the US and its allies—whose willingness 

to offer NSA has historically been contingent upon political convenience rather 
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than principled commitment. This selective engagement reflects not a genuine 

investment in universal security, but rather a calculated posture that preserves 

their own strategic flexibility while offering politically palatable, yet legally hollow, 

assurances to NNWSs. 

 

 At its core, the problem with existing security assurances is that they 

remain trapped in the realm of political rhetoric rather than legal obligation, 

primarily due to a lack of political will among NPT nuclear-armed states to agree 

on some common ground and then move forward with a plan to minimise the gap 

and trust among states with no nuclear arsenal and themselves. Washington and 

its allies in the West and Europe have not agreed to legal/formal NSA 

arrangements.  Whereas China agrees to legal NSA arrangements. However, the 

US and many other nuclear-armed states still require ratification of commitments 

relevant to NWFZs. Such issues create persistent hurdles for regional and global 

nuclear disarmament. 74 

 

 What is needed is a clear evolution—from vague commitments to well-

defined, enforceable measures that states can actually rely upon. In this regard, 

Pakistan has long championed this framework. As far back as 1979, Pakistan 

tabled a draft proposal at the CD (CD/10), in addition to three working papers 

between 1979 and 1981 (CD/25, CD/120, and CD/161). Later, in 2023, Pakistan again 

submitted a renewed working paper (CD/2317), reaffirming its commitment to 

breaking the longstanding deadlock and creating the conditions for a productive 

negotiating environment.75  These efforts reflect not merely a national interest, 

but a principled stand representing all NNWSs seeking credible protection. 

 

 A further concern that deserves serious attention is the phenomenon of 

nuclear hedging. When assurances are weak or non-binding, non-nuclear states 

are quietly incentivised to keep their options open—maintaining latent nuclear 

capabilities as an insurance policy against an uncertain security environment. 

Legally binding NSAs would directly address this dynamic by removing the 

underlying anxiety that drives hedging behaviour in the first place, thereby 

contributing meaningfully to long-term strategic stability. 

 

 At the same time, any new framework must be sophisticated enough to 

account for the world's diverse and often volatile regional security landscapes. A 

one-size-fits-all approach risks being counterproductive—blanket assurances that 

ignore the specific threat perceptions and deterrence calculations of NWSs 
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operating in complex environments may generate more friction than trust. A 

balanced approach, sensitive to regional dynamics while upholding universal 

principles, is therefore not a compromise—it is a prerequisite for a durable 

agreement. 

 

 Building on this, regular and periodic reporting mechanisms would 

contribute toward strengthening the confidence of NNWSs, particularly those 

situated in high-tension regions such as   West Asia. Transparency breeds trust, 

while trust is the foundation upon which any meaningful arms control 

architecture must rest. 

 

 Such structural imbalance is further compounded by the rapid integration 

of automatic data-driven tools in strategic systems. Advancing Artificial 

Intelligence (AI) into nuclear command, control, and communication 

architectures—including delegative and autonomous decision-making systems—

introduces profound risks of miscalculation, false-flag scenarios, and algorithmic 

escalation that transcend traditional deterrence frameworks. In an environment 

where machine-assisted decision-making may compress the window for human 

judgment, the absence of universally binding NSA commitments becomes not 

merely a political shortcoming, but an existential vulnerability. 

 

 It is on these grounds that a universal agreement on NSAs is not simply 

desirable—it is indispensable. The close geographical proximity of many regional 

states, particularly in South and West Asia, means that consequences of strategic 

miscalculation or coercion would be immediate, catastrophic, and shared. The 

political voices of these states—long marginalised in elite-driven non-proliferation 

negotiations—must therefore be accorded structural weight in any meaningful 

NSA framework. A truly equitable and enforceable regime can only be built upon 

the foundation of inclusive multilateralism, where equal voices should be heard, 

including those from the Global South.  

 

 Finally, the international community cannot afford to keep repeating the 

same mistakes. Past NSA frameworks and denuclearisation processes carry hard-

won lessons that must be systematically integrated into global arms control 

treaties, nuclear doctrines, and security dialogues going forward. Advocating for 

legally binding, enforceable assurances is not simply a matter of diplomatic 

principle—it is one of the most practical steps available to strengthen non-

proliferation norms and deter unilateral aggression on the world stage. 
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Conclusion  

 The Ukraine case underscores the limitations of relying solely on political 

assurances to secure national sovereignty. NSAs become increasingly fragile, 

particularly when the state security or core national interests of the state 

extending NSAs are believed to be threatened. The Budapest Memorandum, 

intended to protect Ukraine in exchange for denuclearisation, revealed a critical 

credibility gap in international security guarantees. This experience demonstrates 

that NNWSs cannot depend on unenforceable commitments, as shifting 

geopolitical interests can render such assurances ineffective. Consequently, the 

Ukraine example weakens assurance in the global nuclear governance, encourages 

strategic hedging or threshold status, and highlights that acquisition of strategic 

weapons remains the most reliable means for ensuring strategic autonomy and 

security, thereby underscoring the need for increased reliance on nuclear 

deterrence. Furthermore, it highlights how great power rivalry and evolving 

alliances can intensify insecurity, emphasising the necessity for legal security 

framework rather than symbolic pledges. 

 

 Pakistan advocates legally binding, multilateral security assurances for 

NNWSs.  The approach emphasises equitable guarantees, reduces incentives for 

nuclear hedging, and strengthens both regional and global strategic stability. 

Lessons from Ukraine indicate that future non-proliferation and arms control 

initiatives must integrate regional security dynamics, confidence-building 

measures, and enforceable obligations, while learning from prior denuclearisation 

failures. Legally grounded, multilateral, and enforceable NSAs are essential to 

restore credibility, maintain deterrence, and mitigate proliferation risks in today’s 

volatile global strategic landscape. 
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Annex A 

 

Official Statements / Unilateral Declarations of Major 

Countries 

 

US 

 “The United States has long maintained a negative security assurance as 

part of its nuclear doctrine. The United States will not use or threaten to use 

nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapon states that are party to the NPT and 

in compliance with their nuclear non-proliferation obligations… we also offer 

legally binding negative security assurances in connection with the Protocols to 

the nuclear-weapon-free zones… regional nuclear weapon free zones, established 

on the basis of arrangements freely arrived at among all States of the region 

concerned, provide the most expeditious and practical way to extend legally 

binding negative security assurances.”76 The 2022 U.S. Nuclear Posture Review 

(NPR) also reaffirmed the similar policy line. However, it eliminated one aspect 

highlighted in 2018 NPR that stated that the U.S. reserves the right to breach its 

pledge if its forces would be attacked by the evolution and proliferation of non-

nuclear strategic attack technologies, adding cyber as well. 77 

 

UK 

 “The UK will not use, or threaten to use, nuclear weapons against any 

non-nuclear weapon state party to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 

Weapons. The UK continues to support negative security assurances and is open 

to discussions on an NSA treaty in an appropriate forum. The quickest and most 

effective way to get legally binding negative security assurances is through 

Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones. 78  In the 2015 Strategic Defence and Security 

Review document, the United Kingdom said it will not use, or threaten to use, 

nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapon states that are parties to the NPT 

and in compliance with the treaty’s obligations. The United Kingdom appears to 

leave open the option to use nuclear weapons in response to WMD threats, such 

as chemical or biological attacks, if such threats are imminent. 79 

 

France 

 “The negative security assurances provided by France to all non-nuclear-

weapon States Parties to the NPT comply with the non-proliferation obligations. 
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France is a party to most of the protocols of the treaties establishing NWFZs, 

supports the establishment of a zone free of weapons of mass destruction in the 

Middle East, and reiterates its willingness to engage with ASEAN countries 

towards the signing of the Protocol to the Bangkok Treaty.”80 

 

Russia 

 “We support the non-nuclear-weapon States parties to the NPT in seeking 

legally binding NSAs... It is important that these States should neither engage in 

nor facilitate aggression against nuclear-weapon States and/or their allies and 

should comply with their nuclear non-proliferation obligations, which include the 

renunciation of having nuclear weapons under control in the framework of 

military alliances with nuclear-weapons States… The main issues to be discussed 

should include possible assurances to those non-nuclear-weapon States that make 

part of alliances with nuclear powers or have concluded bilateral security 

agreements with them (the so-called 'nuclear umbrella'). It is obvious that the 

special status/situation of such non-nuclear-weapon States excludes granting 

them any universal security assurances applicable to other States.”81 However, 

Russian updated its official military doctrine in 2024 by underlining that Russia 

reserves the right to use nuclear weapons even if threatens with conventional 

weapons on its sovereignty and territorial integrity.82 

 

China 

 “CD should commence substantive work at the earliest opportunity on 

reaching an international legal instrument that ensures no use or threat of use of 

nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States and nuclear-weapon-free 

zones…Nuclear-weapon States should reduce the role of nuclear weapons in their 

national security policies, abandon nuclear deterrence policies based on the first-

use of nuclear weapons, refrain from formulating nuclear deterrence policies 

against other countries, refrain from designating any country as a nuclear strike 

target, and refrain from targeting nuclear weapons under their control at other 

countries…nuclear-weapon States should abolish “nuclear sharing” and “extended 

deterrence” arrangements, withdraw all nuclear weapons deployed overseas back 

to their home countries, and cease the playing with fire behaviour of forward 

deployment of strategic forces… China has signed and ratified the relevant 

protocols of all nuclear-weapon-free zone treaties in Latin America and the 

Caribbean, the South Pacific, Africa, and Central Asia, respects Mongolia's 

nuclear-weapon-free status, and actively supports the establishment a Middle East 
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Zone free of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction and is 

willing to be the first to sign the protocol of the Treaty on the Southeast Asia 

Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone.”83 

 

India 

 India believes that the issue of legally binding NSAs would not benefit 

from being confined to any existing treaty framework or those under the construct 

of Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones. Existing treaties are limited, covering only their 

signatory States, missing broader global concerns… The issue of NSAs therefore 

demands a universal and non-discriminatory approach. Legally binding 

assurances will not only contribute to mitigating the sense of insecurity among 

nonnuclear weapon states, thereby strengthening the non-proliferation regime, 

but also to reducing nuclear danger. India maintains that the CD, given its 

mandate and membership, remains the most appropriate forum for negotiating a 

legally binding instrument on NSAs.84 However, the 2003 Indian nuclear doctrine 

also maintained that posture of ‘No First Use’: nuclear weapons will only be used 

in retaliation against a nuclear attack on Indian territory or on Indian forces 

anywhere.85 India also reasserted that no change in Indian nuclear policy with 

regards to potential nuclear retaliation if its forces will be attacked either on its 

soil or elsewhere around the world.86  

 

Pakistan 

 Pakistan's position on this issue is long-standing and principled. As a non-

nuclear-weapon state from the late 1960s, we sought legally binding assurances 

against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons, and in 1979 we tabled at this 

Conference a draft "International Convention to Assure Non-Nuclear-Weapon 

States against the Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons," contained in 

document CD/10. The failure of the international community to provide such 

assurances - at a time when nuclear weapons had already been introduced into 

our region - left Pakistan with no choice but to develop its own deterrent; yet even 

after acquiring that capability, our advocacy for NSAs has never wavered. We have 

held out a voluntary pledge not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against 

any non-nuclear-weapon State, and we stand ready to transform that pledge into a 

multilaterally negotiated, legally binding instrument. Our continued commitment 

is reflected in the resolution on NSAs that Pakistan has tabled annually at the UN 

General Assembly since 1990 - most recently adopted without a single negative 

vote. In 2023, Pakistan submitted a detailed working paper on a legally binding 
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instrument on NSAs, contained in document CD/2317. That paper set out our 

considered views on the core elements of such an instrument - by whom the 

assurances should be given, to whom they should be extended, and how they 

should be codified - and it remains our reference contribution to this debate. We 

highlight it once again to the attention of the membership.87 

 

Japan, Germany and South Korea 

 The joint working paper … mentioned that ‘the right to self-defence of the 

attacked State must under no circumstances be used as a pretext for not abiding 

by existing NSAs. CD to begin discussions of effective international arrangements 

on NSAs, and all nuclear-weapon states to commit to fully respect their existing 

commitments with regard to security assurances. Nuclear-weapon States should 

specify and clarify, to the fullest extent possible, the potential implications of new 

and emerging technologies for existing negative security assurances.88 

 

 

 

  



Significance of Negative Security Assurances and Challenges                                                77 

 Strategic Thought-2026  [57-80]   
 

References 

                                                           
1  Kelsey Davenport, “Nuclear Declaratory Policy and Negative Security Assurances,” Arms Control 

Association, last reviewed January 2025, https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/nuclear-declaratory-
policy-and-negative-security-assurances. 

2  Daryl G. Kimball, “Ukraine, Nuclear Weapons, and Security Assurances at a Glance,” Arms Control 
Association, last reviewed March 2022, https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/ukraine-nuclear-weapons-
and-security-assurances-glance. 

3  Kenneth W. Abbott and Duncan Snidal, “Hard and Soft Law in International Governance,” International 
Organization 54, no. 3 (2000): 421–456, https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm? abstract_id=1402966.   

4  Ibid.  
5  Vladimir Putin, “Address by the President of the Russian Federation,” President of Russia, February 24, 

2022, http://kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/speeches/67843.  
6  By 2004, the US had spent over USD 2 billion to support a so called “free and independent” Ukraine.  See “A 

Chestnut Revolution,” The Wall Street Journal, February 11, 2004. In the two years alone before the 2004 
Ukrainian presidential elections, the US spent $65 million “to aid political organizations in Ukraine, paying 
to bring opposition leader…to meet US leaders and helping to underwrite exit polls indicating he won a 
disputed runoff election.” See James Bovard, Attention Deficit Democracy (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 
2006), p. 65. Other US influence activities and ingress in Ukrainian society and state apparatus are also 
well-documented. See Meghan Clyne, “Our Man at Ukraine’s Orange Revolution,” American Enterprise 
Institute, December 2, 2004. 

7  Reuters, “Kremlin Says Goals of Russia's ‘Special Military Operation’ in Ukraine Remain Unchanged,” 
February 7, 2024, https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/kremlin-says-goals-russias-special-military-
operation-ukraine-remain-unchanged-2024-02-07/.  

8  NATO has steadily been incorporating former Soviet Republics. In 2008, the alliance expressed its readiness 
to incorporate Georgia and Ukraine. To understand Russia’s anxiety about NATO’s eastwards expansion, 
see first chapter of Tim Marshall, Prisoners of Geography (New York: Scribner, 2015). 

9  “Why NATO and Ukraine Are a Flash Point with Russia 30 Years after the End of the Cold War,” PBS 
NewsHour, January 25, 2022, https://www.pbs.org/newshour/world/why-nato-and-ukraine-are-a-flash-
point-with-russia-30-after-the-end-of-the-cold-war.  

10  Sergey Lavrov, “Statement and Answers to Media Questions Following Talks with OSCE Chairperson-in-
Office Ignazio Cassis and OSCE Secretary General Feridun Sinirlioglu,” press statement, Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs of the Russian Federation, Moscow, February 6, 2026, https://mid.ru/en/foreign_policy/ 
international_safety/2078053/.  

11  George Kennan, “A Fateful Error,” The New York Times, February 5, 1997. 
12  Francesca Giovannini, “Negative Security Assurances After Russia’s Invasion of Ukraine,” Arms Control 

Today 52, no. 6 (July/August 2022), https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2022-07/features/negative-security-
assurances-after-russias-invasion-ukraine.  

13  Kenneth N. Waltz, “The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: More May Better,” Adelphi Papers (London: 
International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1981), https://theasrudiancenter.wordpress.com/wp-
content/uploads/2017/01/kenneth-waltz.pdf. 

14  André Munro, “Non-Aligned Movement,” Encyclopaedia Britannica, October 21, 2025, 
https://www.britannica.com/topic/Non-Aligned-Movement . 

15  United Nations General Assembly, “Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons A, General Assembly Twenty-
First Session Resolutions Adopted on the Reports of the First Committee,” Resolution 2153 (XXI), 1966, 
https://docs.un.org/en/A/RES/2153(XXI). 

16  United Nations General Assembly, “Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons A, General Assembly Twenty-
First Session Resolutions Adopted on the Reports of the First Committee”.  

17  “Negative Security Assurance,” Nuclear Threat Initiative (NTI), https://www.nti.org/education-
center/treaties-and-regimes/proposed-internationally-legally-binding-negative-security-assurances/. 

18  “Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America and the Caribbean (Treaty of Tlatelolco),” 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), https://www.iaea.org/publications/ documents/treaties/treaty-
prohibition-nuclear-weapons-latin-america-tlatelolco-treaty.  

19  IAEA, “Treaty of Tlatelolco.” 
20 United Nations General Assembly, “Resolution Adopted on the Report of the Ad Hoc Committee of the 

Tenth Special Session (S-10/2): Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly,” 
Reaching Critical Will, https://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/images/documents/ Disarmament-
fora/ssod/SSOD1_FinalDoc.pdf.  

21  “Negative Security Assurance,” Nuclear Threat Initiative (NTI).  

https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/nuclear-declaratory-policy-and-negative-security-assurances
https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/nuclear-declaratory-policy-and-negative-security-assurances
https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/ukraine-nuclear-weapons-and-security-assurances-glance
https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/ukraine-nuclear-weapons-and-security-assurances-glance
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1402966
http://kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/speeches/67843
https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/kremlin-says-goals-russias-special-military-operation-ukraine-remain-unchanged-2024-02-07/
https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/kremlin-says-goals-russias-special-military-operation-ukraine-remain-unchanged-2024-02-07/
https://www.pbs.org/newshour/world/why-nato-and-ukraine-are-a-flash-point-with-russia-30-after-the-end-of-the-cold-war
https://www.pbs.org/newshour/world/why-nato-and-ukraine-are-a-flash-point-with-russia-30-after-the-end-of-the-cold-war
https://mid.ru/en/foreign_policy/international_safety/2078053/
https://mid.ru/en/foreign_policy/international_safety/2078053/
https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2022-07/features/negative%20-security-assurances-after-russias-invasion-ukraine
https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2022-07/features/negative%20-security-assurances-after-russias-invasion-ukraine
https://theasrudiancenter.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/kenneth-waltz.pdf
https://theasrudiancenter.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/kenneth-waltz.pdf
https://www.britannica.com/topic/Non-Aligned-Movement
https://docs.un.org/en/A/RES/2153(XXI)
https://www.nti.org/education-center/treaties-and-regimes/proposed-internationally-legally-binding-negative-security-assurances/
https://www.nti.org/education-center/treaties-and-regimes/proposed-internationally-legally-binding-negative-security-assurances/
https://www.iaea.org/publications/documents/treaties/treaty-prohibition-nuclear-weapons-latin-america-tlatelolco-treaty
https://www.iaea.org/publications/documents/treaties/treaty-prohibition-nuclear-weapons-latin-america-tlatelolco-treaty
https://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/images/documents/Disarmament-fora/ssod/SSOD1_FinalDoc.pdf
https://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/images/documents/Disarmament-fora/ssod/SSOD1_FinalDoc.pdf


78                                                                                  Mahvish Malik  

 Strategic Thought-2026  [57-80]   
 

                                                                                                                                               
22  “United Nations Security Council, “Resolution 984 (1995) Adopted by the Security Council at its 3514th 

Meeting, on 11 April 1995,” https://docs.un.org/en/S/RES/984(1995).  
23  “UN Security Council, “Resolution 984 (1995).” 
24  “Arms Control & Disarmament,” Permanent Mission of Pakistan to the United Nations (Geneva), 

https://pakungeneva.pk/arms-control-disarmament/. 
25  Permanent Mission of Pakistan (Geneva), “Arms Control & Disarmament.” 
26 “Negative Security Assurance,” Nuclear Threat Initiative (NTI).  
27 United Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs, “9th NPT Review Conference (2015),” 

https://meetings.unoda.org/meeting/29685/documents. 
28 United Nations, “10th NPT Review Conference (2020),” https://www.un.org/en/conferences/npt2020/ 

documents.  
29 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of China, Advance National Report Submitted by China 

to the Eleventh Review Conference of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (Beijing: 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of China, 2026), page number, https://docs-
library.unoda.org/Treaty_on_the_Non-Proliferation_of_Nuclear_Weapons_-
EleventhReview_Conference_(2026)/NPT_CONF.2026_33_-_33._ADVANCE_National_Report_-_China-
_English.pd.  

30  Fihn, “Thematic Discussion on Negative Security Assurances,” Reaching Critical Will.  
31  Giovannini, “Negative Security Assurances After Russia’s Invasion of Ukraine,” Arms Control Today.  
32  Ibid.  
33  Mariana Budjeryn, “When Ukraine Traded Nuclear Weapons for Security Assurances: An Interview with 

Mariana Budjeryn,” Arms Control Today (April 2022), https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2022-
04/interviews/when-ukraine-traded-nuclear-weapons-security-assurances-interview-mariana.  

34  Budjeryn, “When Ukraine Traded Nuclear Weapons for Security Assurances.” 
35  Budjeryn, “When Ukraine Traded Nuclear Weapons for Security Assurances.” 
36  Nuclear Threat Initiative, “Nuclear Disarmament: Ukraine,” October 29, 2024, https://www.nti.org/ 

analysis/articles/ukraine-nuclear-disarmament/.  Strobe Talbott and Maggie Tennis, “25 Years After 
Ukraine Denuclearized, Russian Aggression Continues to Rise,” Brookings Institution, January 18, 2019, 
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/25-years-after-ukraine-denuclearized-russian-aggression-continues-to-
rise/.  

37  Kimball, “Ukraine, Nuclear Weapons, and Security Assurances at a Glance,” Arms Control Association.  
38  Budapest Memorandum on Security Assurances, 5 December 1994, United Nations Treaty Series, vol. 3007, I-

52241, https://treaties.un.org/doc/Publication/UNTS/Volume%203007/Part/volume-3007-I-52241.pdf  
39  Nuclear Threat Initiative, “Nuclear Disarmament: Ukraine”.   
40 Ibid. 
41  “Fact Sheet: The Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction Program,” Center for Arms Control and Non-

Proliferation, https://armscontrolcenter.org/fact-sheet-the-nunn-lugar-cooperative-threat-reduction-
program/.  U.S. Department of State, “Office of Cooperative Threat Reduction,” Bureau of International 
Security and Nonproliferation, https://2021-2025.state.gov/about-us-office-of-cooperative-threat-reduction/  

42  Matthew Bunn, “Budapest Memorandum at 25: Between Past and Future,” Harvard Kennedy School, Belfer 
Center for Science and International Affairs, 2020, https://www.belfercenter.org/publication/ budapest-
memorandum-25-between-past-and-future.  

43  Mariana Budjeryn, “The Breach: Ukraine’s Territorial Integrity and the Budapest Memorandum,” Nuclear 
Proliferation International History Project, Wilson Center, https://www.wilsoncenter.org/ sites/default/ 
files/media/documents/publication/Issue%20Brief%20No%203--The%20Breach--Final4.pdf.  

44 Mykhailo Soldatenko, “Constructive Ambiguity of the Budapest Memorandum at 28: Making Sense of the 
Controversial Agreement,” Lawfare, February 7, 2023, https://www.lawfaremedia.org/article/ constructive-
ambiguity-of-the-budapest-memorandum-at-28-making-sense-of-the-controversial-agreement.  

45  Alexei Hoffman, “Assurances Are Not Guarantees: Budapest’s Lesson for Nonproliferation,” Yale Journal of 
International Affairs, May 7, 2026, https://www.yalejournal.org/publications/assurances-are-not-
guarantees-budapests-lesson-for-nonproliferation-h2h5x 

46 Budjeryn, “The Breach”.  
47  Alexei Hoffman, “Assurances Are Not Guarantees: Budapest’s Lesson for Nonproliferation.” 
48 Osborn and Nikolskaya, “Russia's Putin Authorises Military Operations in Donbass – Domestic Media,” 

Reuters.  
49 Center for Strategic and International Studies, “Sanctions Response to Russia’s Invasion of Ukraine,” 

https://www.csis.org/analysis/sanctions-response-russias-invasion-ukraine.  
50  Mariano Zafra, Max Hunder, Anurag Rao, and Sudev Kiyada, “How Drone Combat in Ukraine Is Changing 

Warfare,” Reuters, March 26, 2024, https://www.reuters.com/graphics/UKRAINE-CRISIS/DRONES/ 
dwpkeyjwkpm/.  

https://docs.un.org/en/S/RES/984(1995)
https://pakungeneva.pk/arms-control-disarmament/
https://meetings.unoda.org/meeting/29685/documents
https://www.un.org/en/conferences/npt2020/documents
https://www.un.org/en/conferences/npt2020/documents
https://docs-library.unoda.org/Treaty_on_the_Non-Proliferation_of_Nuclear_Weapons_-EleventhReview_Conference_(2026)/NPT_CONF.2026_33_-_33._ADVANCE_National_Report_-_China-_English.pd
https://docs-library.unoda.org/Treaty_on_the_Non-Proliferation_of_Nuclear_Weapons_-EleventhReview_Conference_(2026)/NPT_CONF.2026_33_-_33._ADVANCE_National_Report_-_China-_English.pd
https://docs-library.unoda.org/Treaty_on_the_Non-Proliferation_of_Nuclear_Weapons_-EleventhReview_Conference_(2026)/NPT_CONF.2026_33_-_33._ADVANCE_National_Report_-_China-_English.pd
https://docs-library.unoda.org/Treaty_on_the_Non-Proliferation_of_Nuclear_Weapons_-EleventhReview_Conference_(2026)/NPT_CONF.2026_33_-_33._ADVANCE_National_Report_-_China-_English.pd
https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2022-04/interviews/when-ukraine-traded-nuclear-weapons-security-assurances-interview-mariana
https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2022-04/interviews/when-ukraine-traded-nuclear-weapons-security-assurances-interview-mariana
https://www.nti.org/analysis/articles/ukraine-nuclear-disarmament/
https://www.nti.org/analysis/articles/ukraine-nuclear-disarmament/
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/25-years-after-ukraine-denuclearized-russian-aggression-continues-to-rise/
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/25-years-after-ukraine-denuclearized-russian-aggression-continues-to-rise/
https://treaties.un.org/doc/Publication/UNTS/Volume%203007/Part/volume-3007-I-52241.pdf
https://armscontrolcenter.org/fact-sheet-the-nunn-lugar-cooperative-threat-reduction-program/
https://armscontrolcenter.org/fact-sheet-the-nunn-lugar-cooperative-threat-reduction-program/
https://2021-2025.state.gov/about-us-office-of-cooperative-threat-reduction/
https://www.belfercenter.org/publication/budapest-memorandum-25-between-past-and-future
https://www.belfercenter.org/publication/budapest-memorandum-25-between-past-and-future
https://www.wilsoncenter.org/sites/default/files/media/documents/publication/Issue%20Brief%20No%203--The%20Breach--Final4.pdf
https://www.wilsoncenter.org/sites/default/files/media/documents/publication/Issue%20Brief%20No%203--The%20Breach--Final4.pdf
https://www.lawfaremedia.org/article/constructive-ambiguity-of-the-budapest-memorandum-at-28-making-sense-of-the-controversial-agreement
https://www.lawfaremedia.org/article/constructive-ambiguity-of-the-budapest-memorandum-at-28-making-sense-of-the-controversial-agreement
https://www.yalejournal.org/publications/assurances-are-not-guarantees-budapests-lesson-for-nonproliferation-h2h5x
https://www.yalejournal.org/publications/assurances-are-not-guarantees-budapests-lesson-for-nonproliferation-h2h5x
https://www.csis.org/analysis/sanctions-response-russias-invasion-ukraine
https://www.reuters.com/graphics/UKRAINE-CRISIS/DRONES/dwpkeyjwkpm/
https://www.reuters.com/graphics/UKRAINE-CRISIS/DRONES/dwpkeyjwkpm/


Significance of Negative Security Assurances and Challenges                                                79 

 Strategic Thought-2026  [57-80]   
 

                                                                                                                                               
51  Zafra et al., “How Drone Combat in Ukraine Is Changing Warfare.” 
52  B4Ukraine, “2/3 of Foreign Components in Russian Drones Are Made in the US, China Is the Main 

Supplier,” accessed July 15, 2026, https://b4ukraine.org/whats-new/russian-drones.  
53  Zafra et al., “How Drone Combat in Ukraine Is Changing Warfare.” 
54  “Ukraine War Latest: Chornobyl Nuclear Plant Sarcophagus Hit by Russian Drone; Zelensky Sets Out 

Condition for Talks with Putin,” The Kyiv Independent, February 14, 2022, https://kyivindependent.com/ 
ukraine-war-latest-59/.  

55  Tim Zadorozhnyy, “IAEA Reports Drones, Gunfire Near 2 Ukrainian Nuclear Plants Amid Russian Attack,” 
The Kyiv Independent, September 11, 2025, https://kyivindependent.com/iaea-reports-drones-gunfire-near-
2-ukrainian-nuclear-plants-during-russian-attack/.  

56 “Ukraine Drone Targets Russian Early-Warning Radar at ‘Record’ Distance, Kyiv Source Says,” Reuters, May 
27, 2024, https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/ukraine-drone-targets-russian-early-warning-radar-
record-distance-kyiv-source-2024-05-27/.  

57  “Nuclear Declaratory Policy and Negative Security Assurances,” Arms Control Association, 2025.  
58 “Putin Says Russia Would Use All Weapons at Its Disposal if Ukraine Got Nuclear Weapons,” Reuters, 

November 28, 2024, https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/putin-says-russia-would-use-all-weapons-its-
disposal-if-ukraine-got-nuclear-2024-11-28/.  

59 “Putin Says He Hopes There Will Be No Need to Use Nuclear Weapons in Ukraine,” Associated Press, May 
2025, https://apnews.com/article/russia-ukraine-war-nuclear-putin-ceasefire-868bda4fc666ec3b 
05a1e512eca91b3c.  

60  “Russia Delivers Nuclear Munitions to Belarus as Part of Nuclear Drills,” Ukrainska Pravda, May 21, 2026, 
https://www.pravda.com.ua/eng/news/2026/05/21/8035755/.  

61  Sergey Shoigu, “Russian Nuclear Umbrella Protects Belarus,” State News Agency BelTA (sb.by), January 24, 
2025, https://www.sb.by/en/shoigu-russian-nuclear-umbrella-protects-belarus.html.  

62 David S. Yost, “The Budapest Memorandum and Russia’s Intervention in Ukraine,” International Affairs 91, 
no. 3 (May 2015): 505–538, https://academic.oup.com/ia/article-abstract/91/3/505/2326836.  

63 Tarunabh Khaitan, “Guarantor Institutions,” Asian Journal of Comparative Law (Cambridge University 
Press), September 22, 2021, https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/asian-journal-of-comparative-
law/article/guarantor-institutions/A2AF9B9E755BC1C270BC492F458FADAB.  

64 Ibid.  
65 Yost, “Budapest Memorandum and Russia’s Intervention”.  
66 Alexei Hoffman, “Assurances Are Not Guarantees: Budapest’s Lesson for Nonproliferation,” Yale Journal of 

International Affairs.  
67 Burc Eruygur, “Zelenskyy Says Lack of Security Guarantees under 1994 Budapest Memorandum ‘Big 

Mistake,’” Anadolu Agency, April 10, 2026, https://www.aa.com.tr/en/world/zelenskyy-says-lack-of-security-
guarantees-under-1994-budapest-memorandum-big-mistake-/3901228.  

68 Robert Lawless, “Ukraine Symposium – The Budapest Memorandum’s History and Role in the Conflict,” 
Lieber Institute (West Point), January 15, 2025, https://lieber.westpoint.edu/budapest-memorandums-
history-role-conflict/.  

69 United Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs, “Ukraine,” submission to the Eleventh Review Conference 
of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (2026), https://docs-
library.unoda.org/Treaty_on_the_Non-Proliferation_of_Nuclear_Weapons_-
EleventhReview_Conference_(2026)/Ukraine_0.pdf. 

70 Institute for the Study of War (ISW) and Critical Threats Project (CTP), “Iran Update Special Report, March 
21, 2026,” March 21, 2026, https://understandingwar.org/research/middle-east/iran-update-special-report-
march-21-2026.  

71  “Statement by the Delegation of Ukraine at the Second Session of the Preparatory Committee of the 2026 
NPT Review Conference: Nuclear Disarmament and Security Assurances,” United Nations Office for 
Disarmament Affairs, https://docs-library.unoda.org/Treaty_on_the_Non-Proliferation_of_Nuclear_ 
Weapons_-Preparatory_Committee_for_the_Eleventh_Review_ConferenceSecond_session_(2024)/Ukraine 
_-_Cluster_1_final_(1).pdf.  

72  United Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs, “Ukraine” .  
73  Nobumasa Akiyama, “How Should Japan Consolidate the Credibility of Extended Deterrence?,” The 

Association of Japanese Institutes of Strategic Studies, https://www.jiia.or.jp/en/ajiss_commentary/ 
2023/10/16/Commentary305.pdf.  

74  Mahvish Malik, “Challenges to Negative Security Assurances Framework: A Case Study of South Asia,” Open 
Science Repository International Relations Online, 2018, https://www.open-science-repository.com/ 
international-relations-45011869.html, 7.  

75 Tayyaba Khurshid, “Will the Deadlock on NSAs Break?,” CISS AJK, May 2, 2025, https://cissajk.org.pk/2025/ 
05/02/will-the-deadlock-on-negative-security-assurances-break/. “Statement by Pakistan at Plenary 

https://b4ukraine.org/whats-new/russian-drones
https://kyivindependent.com/ukraine-war-latest-59/
https://kyivindependent.com/ukraine-war-latest-59/
https://kyivindependent.com/iaea-reports-drones-gunfire-near-2-ukrainian-nuclear-plants-during-russian-attack/
https://kyivindependent.com/iaea-reports-drones-gunfire-near-2-ukrainian-nuclear-plants-during-russian-attack/
https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/ukraine-drone-targets-russian-early-warning-radar-record-distance-kyiv-source-2024-05-27/
https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/ukraine-drone-targets-russian-early-warning-radar-record-distance-kyiv-source-2024-05-27/
https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/putin-says-russia-would-use-all-weapons-its-disposal-if-ukraine-got-nuclear-2024-11-28/
https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/putin-says-russia-would-use-all-weapons-its-disposal-if-ukraine-got-nuclear-2024-11-28/
https://apnews.com/article/russia-ukraine-war-nuclear-putin-ceasefire-868bda4fc666ec3b05a1e512eca91b3c
https://apnews.com/article/russia-ukraine-war-nuclear-putin-ceasefire-868bda4fc666ec3b05a1e512eca91b3c
https://www.pravda.com.ua/eng/news/2026/05/21/8035755/
https://www.sb.by/en/shoigu-russian-nuclear-umbrella-protects-belarus.html
https://academic.oup.com/ia/article-abstract/91/3/505/2326836
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/asian-journal-of-comparative-law/article/guarantor-institutions/A2AF9B9E755BC1C270BC492F458FADAB
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/asian-journal-of-comparative-law/article/guarantor-institutions/A2AF9B9E755BC1C270BC492F458FADAB
https://www.aa.com.tr/en/world/zelenskyy-says-lack-of-security-guarantees-under-1994-budapest-memorandum-big-mistake-/3901228
https://www.aa.com.tr/en/world/zelenskyy-says-lack-of-security-guarantees-under-1994-budapest-memorandum-big-mistake-/3901228
https://lieber.westpoint.edu/budapest-memorandums-history-role-conflict/
https://lieber.westpoint.edu/budapest-memorandums-history-role-conflict/
https://docs-library.unoda.org/Treaty_on_the_Non-Proliferation_of_Nuclear_Weapons_-EleventhReview_Conference_(2026)/Ukraine_0.pdf
https://docs-library.unoda.org/Treaty_on_the_Non-Proliferation_of_Nuclear_Weapons_-EleventhReview_Conference_(2026)/Ukraine_0.pdf
https://docs-library.unoda.org/Treaty_on_the_Non-Proliferation_of_Nuclear_Weapons_-EleventhReview_Conference_(2026)/Ukraine_0.pdf
https://understandingwar.org/research/middle-east/iran-update-special-report-march-21-2026
https://understandingwar.org/research/middle-east/iran-update-special-report-march-21-2026
https://docs-library.unoda.org/Treaty_on_the_Non-Proliferation_of_Nuclear_Weapons_-Preparatory_Committee_for_the_Eleventh_Review_ConferenceSecond_session_(2024)/Ukraine_-_Cluster_1_final_(1).pdf
https://docs-library.unoda.org/Treaty_on_the_Non-Proliferation_of_Nuclear_Weapons_-Preparatory_Committee_for_the_Eleventh_Review_ConferenceSecond_session_(2024)/Ukraine_-_Cluster_1_final_(1).pdf
https://docs-library.unoda.org/Treaty_on_the_Non-Proliferation_of_Nuclear_Weapons_-Preparatory_Committee_for_the_Eleventh_Review_ConferenceSecond_session_(2024)/Ukraine_-_Cluster_1_final_(1).pdf
https://www.jiia.or.jp/en/ajiss_commentary/2023/10/16/Commentary305.pdf
https://www.jiia.or.jp/en/ajiss_commentary/2023/10/16/Commentary305.pdf
https://www.open-science-repository.com/international-relations-45011869.html
https://www.open-science-repository.com/international-relations-45011869.html
https://cissajk.org.pk/2025/05/02/will-the-deadlock-on-negative-security-assurances-break/
https://cissajk.org.pk/2025/05/02/will-the-deadlock-on-negative-security-assurances-break/


80                                                                                  Mahvish Malik  

 Strategic Thought-2026  [57-80]   
 

                                                                                                                                               
Meeting of the Conference on Disarmament, Agenda Item 4: Effective International Arrangements to 
Assure Non-Nuclear-Weapon States Against the Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons,” June 2, 2026, X 
post, https://x.com/PakUN_Geneva/status/ 2061885225802584563  

76 “Statement by the United States to the NPT Preparatory Committee Cluster 1 Specific Issue Statement by 
Alison Storsve May 2, 2025 New York City,” U.S. Department of State,  https://www.state.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2025/05/U.S.-Cluster-I-Topic-Specific-Statement-As-Delivered.pdf  

77 “Nuclear Declaratory Policy and Negative Security Assurances,” Arms Control Association, Jan 2025, 
https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/nuclear-declaratory-policy-and-negative-security-assurances  

78 NPT PREPCOM Iii 2025 Cluster 1 – Specific Issues Statement By The United Kingdom Of Great Britain And 
Northern Ireland, https://docs-library.unoda.org/Treaty_on_the_Non-Proliferation_of_Nuclear_Weapons_-
Preparatory_Committee_for_the_Eleventh_Review_Conference_(2025)/UK_-__Cluster_1_-
_Specific_Issues.pdf  

79 “National Security Strategy and Strategic Defence and Security Review 2015 A Secure and Prosperous United 
Kingdom,” Nov 2015, https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/ 
attachment_data/file/478933/52309_Cm_9161_NSS_SD_Review_web_only.pdf 

80 “Third NPT Preparatory Committee - Statement by Ambassador Camille Petit, Head of the French 
Delegation - Pillar I: Nuclear Disarmament - (May 2, 2025 in New York),” https://cd-
geneve.delegfrance.org/Third-NPT-Preparatory-Committee-Statement-by-Ambassador-Camille-Petit-
Head-of-2468  

81 “Statement by the Delegation of the Russian Federation at the Third Session of the Preparatory Committee 
for the 11th Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 
(Negative Security Assurances), New York, 2 May 2025,” The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Russian 
Federation, http://mid.ru/en/foreign_policy/international_safety/regprla/2013557/ 

82 Nuclear Declaratory Policy and Negative Security Assurances,” Arms Control Association, Jan 2025.  
83 “Statement by the Chinese Delegation on the Issue of Negative Security Assurances at the Third Session of 

the Preparatory Committee for the 2026 NPT Review Conference,” Ministry of Foreign Affairs of People’s 
Republic of China, Updated: May 07, 2025, https://www.mfa.gov.cn/eng/wjb/ zzjg_663340/jks_665232/ 
kjfywj_665252/202505/t20250507_11616571.html  

84 India’s comments for Subsidiary Body 3 on Negative Security Assurances 13 May 2025, https://pmindiaun. 
gov.in/public_files/assets/pdf/India%E2%80%99s_comments_for_Subsidiary_Body_3_on_Negative_Securit
y_Assurances_13_May_2025.pdf  

85 “Official Cabinet summary (Press Information Bureau, Government of India, 4 Jan 2003) — the 
Government’s statement of India’s nuclear doctrine,” https://archive.pib.gov.in/release02/lyr2003/ 
rjan2003/04012003/r040120033.html  

86 “QUESTION NO.2072 CHANGE IN NUCLEAR POLICY -  March 04, 2020,” Ministry of External Affairs, 
https://www.mea.gov.in/lok-sabha.htm?dtl/32455/QUESTION_NO2072_CHANGE_IN_ 
NUCLEAR_POLICY 

87 Permanent Mission of Pakistan to the United Nations, Geneva, “Statement by Pakistan at Plenary Meeting 
of the Conference on Disarmament, Agenda Item 4: Effective International Arrangements to Assure Non-
Nuclear-Weapon States Against the Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons,” June 2, 2026, X post, 
https://x.com/PakUN_Geneva/status/2061885225802584563.  

88 “Steps to strengthen negative security assurances to non-nuclear-weapon States Working paper submitted 
by the members of the Stockholm Initiative on Nuclear Disarmament (Canada, Ethiopia, Finland, Germany, 
Japan, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Netherlands (Kingdom of the), Norway, the Republic of Korea, Spain, Sweden 
and Switzerland),” 30 April 2025,  https://docs.un.org/en/NPT/CONF .2026/PC.III/WP.42  

https://x.com/PakUN_Geneva/status/2061885225802584563
https://www.state.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/U.S.-Cluster-I-Topic-Specific-Statement-As-Delivered.pdf
https://www.state.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/U.S.-Cluster-I-Topic-Specific-Statement-As-Delivered.pdf
https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/nuclear-declaratory-policy-and-negative-security-assurances
https://docs-library.unoda.org/Treaty_on_the_Non-Proliferation_of_Nuclear_Weapons_-Preparatory_Committee_for_the_Eleventh_Review_Conference_(2025)/UK_-__Cluster_1_-_Specific_Issues.pdf
https://docs-library.unoda.org/Treaty_on_the_Non-Proliferation_of_Nuclear_Weapons_-Preparatory_Committee_for_the_Eleventh_Review_Conference_(2025)/UK_-__Cluster_1_-_Specific_Issues.pdf
https://docs-library.unoda.org/Treaty_on_the_Non-Proliferation_of_Nuclear_Weapons_-Preparatory_Committee_for_the_Eleventh_Review_Conference_(2025)/UK_-__Cluster_1_-_Specific_Issues.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/478933/52309_Cm_9161_NSS_SD_Review_web_only.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/478933/52309_Cm_9161_NSS_SD_Review_web_only.pdf
https://cd-geneve.delegfrance.org/Third-NPT-Preparatory-Committee-Statement-by-Ambassador-Camille-Petit-Head-of-2468
https://cd-geneve.delegfrance.org/Third-NPT-Preparatory-Committee-Statement-by-Ambassador-Camille-Petit-Head-of-2468
https://cd-geneve.delegfrance.org/Third-NPT-Preparatory-Committee-Statement-by-Ambassador-Camille-Petit-Head-of-2468
http://mid.ru/en/foreign_policy/international_safety/regprla/2013557/
https://www.mfa.gov.cn/eng/wjb/zzjg_663340/jks_665232/kjfywj_665252/202505/t20250507_11616571.html
https://www.mfa.gov.cn/eng/wjb/zzjg_663340/jks_665232/kjfywj_665252/202505/t20250507_11616571.html
https://pmindiaun.gov.in/public_files/assets/pdf/India%E2%80%99s_comments_for_Subsidiary_Body_3_on_Negative_Security_Assurances_13_May_2025.pdf
https://pmindiaun.gov.in/public_files/assets/pdf/India%E2%80%99s_comments_for_Subsidiary_Body_3_on_Negative_Security_Assurances_13_May_2025.pdf
https://pmindiaun.gov.in/public_files/assets/pdf/India%E2%80%99s_comments_for_Subsidiary_Body_3_on_Negative_Security_Assurances_13_May_2025.pdf
https://archive.pib.gov.in/release02/lyr2003/rjan2003/04012003/r040120033.html
https://archive.pib.gov.in/release02/lyr2003/rjan2003/04012003/r040120033.html
https://www.mea.gov.in/lok-sabha.htm?dtl/32455/QUESTION_NO2072_CHANGE_IN_NUCLEAR_POLICY
https://www.mea.gov.in/lok-sabha.htm?dtl/32455/QUESTION_NO2072_CHANGE_IN_NUCLEAR_POLICY
https://x.com/PakUN_Geneva/status/2061885225802584563
https://docs.un.org/en/NPT/CONF.2026/PC.III/WP.42

