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ABSTRACT

This article evaluates the legitimacy and international legal consequences of a military attack against peaceful nuclear facilities
through a case study of the Fordow nuclear facility. The central question is how such an attack should be assessed under the
framework of the United Nations Charter and international humanitarian law, and what implications it may have for the
responsibility of the attacking state and the nuclear non-proliferation regime. The theoretical framework is grounded in the
prohibition of the use of force, the principles of necessity and proportionality in self-defense, the principle of distinction, and the
obligations arising from the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) and the safeguards system of the
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). The research adopts an analytical-comparative methodology based on international
legal instruments, decisions of the International Court of Justice, and the practice of the United Nations Security Council. The
findings indicate that such an attack lacks a valid legal basis and simultaneously constitutes a violation of the United Nations
Charter, the rules of international humanitarian law, and non-proliferation obligations, thereby giving rise to extensive
international responsibility. The article concludes by proposing normative and institutional measures aimed at safeguarding the
immunity and protection of peaceful nuclear facilities.

Keywords: Use of force; self-defense; peaceful nuclear facilities; international responsibility of states; non-proliferation.

How to cite: Sartipi, H. (2027). Legitimacy and International Legal Consequences of Attacks on Peaceful Nuclear Facilities: A Case Study
of the Fordow Facility. The Encyclopedia of Comparative Jurisprudence and Law, 5(2), 1-13.


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0

VECF Ll Yl b
VEeO sl = ¥ i S5b &=
VO sls 1Y a s

VO sl \F el ol

VP ) ke ol b

Iy PP R LA

adllao s sl woTaho Clul 4 do> Modlcw Boi> JUT g cusg pivo
9999 Sluawli (50 590

#\

Ol g o ply oKl ¢ slatn p ke 0aSC8ils (Jall oy g okl )
h_sartipi@pnu.ac.ir :J s st 5 Kig SI o 3

[RFUSS
e 45 ol OF ool Ul S o gl 533 Dbl (53550 addllan b 1) (gl salabo Slacul & alles o Ml SUT 5 oo e lin
Sl S e e el oo 035 5 exles SIas St ol plaisly a5 3l s ar Wl i G s dowie e s e Sl slale
(G gy el Lzl LS1T laglest 5 aslil pde sdales 31 U Sl 5 SIS ool gt g5 53 ld 5 s 0 5 0 Jus e ool sk
035 Byim pime Glae U g5 dlem das o OLES baanil ool ool (6,55 w5 5 628ty Ml Olgs o1 ¢ Ml sl 5 e 5 ddai— o
Sl ole 5 ol olaslgiin OLL s dlis uS e sleel gles 28 Ml C s 5 ol wlilpde Slagas 5wl s o Aol piie Olejon 28
S e m)lﬂicu Dl e 5l il

wolitl pute o sy Moy ol stocs palmlio (st Ol (55 120 63 0] 4 ou s 108 31 5208

(N0 ¢ ner o 5 4 aaleils 33 5 Sl (535 g0 Al i(slaten aliho Slocal & alem Ml 3 gi ST 5 Caps e (V109 e (o o p33L0l 0 g2
A=Y

@Noieg)

@ 4140 2 <O T D e e Ry ey oD ey e O ol Qe o A Fi9T (07 ON-AG D)) T ST


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0

s e o a5 A0 Sl Al (el
385 Qg Jaswcan; Ohlex 5l ol o
.(Dupuy & Vinuales, 2018)

Ly PGaim Sl o e ssd e A (R onl 02
A 03 selmhe 6l L gltes bl o 4
e85 ol a ol dem 3ai sladaly 5 slal (olled S5l
358 515 s 3550 el sdote VLI (g 3 Sl
S Olsea 35 Sl 4 dem s3)5e anllls
2l sl Olpl glares S1oe cn Sosled 5 op S el
3 Dospe bl Oas e Jus pe Aol Ole dlal; U S
e T PE P SY | RPN PR PG PR P R
23 501 kel 5 oS o

ade ool pla3l das OLis oS ol OF Wlie ol ol Gt
Mo e sley Jpol b L allai o slaten Sl
S ol L ol (6551 Ml usl3T e 5 Ao
Jolis slezsl Chmad @ (e ol 5 Fai O LAg L
Hedlom Lulss oS ol oo 3L 3 5 acd s Ols
Dyt

5 J-,,TCJ,, oLzl Ols S olae Jhedlon G i ol o
iy ik 5 S O ol 3,08 5 slas (555
aslal pae sdales alod 3 (SSE ol el Sl el o
G Ml il aslealul 5 ANPT) (glazs sl
Boisson de ) ol sdd s 5slpl Il slodels Ol roay ¢ !
53 Jb= ol L (Chazournes, 2016; Nasiri, 2022
S5 L o el sdowte VLT o3 sa s gs & 5 ot laaas
035 & Jess A&l S iy pllh bl iy plan o S5
3K 4 s L aysdS sl las Slanl e
Schmitt, ) Wlesls 13 8 S s (=l Slbdg

035 & Jes pe ool st Ol (60,505, oy (2003

PPNV

S Sl o3ls QLS Pl dalyy as e 5 2l OV g
SN 5 Sl O S laes ol g e
Oleo pl 53 35500 slad & ol Wallon By ol Lo
G L Gl Sl ale alem 4 Lag L ales
3503 oz 7S Jamacns s 5 Gladl sladely LS el
o s e Jool e Sl el G sk Sl S
Ledss G 5ol b 5 ol il Ol S8 ol 55
o sl dolie (sl slaten (555l 5l (s g 3
IS e S

sdales gl 5 ol (5551 Hallim Gl5T el OLe
el Fsim plas (NPT) (slaves slardl aclil oo
Sl isle 13 dales slis (3300 53 Ole ol 3 8 30
L;jj;\j\ﬂicuuu;,duwjm&tﬁuayvuyw
Gl weldl 5l g, K S 3 G 3l 5 (el
Boisson de) il <ol Li= 5 e kiS
s U o J- ol L (Chazournes, 2016
4 odowte SVLI lesl e O gmeen (sl Slaoul ade
PR T S PRSP Bt IR YT WG
e SaE e o5 g Sl o et 53 ealal Gl i
LS o sl el 3l

Clalesl s (55 53 g lates Sl a4 ollss das
B <=Lo Mol Gsi- e Lrg-l@.a s ol
Gl Glodmy  Bai= LTty wliwss o Wedlops
e 53 Ols asl 33 Jauly, 4 Wi LGT -5l .(Joyner, 2023)
el slael o Madlopn laslg Cos s i aSy 55 g0l 2 5o
AU ess 5o e Ml s Jol 5 sl o
» 05 .(Boisson de Chazournes, 2016) aas . i 3

SAS 5 e Sl yime b o e Ll e LI i

Ty G 6 ST 6 reprie)



Slye Syl 55515 4 i st oo s s S
Il 53 s g (s1ar Dbl Oslmy 3 o33 VAAY L s
Ol Slazan S1is ade ol ) Ko DILAE 3 cpgus 5 Y00V
Stockholm International Peace) | aas 55 b
el amal 35050 opl 51 K a5 (Research, 2023
sl a ¢ Sl oo LT aS conl o g alge ol i b
s ol J sl b LIS oo il 555 L p e p s
(Castelli, 2023) = L 555 &5 55l dmze e

13 gy aiey opl 53 poslate laslSius (B Dbl s
e 51 5 L ISl Dmen SULBSE- 51 a5 S
Gl S b e 01 eale 55 55 e plos o sgie &S Likites
Dol e SILAE 2l o3 Wl s Ussd e by
(Sl U5 4 eolite saidss lies Jlisl dax
Bethlehem, 2023;) aws ol Lkoes io ST
Oy SUlG s> ¢ Llis > (Schmitt & Ford, 2022
B b s s ) 25300 S e S 5 (nlS 355D
5 adls o5 a s Gllas me pn Opiie ol Saa L
Fives g5 Sose 2 bfp g Clé.s S Llos S J.SL
Sl Slms e psba g8 3 LA L el Al
(Cassese, 2022; Greenwood, 2023)

So 3l s e ‘):ATCU Gt Sl we 2
S ey a (Y019) <<<‘LN 2 5 (YY) (52 oo
Blas S a5 Ll e gla, ST, @ e
Sbll o o (Kivimiki, 2022; Persbo, 2024)
Ole SSE ol 5 wlign s el Gsi= 28l Lsa
S0 sl 55 g 4 Sy ol ol 5 alles Slatal
(Slaa slse 31 (Spd cbla 5 glanas gl o)lys s
SAS 5 e Mol S e o ime 53 L el Do

.(International Atomic Energy, 2023) s . ,l 3

@lygmlal{b,\xﬂ‘}h)}:;ﬂ\‘,\;{Ymu);@&
sladely 5 Cusp e ool mlel ol ey 5 25l o
Gray, 2023;) ;5 0, bl ol o
(O’Connell, 2023a

Ozl 53 335 3le b Slagal 4 sl VLI lesl dhas
oty nl o sl e i 62550 anlllae Olsiews
ST (28 Wl (MBI i G ) AS e ol
Jus) Jall Gsim ool dolsh clote Jlo 5piin Jpol
A Ml lsT el 53 zydwe Slagss 5 (cogens
5l 5 «Cassese, 2022; Nasiri, 2022) s,5 &b
Ml slaslg Slael (gladaie ol 0T BT K3 (5 5me
o Sl (5551 wo o 3 sulbo slag,SKen Lol
O 5 Sasn ool (Rublee, 2024a) ol amdis 5 Gaes
S 5 sy Pollim S5t sl sl 5 53 B o
5 A8 o 1y SLIl i e s (g bl il i
A3 13 s 5y i gs o st U1 0T e
(Crawford, 2013)

Sl sbe Gasw Lol OV G (el )l

e 3l el oeho 68 b lates Sl & ol ales )
S s o (Jallom Goim ool sl 5 dote Jlo ) s
Co)ls (Bat= Cus s s S

s Cd s ol i Ml glaely 5 6T Y
8585 laten sl Glags a5 aslil s ol orles
ol bl LB

A ol s Sesk drdn

‘}:ATCL’ S L Gl Sl el 555 4 Jo s aies
RSl 5SS el pes 0pSE (5300 VAAY ans
(Kecskés, 2024) ol o3y Mallipw i 53 Exlo

JLs s 5 Sl jsme 55 Ol e 1) Cou ol aiy



S Dl el e 28 Gl sl e Sl
Boisson de Chazournes, 2016; Joyner, ) s 5
(2023, Nasiri, 2022

DA, 5 oS 0T g 3 ol Wlis sl ol el
DT 5 st B DU 5 baay gy colil ddas ko
S5 1 Slaten salomho Sl @ allss o Ml
BL i e 3l e LBl o o das 0L 5 Ll
ol (B Oy s sladely &S ol Calr
I8 o sl e Ole blie slazel 5 Ml
Bannelier, 2024; Boisson de Chazournes, )
(2023; Rublee, 2024a

el s Sl 4 Ao o simn (Sl Jpeol 5 Slo
&l

Joosie ¥ an Y esle 53 &S G5 a Jus me sl Lol
ol el (Boim ol oK w0l e douie
S b eslaal b sags 311, lacd g ‘J.,p\ RELRE Y NP
L ol <=lJ5l m'jfj.a L owlew Il (ool Cwles ade
&Ua;dvcjjﬁ‘wmwlﬁ.m&@wyuw
S8 Soge 3 sk siS K Glates CJLw:wL" “
33050 55 S 5305 13 ol nl b s (5,05 3 el e
C}J:,.A Cl.é;oﬁ e sbe Cod Llg e 5 de 5 plinad jls
Gray, ) 35 Jsi= 4y dxly ol hyd e b
(2023; O’Connell, 2023a; Ruys, 2023

FE ol ol plla 4w s gae ol Gle e o
el gLl

235 % s g Jool g e Jo sl

Syi= > (JUS cOgens) o ol loasl jsiie ¥ uu Y oo
Cond s 3l BRI o dand sy (aled oS 35 e AL el

O’Connell, ) Sl )}Tr‘)‘ e JJ.A UL‘JL\A’ 33 Ul":':ijﬂa-"

eyl o L)l Ll sgdee ola fags Gl Ol s
g ala) 53 0l e SVl ales sl 4 S 50
o) 5 () sor ol Malli (B sd 55l 55 0 el
Sl et Bes oS (Ol oKl i Slides
5 ol 5 Ml el Sldales g sl s el ss
Mahdavi & ) 1,15 55 a5 g 550 gbs o seie 5| s s
a5 0886 J= opl b (Faraji, 2023; Nasiri, 2022
ol e Ml Gt LT s 4 8 el
a4 glesl dlem 63,50 anlllas L slates sulabo Slagul
Mahdavi &) el sais gl 3l 533 Sl
(Faraji, 2023; Nasiri, 2022

gl By Gl aw r sy ol ol (a8 e
HG|
\‘J;{Yosu:)jj@&):c'»yljw&)w.f.\
L ool Coles ade 5 Sl eslinal b g €58 a8 st
Gray, 2023; ) 35l foee 1) s el Dz
20V esle 53 g5 0e plis slixud (O'Connell, 2023a
S e (Gl alam) w4 CNL, 03 5 dgdome sbas
.(Ruys, 2022a)

oo dsol ol oiliegs i Wadle Gsi= YUY
e (ol e el Claal Ol SSE el
ssbas canaz Gl 53 eisa Gelabe Sles Sl
Hedlom S 5 358 g J gl ) (AR 25
International Committee ) s)l> Jlisa | oxlge =53
(of the Red Cross, 2023; Schmitt, 2024

oo otales ot sy Mdlors Sl sts 5 4oLl o ol Y'Y
GlSer w1y e ss (b3l Olesl laasbiciidlye 5 aslil
5 bl slazel Cinss 0 48 ol B1 a5l (gl s 5 selmbo

o 08 a5l o dgrie 58 e Ml (glazas ol

Ty G 6 ST 6 reprie)



a5l pus sdalas 5 il (5551 (Modlopy l3T (B g plls
Slamr sl

G )l sae glacdgs den aslil ple sdales ¥ osle ulil
S5A O eslial 5 A5 (Dl ann s gl DS LG8
lacdss ple 5 Lslsyp n Gulabo dolie gln (slazas
Boisson de) wjleis pyme 1 G cpl Ll
s ssw 3 (Chazournes, 2016; Joyner, 2023
clacdle ool S5k (T olesl sladebic sl e
5 3lsn Jlazml Gzl 516 53l ge ol b 1 Ly 528 (glezs
sei S8 sl Aol e 4 laes (gl
International Atomic Energy, 2024; Nasiri, )
pebin a5 pil3T sl Cod Slaguls 4 dhe (2022
SolKer oo b e 55 5 basbc il 5 iU Dligss
(Joyner, 2023) .l 5,5t oo o s Mallon
or3a8 e 3 Dol (5158 Slaaalinlss ol aw cl oDl
Sl 4 ol S C a5 doe e Olojle
Shsd AV aoliakd o35 Lles S AST sk laza
23S 4 e e o e 4 ST 50 S ((VAAY) ol
pie e 28 SUBl e i sl Bls Sl
Joss 055 5l s (gslsn g sl s 5 Cdls dmie e
o (Rublee, 2024b) 1 glas Sl ade 55 «
Sl e (B8 Lo sean Sl s (S Sl caslialad
el 835 el polas Wl g

e OlF oo Mol sbal 5 Jsol (pl Gl 5 g gomme o
Wb LS8 el eho (Slaen Sl & ol alam o5 23 S
ol 5wl Lag s 4 Sl Sk e e
erga) Jsyetllole Slagss Ak 5ol Aol Lai (Ml oy
Sl ool 22N UL (o soe ol 3550 A (OMNES

jﬁié,p6)}0)‘6M0J@)3LA¢J)JL5>QL:4Q)\}5W

hs G m siie O) wle s i bl (20232
ol 03 pad Hlowe (Wbl M))Cﬁj&)ﬁ)b@ﬂ‘@ﬁm
o ST (6 s 3l s S SV e 5 (10 OF i sp e
Gray, ) col ol axdls 3950 OB~ Bl o o B
S-Sl Malli Ol 5 Jdlon G s & srnS (2023
SV ade 6,800 428 55 dex 1o st ol s
Wles S AST ¢ 5 10 plis aials 0351 Grnde 2= (VAAF) (odme
&5 s bw ool 5l .(Cassese, 2022; Crawford, 2013)
Ldg e glaalis 8L & glarn Sl 4 ol das
Ruys, ) 55800 A5 Ssie o (28 A3l g3l 3

(2023
5 ol el K5 ol 5 Bl gs ks Pl G si>

ol 2
#5380 sl S 3 oS il ss iy Medlor i
el @l s (0aVY) ol Sl gl Sy, 5 (14Y4)
3ls ast ol e 5 ol Giloal Ole S5 sl oo
International Committee of the Red Cross, )
Sl L Bl Jsl IS5, 0F esle ull (2023
L Ol (o ge cCunle) oS L5,.8 13 aes Gis Wl
5 oandls oS lie el Slles 3 Sie sba Lol 5,08
(AL azils ol jon 4 alad s 50 LOT Cimedi b 63500
International Committee of the Red Cross, )
a0l o5 — selabo 6 L slas Slagul (2023
S S e b el 5 Ml T ol cou oS
(Hayashi, 2023) taws ¢l S5y ooy xls ars g2
She ool dhes Jaomecn 5 Sldl glately O 2 0580
Al il g 53 e |y S 5 el dsol Lk Ll s

(GeiB & Pejic, 2022)



wdls 3 g 5t BB 5 o 8l B s b Jadl bl
33,5 yosa> 5 (Cassese, 2022; Gray, 2023) Ll
s Sl bl eslinal e sdalpd €S
3 bty allad pl3l 48 e 1 sl o ] sk
Sl 5 o ade Lug 5 st mse (A8 e
S A o

oo 3 53 S 5 Sy o gl Sk

4 alo i e (28 sk g e gl wslanl S
5 Sosrs Sk WS selale Gltea Sl
R I e E CTS PR WS 03,50 5 1y ol
Sl Al ssm g Sl w3 (Gl 5a5 4 Jes s Slakes
I3 a3l (Slals (Sl s 3550 ) 53 SOT I
53 Olzmer SNl julcwlls fuabs > gla o5l s
cols ool pzen (Ruys, 2022b) il ey oz
bl g Caale b oas ) Ba (65,0 Olye &5 o)l Ll
Slglazan S 0 4 de> .(O’Connell, 2023b) b bz
bl b ba s S OF 53 15, slpe oS
5 Sl Glarl Llg e 5 adls ddg w83 Sl S5 Sl
sl b e aoecss

sl Jpel 5 dhegs iy iy Gsi Al
Slallss 2

OAVY) 535 el gannsl 55 4 Bl Ul IS5, OF esle llas
S Glaren Slagali 5 ol §gne ol 2 Gltal 4y o
ol e laal o a3 3 (Lgs e S M.J-,qu Aolis gl
International Committee of the ) W2 o o s
S5 een 0F osle ol 5 0558 (Red Cross, 2023
(SUlast slay o sl slas,e 5 Sl & 505 ol o
o155 8 518 ale Cids LS glatn laelS 5 0 aibs

tb;ﬂ&‘jd@:}}?L};GK@)}@J}KQWJA}J&L&QTM

Sy Sy laee 5 e Sl Bl Sl o0
.(Boisson de Chazournes, 2023; Cassese, 2022)
4500 5 933 Sl 4 sdote YL Alas (63, 90 oo
o Ss-

S @ S5 s Wl s et Sl
S &S ol Ol el (6 sper Slatea S50 I
pde sdalae gl 53 5 ol (551 Ml 15T s
LS o s (NPT (glaea sl aelil
51 S, cpl .(International Atomic Energy, 2024)
S, Covles 5 ar g s bl (ols e e sl
b Slosl 3 i § 13U el sdowte VLI o5 s ¢ o 58
sl o 5 (W 53 CB U Slaewl Ol gea OBT _zol
e 2 ol sl s (Hibbs, 2023) ol
O St bl dbem glagbo (SUb s o
534S el s e Sleenl ) 4 sl VLI (6 g
Jdlere i by ol s SISET Glbias o 55 25 50
338 o i dowe Jlo 5 ptie 53 ol ol Sliga
.(United Nations General Assembly, 2023)

ez 03 OF b3 phies (gleher i o (35 s S
(2o Jellom Goim oie fe i ol Lol Cpr sl
ol pas ol 5wl sy Jallo Gy

doe Mo 5 iin 53 595 4 Jug e Jeol AR
w@@p:)\,u&t;ﬂy@.@‘)j&\‘ Lo Y oesle lal
N P IS S I ST G P b Pl L o)l
gl e sdote VLI glesl (O’Connell, 2023a)
Slanes by 51 ol Jlast Slisag ol 5 wlias
Ll Ol 4y Gilas |5 el 3 i 5122y 36 (O
Sl Josde 5 (VAN) S0 add 53 (g 280l

dom) &S Sl Sl Sl LS gy de g (1447) (lazes

Ty G 6 ST 6 reprie)



Boisson de Chazournes, 2023; ) aas 5l 3 5 5w
(Cassese, 2022

& odote SV ol e oS S Ol stuper 2
Gsim 53 By (Shoe et Slo 35 (53 53 33,3 Sl
Je i Jyol cielian g son 5 o Sla 55 5 Ml
Ml 15T e 5 i 53 1 B ol Aol B o
S e lgSa Sl i XS e (2 S5
Jslr stdg ol Jsa 1) el s Ml
RS b sy 0 sled 4 Ol e Sl 5 Gk S
o3lital 53 laldys Ole Jlite ol 2l 5 slazel (e
Wl 0 by (555 5 e }:JCu

& S 4o

b ol e el glataly 5 B Sl
2ope adlan S5 Lok i lebo Sl
S a3 o OLE 33 Slonals 4 sdowze VLI lesl ahes
Joolom pllad 3 (s pime Gl ma Sl Bl e
oo e Sl i Gt ool Jseol Lo Jla) s
o gl 53 culd 5 s, Jol O Jes Gl
wlacdys des 5 (sl e 5 el Sl Ol SSE ol
2 Sar slasea 555151 ol e 03 elabe 55K
L o el JSET O ot Glakes i O s
6|MQW‘U@WQJ§;“‘W&)WCEMJJ
Je Olsler (s34 5 aheds b 505 ¥ ¥ osle 3L salals
NGS5V | DN | 0 g;.:;aljcuka}ﬁ_w
Js a plBl ol 5 Malr wlbiess 2 Goi sl U3
Jgol 3l a5 s Jamme 5 OLallal 2 (611 03 28 st
Color Chos oty Ll o 5 550 o0 o gmime Blaml 5 ol
Gpim 5 aslil pis plls i S sl LS 53 sl S

Sl o Sl 4 abes 3l (6550 Medlp a3

«pl ot (Hayashi, 2023) asb asls o o el 8
LT (ol 55 533 a6 mbor b (S5 aho 68
b A Ko Sl Olsiea Ll e 53,8 e 13 D e
s, Kar 5 aslil pos rLES ) b Olagas s
g

Sl epae s Olssa; Ol aslil pds sdales ¥ osle ol
3555 sealhs dolin (gl (glan (55518 dnn 55 s G
ST etne ol o 35 35 Sl slac s Lol
055G slg onl Olassl 5 2,8 (o el all (550 Ml
Nes S S A Gl s Jb S e
International Atomic Energy, 2024; Joyner, )
frg G SR Wl 53 o Slel o 4 ale> (2023
Ladlesly 53 e Dlgad 5l ass 5 (glacn (555l f“C‘L’
2 O35l (Joyner, 2023) 35 o o grme LSl sl
ol Ul a slazel 515 Ly 28 b Wil e lBl o O
el slas Slace o (353 5038 2 il
D g e

ol s Gl P sladely

Cod s o153 o g 4 odote VL calar God O 50 50
e s S e Slge e pot) s Ml
$sle Shlus Ol 4y dgre (Yoo ) Jhadlipy Gsi O gpeneS
o (Crawford, 2013) 55 Jals= Ol € es)ly (g gme s
{erga omnes) Jyldlele Sl j2g Jold Co) s
Sl 5 el s bl ( Mall s ol 5 mho g
Sl st il 2 0381l 521 sl slge S 51 AU
B RE e pRS1s Lo dlo sl gt fuad Lo g 4
() e S 057 SLIBl00) 50 o LIS 0 52500 1,

2 sl Madls Olps g5 gl b



Lo s,aSsls Madlos Olgs 55 o5y olad LS55k slol ¥
Sl & aham 5l U Goles @ Sty sl S0
S bl 5 el pm e Ll o 3lg Gl lanes
AL e s plesl Sl

Sl ol sl w ol a3 IS 4 st gl ¥
Sl s o8l lares Sl el 5 bl
s o A 5o 4 J st Gl el glaaile 5 ool
Sleslezel gla S50l o 5 aslrdr wlalys 5 0
Sl Gladlae ol 0185 oo cloyslt )0 5 sladlais
syam LS S sl elale Slenl cl e
oslsl w3l (55 Medlop 3l ol s addae glaysiS
D g

G s plai 31 5 oo g e 5l ezl 485 S ST AL OLL
ol Aol o el ol 4y lacd s (5l3bs 58 55 ¢ Jhall s
el 3ol 5 Ol 3l Colem (S Jlgr sl 48 2l
2B (laea galabo Sll 4 der Wlods by aer
OF 53 Mallo amel ST 5 ol Gia a cpl Olojon
Ar o2 Gler Pt ol ek OB sl 5 e A1
S e il s dal e I e Bl SG el Dl 5
Sl 51 Zilo S U8 e Sl Sler il St
vb;@.ﬁ?«.ﬂyébb)}@&@y&bﬂf@p6lw
St Loy e 5 Dl mho L 5 B 5 (60
HEY

OB ks 5 S L

35 el GG 28 OBt 55 ales i cpl 2 s
Bl o)l

S, 55y able sLaS 4.})?@4: ol aadlas rlen':‘)b

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
The question of the legality of military attacks

against peaceful nuclear facilities has emerged
as one of the most controversial issues in
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contemporary international law due to the
intersection of collective security, nuclear
governance, state  sovereignty, and
humanitarian concerns. The increasing

Ty G 6 ST 6 reprie)



securitization  of nuclear technology,
particularly in regions characterized by
geopolitical rivalry, has intensified debates
regarding the permissibility of using force
against nuclear installations that are formally
operating under international safeguards. The
legal architecture governing this issue is
primarily rooted in the prohibition of the use
of force under the United Nations Charter, the
right of states to develop and utilize nuclear
energy for peaceful purposes under the Treaty
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
(NPT), and the supervisory role of the
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA).
Contemporary scholarship has emphasized
that attacks on safeguarded nuclear facilities
threaten not only the targeted state but also
the integrity of the broader non-proliferation
regime and the stability of international legal
order (Boisson de Chazournes, 2016; Joyner,
2023; Rublee, 2024a). Recent legal analyses
have further argued that attempts to justify
military operations against civilian nuclear
infrastructure through expansive
interpretations of self-defense undermine the
restrictive framework envisioned by the
United Nations Charter and risk normalizing
unilateral uses of force (Greenwood, 2023;
O’Connell, 2023a; Ruys, 2023). Within this
context, the Fordow Fuel Enrichment Plant
occupies a particularly significant position
because it has remained under international
monitoring while simultaneously being the
subject of persistent political and security
controversies. The alleged possibility of
military action against Fordow therefore
provides an appropriate case through which to
evaluate the relationship between the
prohibition of force, the law of self-defense,
the protection of civilian infrastructure during
armed conflict, and the legal obligations
arising from international nuclear governance
arrangements. The present study
consequently seeks to assess the international
legality and legal consequences of military

attacks against peaceful nuclear facilities
through a detailed examination of the Fordow
facility and the normative framework
governing such actions.

This study adopted an analytical-comparative
methodology grounded in international legal
doctrine, treaty law, judicial decisions,
institutional reports, and state practice. The
research examined the legal status of peaceful
nuclear facilities under the United Nations
Charter, international humanitarian law, the
NPT regime, IAEA safeguards arrangements,
and the law of state responsibility. Particular
attention was devoted to Articles 2(4) and 51
of the United Nations Charter, which
respectively establish the prohibition on the
use of force and the exception of self-defense.
The study also relied on scholarly debates
concerning anticipatory and preemptive self-
defense, examining both restrictive and
expansive interpretations advanced within
contemporary legal literature (Bethlehem,
2023; Ruys, 2022a; Schmitt & Ford, 2022). In
addition, the analysis incorporated legal
standards governing distinction,
proportionality, precaution, and protection of
civilian = objects = under  international
humanitarian law, particularly in relation to
installations containing dangerous forces and
facilities whose destruction could cause severe
humanitarian and environmental
consequences (Gei & Peji¢, 2022; Hayashi,
2023; International Committee of the Red Cross,
2023; Schmitt, 2024). The study further
evaluated IAEA reports and verification
mechanisms concerning Iranian nuclear
activities, emphasizing the legal significance of
safeguards supervision and international
monitoring procedures (International Atomic
Energy, 2023, 2024). Finally, the research
employed the law of international
responsibility to assess the legal consequences
that would arise for an attacking state if a
military operation against a peaceful nuclear



facility were found to violate international
obligations (Crawford, 2013).

The findings demonstrate that a military
attack against a peaceful nuclear facility such
as Fordow lacks a valid legal foundation under
contemporary international law unless it can
satisfy the highly restrictive requirements
governing the lawful use of force. The
prohibition contained in Article 2(4) of the
United Nations Charter remains the
cornerstone of international legal order and
applies fully to military operations directed
against nuclear installations located within the
territory of another sovereign state (Gray,
2023; O’Connell, 2023a). The study found that
arguments based upon preemptive or
preventive self-defense face substantial legal
obstacles because the prevailing interpretation
of Article 51 requires the existence of an actual
armed attack or an objectively demonstrable
imminent threat rather than speculative future
risks associated with technological capabilities
(Greenwood, 2023; Ruys, 2022a, 2023).
Furthermore, available legal and institutional
evidence indicates that facilities operating
under TAEA safeguards cannot automatically
be characterized as legitimate military
objectives merely because concerns exist
regarding potential future weaponization. The
research therefore concludes that the
invocation of self-defense against Fordow
would not satisfy the legal criteria of necessity
and immediacy recognized in contemporary
international law (Bethlehem, 2023; Mahdavi &
Faraji, 2023; O’Connell, 2023b). The study also
found that international legal practice since
the attack on Iraq’s Osirak reactor has
increasingly  reinforced a  normative
expectation that disputes concerning peaceful
nuclear activities should be resolved through
verification, diplomacy, and collective security
mechanisms rather than unilateral military
action (Bannelier, 2024; Rublee, 2024b).

The analysis further demonstrates that
military attacks against safeguarded nuclear

facilities are difficult to reconcile with the
principles of international humanitarian law.
Peaceful nuclear facilities generally retain
civilian status unless clear evidence
establishes their direct contribution to military
operations. Even where military necessity is
alleged, the principles of distinction,
proportionality, and precaution impose
exceptionally demanding obligations because
of the potentially catastrophic consequences
associated  with  radiological release,
environmental contamination, and long-term
public health effects (GeiB & Peji¢, 2022;
Hayashi, 2023; Schmitt, 2024). The study
found that an attack on Fordow could generate
consequences extending far beyond the
immediate military objective, thereby raising
serious concerns regarding proportionality.
Moreover, the protection afforded to
installations containing dangerous forces
reflects the international community’s
recognition that certain categories of
infrastructure require heightened legal
safeguards because attacks upon them may
create indiscriminate and enduring harm
(International Committee of the Red Cross,
2023; Kecskés, 2024). The research also
highlights the environmental dimension of
such operations, emphasizing that
contemporary international law increasingly
recognizes obligations to prevent severe
transboundary environmental damage during
armed conflict (Dupuy & Vinuales, 2018).
Consequently, the potential humanitarian and
environmental effects of an attack against
Fordow substantially reinforce the conclusion
that such action would be inconsistent with
fundamental humanitarian norms.

A further finding concerns the implications of
military attacks for the integrity of the global
nuclear non-proliferation regime. The NPT
establishes a reciprocal framework in which
states accept verification obligations while
retaining an inalienable right to peaceful
nuclear development. The legitimacy of this
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arrangement depends heavily upon trust,
cooperation, and confidence in international
monitoring  mechanisms  (Boisson de
Chazournes, 2016; Rublee, 2024a). The study
found that attacks against facilities operating
under IAEA safeguards undermine these
foundational assumptions by signaling that
compliance with monitoring requirements
does not guarantee protection from the threat
or use of force. Such actions may weaken
incentives for cooperation, erode confidence in
verification mechanisms, and encourage
greater reliance on unilateral security
strategies rather than collective governance
approaches (International Atomic Energy,
2024; Joyner, 2023; Persbo, 2024). The
research also demonstrates that international
responses to previous attacks against nuclear
facilities, including diplomatic condemnations
and legal objections, have contributed to the
emergence of a strong normative expectation
against such operations (Rublee, 2024b;
Stockholm International Peace Research, 2023).
Accordingly, the attack on a peaceful nuclear
installation cannot be viewed solely as a
bilateral dispute; rather, it represents a
challenge to the broader institutional
framework governing international nuclear
cooperation and collective security.

In conclusion, the study finds that a military
attack against the Fordow facility, assuming its
peaceful status and continued operation under
international safeguards, would  be
incompatible with the central principles of
contemporary international law. Such an
action would conflict with the prohibition on
the use of force, fail to satisfy the established
requirements of lawful self-defense, create
serious difficulties wunder international
humanitarian law, and weaken the normative
foundations of the nuclear non-proliferation
regime. The legal consequences would extend
beyond the immediate relationship between
the attacking state and the target state,
affecting international responsibility,

collective security, environmental protection,
and confidence in global governance
institutions. The findings underscore the
necessity of  preserving diplomatic
engagement, verification mechanisms, and
multilateral legal processes as the primary
means of addressing concerns related to
nuclear activities. Strengthening international
protections for peaceful nuclear facilities,
enhancing institutional safeguards, and
reaffirming the restrictive interpretation of
exceptions to the prohibition of force are
essential steps for maintaining international
stability and protecting the integrity of the
contemporary legal order.
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