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APPENDICES

APPENDIX 1
Statement of Interdiction Principles

Paris - 2-3 September 2003

The Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) is a response to the growing challenge
posed by the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), their delivery
systems, and related materials worldwide. The PSI builds on efforts by the interna-
tional community to prevent proliferation of such items, including existing treaties
and regimes. It is consistent with and a step in the implementation of the UN Security
Council Presidential statement of January 1992, which states that the proliferation of
all WMD constitutes a threat to international peace and security, and underlines the
need for member states of the UN to prevent proliferation.

The PSI is also consistent with recent statements of the G8 and the European Union,
establishing that more coherent and concerted efforts are needed to prevent the
proliferation of WMD, their delivery systems, and related materials. PSI participants
are deeply concerned about this threat and of the danger that these items could fall
into the hands of terrorists, and are committed to working together to stop the flow
of these items to and from states and non-state actors of proliferation concern.

The PSI seeks to involve in some capacity all states that have a stake in non-prolif-
eration and the ability and willingness to take steps to stop the flow of such items at
sea, in the air, or on land. The PSI also seeks cooperation from any state whose ships,
flags, ports, territorial waters, airspace, or land might be used for proliferation pur-
poses by states and non-state actors of proliferation concern. The increasingly
aggressive efforts by proliferators to stand outside or to circumvent existing non-
proliferation norms, and to profit from such trade, requires new and stronger actions
by the international community. We look forward to working with all concerned
states on measures they are able and willing to take in support of the PSI, as outlined
in the following set of “Interdiction Principles”.

Interdiction Principles for the Proliferation Security Initiative
PSI participants are committed to the following interdiction principles to establish a
more coordinated and effective basis through which to impede and stop shipments
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