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To contact us at the NPT Review Conference in New York City 

Pugwash staff and many Council members will be available 
at various times during the Review Conference. 

For more information, please contact  

Jeffrey Boutwell, Executive Director: 
Mobile: ++1-202-478-3440, pugwashdc@aol.com 

 
Sandra Butcher, Senior Program Coordinator: 

Mobile: ++44 7920 747 560, sibutcher@earthlink.net 

 

 

A note from the editor: Pugwash is grateful to the many experts and practitioners 
who have contributed to this volume. As with all Pugwash initiatives, each author 
was asked to provide comments in his or her personal capacity. There was no 
attempt at developing a common position, but rather we seek to portray the breadth 
of opinion, while highlighting opportunities for progress. We have tried where 
possible to draw attention to other complementary work being done by experts 
around the world on these topics.  

� Throughout the text you will see arrows such as this, indicating specific areas of 
possible action that may contribute toward a successful outcome of the Review 
Conference and its follow-on. Please note, however, that each of these suggested 

actions represent the views of the individual author(s) of that contribution, and do 
not necessarily reflect the views of Pugwash or of the other authors in this briefing 
book. 

We would like to acknowledge recent supporters who have made Pugwash work on 
the NPT and related issues possible. These include: The Carnegie Corporation, The 
Connect US Fund, Ford Foundation (Beijing), Frederich Ebert Foundation (Moscow); 
Heathside Charitable Trust, ML Resources Social Vision, The Norwegian Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, The Ploughshares Fund, Polden Puckham Charitable Foundation, 
The UK Foreign and Commonwealth Office, Pugwash national groups, and 
organizational co-sponsors of our various meetings.  

 

Edited by Sandra Ionno Butcher 
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Foreword 

Jayantha Dhanapala ∗∗∗∗ 

 

The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), which entered into 
force forty years ago, has many unique features. Amongst them is the fact that it 
was the first multilateral treaty to require a periodic Review Conference of its states 
parties “with a view to assuring that the purpose of the Preamble and the provisions 
of the treaty are being realized.” (Article VIII.2) 

In 1995, one of the crucial components of the package of three Decisions and the 
Resolution on the Middle East that enabled the NPT to be extended indefinitely 
without a vote was Decision I, “Strengthening the Review Process of the Treaty,” at 
the NPT Review and Extension Conference (NPTREC). This Decision expanded the 
treaty provision for the Review Conferences by enlarging their scope and 
empowering their Preparatory Committees well beyond their hitherto procedural 
functions. Despite strenuous efforts by some states to revert to “business as usual,” 
the majority of states have endeavored to observe the letter and spirit of that 
Decision. 

Thus the 2000 NPT Review Conference achieved a landmark Final Document 
despite a problem-ridden Preparatory Committee process. In contrast, the 2005 NPT 
Review Conference failed to adopt a Final Document principally because some 
delegations reneged on past agreements. It is therefore important that all 
delegations to the Eighth NPT Review Conference, scheduled to be held from 3-28 
May, 2010 in New York, be well briefed not only on the basic documentation of past 
NPT Conferences and ancillary texts but also on the background, 
interpretations and discernible policy directions. 

The Nobel Peace Prize-winning Pugwash Conferences on Science 
and World Affairs is therefore pleased to draw on the considerable 
scientific and technical expertise of its global network to publish 
this Briefing Book with essays on different aspects of the NPT that 
will be deliberated upon in May in New York in the hope of 
achieving a constructive consensus.  

The briefs are intended for the delegations and are concise, objectively written and 
future oriented.  

The NPTREC’s Decision I intended that “Review Conferences should look forward 
and as well as back…identifying the areas in which, and the means through which, 
further progress should be sought in the future ...[addressing] specifically what 
might be done to strengthen the implementation of the Treaty and to achieve its 
universality.”  

                                              

∗Jayantha Dhanapala served as President of the 1995 NPT Review and Extension Conference.  He is President of 
the Pugwash Conferences, former UN Under-Secretary General for Disarmament Affairs and former Ambassador 
of Sri Lanka to the USA and to the UN Office in Geneva). He served as a member of both the International 
Weapons of Mass Destruction Commission (the Blix Commission) and the Canberra Commission on the 
Elimination of Nuclear Weapons. 
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This is an enormous challenge when allegations are being made against both the 
nuclear weapon states and non-nuclear weapon states about their compliance with 
NPT obligations. 

The Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs, inspired by the humanist 
message in the historic Einstein-Russell manifesto of 1955, has had a consistent 
record of principled advocacy on behalf of nuclear non-proliferation and 
disarmament over five decades. It has expanded its role to 
facilitate peaceful negotiations among parties to conflicts 
in regions where the use of nuclear weapons could be 
possible.  

A new international climate exists today with multilateral 
co-operative solutions possible for the urgent and 
interlocking global problems threatening the survival of 
humankind. 

I hope readers will find this volume a useful guide to the complex issues confronting 
the NPT Review Conference. 
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The importance of the 2010 NPT Review Conference 

Mohamed Shaker ∗∗∗∗ 

 

The NPT Review Conference original task is to review the operation of the NPT, with 
a view to assuring that the purposes of the Preamble and the provisions of the treaty 
are being realized. The travaux preparatoires of the NPT indicate that the conference 
is entitled not only to review the operation of the treaty in all its aspects, but also to 
consider any other question, the examination of which would be found helpful in 
rendering the treaty more effective. In view of the particular relevance of the Review 
Conference to disarmament, the mentioning of the Preamble of the NPT is due to the 
fact that its provisions in the disarmament field are wider than the provisions of 
Article VI of the NPT and indicate in some detail what needs to be done, as well as 
containing an important declaration of intent to achieve at the earliest possible date 
the cessation of the nuclear arms race. 

Having said this, the Review Conference has evolved today into machinery 
examining all sorts of issues, sometimes outside the direct purview of the NPT itself.  

The Review Conference in 2010 will be dealing with a fast 
growing nuclear non-proliferation regime of great complexity 
and vastness and moving in all directions and sometimes 
beyond the control of all the parties to the NPT. 

The Review Conference has become a safety valve where new 
ideas and proposals may find their way to fruition later on 
and not necessarily in the shape of formal of amendments to 
the NPT. 

Many crucial elements of the NPT regime as it stands today have been introduced 
outside the framework of the treaty itself and could be considered as virtual 
amendments to the treaty, elements which were not foreseen by the drafters of the 
treaty in the sixties of the last century, such as export control regimes, guidelines 
and the Model Additional Protocol, just to cite two examples. One may even ask why 
we should in the future resort to proposing amendments to the NPT if what we want 
to achieve can be accomplished outside the treaty itself? 

The Review Conference in 2010 will be reviewing, recognizing or approving new 
elements of the regime. The conference itself may be faced with a fait accompli 
difficult to neglect or challenge. 

The main vocation of the conference is to make sure that our world remains safe 
and secure, and especially moving forward towards a nuclear free world. 

Declarations emanating from the Review Conference are greatly welcomed but are 
not necessarily a must. In 1995 there was no final declaration but apart from the 

                                              

∗ Mohamed Shaker served as President of the 1985 NPT Review Conference.  He is Chairman of the Egyptian 
Pugwash Group and Vice Chairman, Egyptian Council for Foreign Affairs (ECFA), Cairo. He is former 
Ambassador of Egypt to the United Kingdom & Northern Ireland and also served as: Ambassador to the UN (New 
York) and Vienna (IAEA). 
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decision extending the treaty indefinitely, the conference adopted a set of principles 
and objectives of non-proliferation as well as a formula to enhance the review 
process itself. 

� In the coming Review Conference, and to guard against a failure to issue a final 

declaration, the conference this time may wish in the framework of a special task 
force to work on a set of principles to guide as in the field of peaceful nuclear 

cooperation.  

Such principles would allow and facilitate for all the parties to the NPT to make 
their choices and indicate their preferences as to the different schemes and 
initiatives on the assurances of supply of nuclear fuel and/or low enriched uranium 
(LEU) needed for their power programs. 

An attempt has been made before in this area but failed in 1987 at the UN 
conference for the Promotion of International Cooperation in the Peaceful Uses of 
Nuclear Energy (UNCPICPUNE). It is worth trying again to formulate such principles 
in an era which has come to be known as nuclear renaissance.  
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The NPT in context 1 

Paolo Cotta-Ramusino ∗∗∗∗ 

 

It is almost 65 years since the development of the first nuclear bomb, and yet we 
have had only two cases of use of nuclear weapons in war, namely Hiroshima and 
Nagasaki. So we have been spared the horror of a large nuclear war during this 
period of time during when more than 130,000 nuclear weapons were built. This is 
a very unusual event in the history of mankind: so many weapons built, never to be 
used. Why has this happened?  

First, the leadership of the two nuclear superpowers and of the 
smaller nuclear states behaved as rational decision makers, as far 
as the control of nuclear weapons and the decision not to initiate 
the use of such weapons were concerned. In others words, 
deterrence worked. But we have to recall that the Cuban missile 
crisis of 1962 and others lesser crises (1973 e.g.) pushed the risk 
of a nuclear confrontation very close to the abyss.  

Moreover the system of nuclear deterrence worked and still works 
now on the basis of the capability of each nuclear superpower to 
react promptly if they receive information that they are 
undergoing a nuclear missile attack from their opponent. The idea is that each 
nuclear superpower should react against the opponent before its own nuclear 
missiles are destroyed while still on the ground (or in their silos). With this system, 
known as nuclear reaction alert or “launch on warning,” we have had numerous 
cases of false attack and hence several cases involving a high risk of accidental 
nuclear war.  

So among the factors that spared mankind the horror of a nuclear war, one has to 
include also good luck both in not taking wrong decisions at critical moments and in 
keeping technical mistakes and failures ultimately under control. 

We know that the probability of having a catastrophic event depends on the number 
of critical events: the higher the number, the higher the probability. In our case, the 
probability of a nuclear conflict depends clearly on the number of crises which could 
possibly induce a nuclear war and on the number of technical failures of the 
nuclear control systems. These numbers depend crucially in turn on the number of 
existing nuclear arsenals, the number of nuclear weapons in those arsenals, and on 
the number of people who have access to the nuclear button. 

                                              

1 Excerpt from: Paolo Cotta-Ramusino, “Disarmament and Non-Proliferation,” May 2009, 
http://www.pugwash.org/reports/nw/disarmament_non-proliferation.htm.  An abridged version of this paper was 
published by the United Nations as Next Steps towards Nuclear Disarmament - (162.2KB pdf) 
∗ Paolo Cotta-Ramusino is Secretary General of the Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs. He is 
also Professor of Mathematical Physics at the University of Milano (Italy) and Senior Researcher at the Italian 
National Institute of Nuclear Physics. He was formerly Director of the Program on Science, Technology and 
International Security at the Landau Network - Centro Volta (Como). 
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In avoiding a nuclear catastrophe we have been helped by the fact that, contrary to 
the expectations of the early nuclear age, most nations have remained non-nuclear 
(in other words, proliferation was contained). 

The non-proliferation regime 

The basic document which helped contain the spread of nuclear weapons is the NPT 
[Non-Proliferation Treaty] of 1968, which is generally considered to be the 
cornerstone of nuclear stability. The NPT distinguishes its parties between Nuclear 
Weapon States (NWS) [States who conducted a nuclear test before 1967] and all the 
other states that, in order to be a member of the NPT, are classified as Non Nuclear 
Weapon States (NNWS). The treaty has basically three legs: 

1. The principle of non-proliferation: The NNWS refrain from acquiring 
nuclear weapons or from seeking the control of nuclear weapons, while the 
NWS agree not transfer nuclear weapons or parts of them to others. 

Box: 13 practical steps to nuclear disarmament (200 0)  

1. The importance and urgency of signatures and ratifications, without delay and without 
conditions and in accordance with constitutional processes, to achieve the early entry into force of 
the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty. 

2. A moratorium on nuclear-weapon-test explosions or any other nuclear explosions pending entry 
into force of that Treaty. 

3. The necessity of negotiations in the Conference on Disarmament on a nondiscriminatory, 
multilateral and internationally and effectively verifiable treaty banning the production of fissile 
material for nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices in accordance with the statement 
of the Special Coordinator in 1995 and the mandate contained therein, taking into consideration 
both nuclear disarmament and nuclear non-proliferation objectives. The Conference on 
Disarmament is urged to agree on a programme of work which includes the immediate 
commencement of negotiations on such a treaty with a view to their conclusion within five years. 

4. The necessity of establishing in the Conference on Disarmament an appropriate subsidiary body 
with a mandate to deal with nuclear disarmament. The Conference on Disarmament is urged to 
agree on a programme of work which includes the immediate establishment of such a body. 

5. The principle of irreversibility to apply to nuclear disarmament, nuclear and other related arms 
control and reduction measures. 

6. An unequivocal undertaking by the nuclear weapon States to accomplish the total elimination of 
their nuclear arsenals leading to nuclear disarmament, to which all States parties are committed 
under article VI. 

7. The early entry into force and full implementation of START II and the conclusion of START 
III as soon as possible while preserving and strengthening the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-
Ballistic Missile Systems as a cornerstone of strategic stability and as a basis for further reductions 
of strategic offensive weapons, in accordance with its provisions. 

8. The completion and implementation of the Trilateral Initiative between the United States of 
America, the Russian Federation and the International Atomic Energy Agency.    (continued) 

9. Steps by all the nuclear-weapon States leading to nuclear disarmament in a way that promotes 
international stability, and based on the principle of undiminished security for all 
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Moreover, all parties to the treaty should refrain from transferring [un-
safeguarded] fissile material to NNWS. 

2. The principle of disarmament: Parties to the treaty, and particularly the 
NWS, commit themselves to negotiations in good faith aimed at achieving at 
an early stage nuclear disarmament and the cessation of the nuclear arms 
race 

3. The principle of access to peaceful nuclear technology. All parties to the 
treaty have the right to develop and be assisted in the development of 
nuclear energy for civilian purposes  

The Cold War ended with a significant effort in the direction of nuclear 
disarmament. Between the second half of the 1980s and the beginning of the 1990s, 
the US and Russia dramatically reduced the size of their arsenals. Moreover, for 
some time around the end of the Cold War no non-nuclear state decided to acquire 
nuclear weapons, leaving the set of countries possessing nuclear weapons 

 

(13 Steps - continued from Previous Page) 

- Further efforts by the nuclear-weapon States to reduce their nuclear arsenals unilaterally; 

- Increased transparency by the nuclear weapon States with regard to the nuclear weapons 
capabilities and the implementation of agreements pursuant to article VI and as a voluntary 
confidence building measure to support further progress on nuclear disarmament; 

- The further reduction of non-strategic nuclear weapons, based on unilateral initiatives and as 
an integral part of the nuclear arms reduction and disarmament process; 

- Concrete agreed measures to further reduce the operational status of nuclear weapons 
systems; 

- A diminishing role for nuclear weapons in security policies to minimize the risk that these 
weapons will ever be used and to facilitate the process of their total elimination; 

- The engagement as soon as appropriate of all the nuclear-weapon States in the process 
leading to the total elimination of their nuclear weapons. 

10. Arrangements by all nuclear-weapon States to place, as soon as practicable, fissile material 
designated by each of them as no longer required for military purposes under IAEA or other 
relevant international verification and arrangements for the disposition of such material for 
peaceful purposes, to ensure that such material remains permanently outside military programmes 

11. Reaffirmation that the ultimate objective of the efforts of States in the disarmament process is 
general and complete disarmament under effective international control. 

12. Regular reports, within the framework of the strengthened review process for the Non-
Proliferation Treaty, by all States parties on the implementation of article VI and paragraph 4 (c) of 
the 1995 Decision on "Principles and Objectives for Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament", 
and recalling the advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice of 8 July 1996. 

13. The further development of the verification capabilities that will be required to provide 
assurance of compliance with nuclear disarmament agreements for the achievement and 
maintenance of a nuclear-weapon-free world. 

Source: http://www.un.org/spanish/Depts/dda/2000FD.pdf   
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unchanged, namely the permanent five members of the U.N. Security Council and–
unofficially–Israel. The Chernobyl accident in 1986 induced a negative picture of 
nuclear civilian activity, and for some time interest in this type of energy dropped 
worldwide, as did interest in proliferation problems associated with the nuclear fuel 
cycle and the spread of nuclear energy technology. The NPT itself was extended 
indefinitely in 1995, contributing to what seemed to be a bright prospect for nuclear 
non-proliferation and disarmament.  

Managing disarmament and non-proliferation in the l ast two decades 

In the mid-1990s, the condition of the three legs of the NPT began a significant shift. 
First, Russia and the US basically froze their disarmament agenda, with the last 
signed treaty leaving some 1,700-2,200 deployed strategic weapons per side and an 
unspecified number of tactical, as well as other retired—but not destroyed—nuclear 
weapons per side. Moreover, the other (smaller) nuclear powers, France, the UK and 
China, stayed very clear of the complete nuclear disarmament threshold. The total 

number of functioning nuclear weapons stayed and still is in 
the range of 23,000. In 1998, two new declared (but unofficial 
from the standpoint of the NPT) nuclear powers arose, namely 
India and Pakistan. And later, for the first time, one country 
exited the NPT and made a nuclear test (North Korea). 

Moreover, some remarkable initiatives—such as the 
establishment of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) 
prohibiting nuclear tests and hence hindering the development 
of new types of nuclear weapons—basically failed to become a 

reality, thus contributing to the feeling that the era of nuclear disarmament was 
over.  

Some other important initiatives aimed at reinvigorating nuclear disarmament were 
discussed and approved at the 2000 NPT Review Conference, but were not even 
mentioned in the 2005 Review Conference, which ended without any final 
document.  

Finally, an interest in civilian nuclear energy returned in various parts of the world. 
Questions about the possibility of an effective control to prevent covert utilization for 
military purposes of the civilian technology became more and more relevant; the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) in Vienna elaborated stricter constraints 
to be applied to countries developing civilian nuclear programs, notably the so-
called additional protocol2. These stricter constraints have been received with mixed 
responses. Many critical countries (i.e., critical from the viewpoint of proliferation 
risks) declined to sign the additional protocol. A specific country (Iran) has been 
under extensive scrutiny and has been accused of developing an indigenous fuel 
cycle with the undeclared purpose of taking steps forward in the direction of 
building nuclear weapons. 

In Article VI of the NPT, explicit reference is made not only to nuclear disarmament 
as a final goal, but also to the pursuing of negotiation leading to an early cessation 
of the arms race [among nuclear powers], as an intermediate step. Contrary to this 
we have seen in the past two decades worrisome signs of the unraveling of the arms 
control regime as we know it. The cessation of the ABM Treaty, the threat, by the 

                                              

2 The additional protocol:  http://www.iaea.org/Publications/Documents/Infcircs/1997/infcirc540c.pdf 
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Russian side, of the withdrawal from the INF (Intermediate Nuclear Forces) Treaty 
as a response both to the new proposed deployments of missile defense systems in 
Europe and to the increased intermediate range missile capabilities in many Asian 
countries, all present a gloomy picture of the status of the arms control regime. 

It is thus clear why the NPT increasingly has been considered to be in critical 
condition. 

No country supports nuclear proliferation. No government is buying the argument 
that “more is better” when speaking about nuclear weapon states, but individual 
countries may decide that they need to possess nuclear weapons. 

But countries differ in the strategy for enforcing non proliferation, and in their 
individual perceptions of the threat posed by different cases of proliferation.  

Countries may decide that they want to acquire nuclear weapons for two basic 
reasons:  

1. The presence of an external threat, especially, but not exclusively, when the 
external threat is represented by nuclear weapon states (whether official or 
de facto). 

2. The prestige and the power which is associated with nuclear weapons. 

The NPT up to now has done a remarkably good job in inducing countries to refrain 
from the acquisition of nuclear weapons by addressing, albeit in an imperfect way, 
both of the motivations above. The principle of non-proliferation in the NPT helps in 
creating an environment partially free from nuclear threats, while the principle of 
disarmament aims at decreasing both the relevance of nuclear weapons and the 
prestige associated with their possession.  

The NPT, as is well known, discriminates between haves and have-
nots. This discrimination was meant to be temporary, as it was 
always understood that the only way to move towards a stable 
equilibrium is to resolve the distinction between haves and have-nots 
by eliminating nuclear weapons, namely by making them illegal (as in 
the case of chemical and biological weapons). Progressing towards 
such stability is tantamount to having a manifest, unequivocal and 
sustained progress in nuclear disarmament.  

This lack or the slow pace of disarmament initiatives is not the only way in which 
the non-proliferation regime has been endangered in the last two decades. One of 
the most significant problems that has been facing the NPT in the last two decades, 
is that some nuclear weapons states, most notably the United States, as well as 
come other countries, have developed a strategy wherein they have sidetracked the 
NPT, while paying formal tribute to its role. This policy has been reversed recently 
with the new Obama administration, but the damage done is still lasting and the 
NPT Review Conference should consider those consequences and give a clear 
message that things should be readdressed in the future. These are the facts that 
have been with us in the last two decades and whose consequences are still relevant 
now.   

1. Nuclear proliferation has been seen as a threat to the present system of 
international relations, but serious differences have been considered 
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depending on who is in fact acquiring or attempting to acquire nuclear 
weapons.  

2. Progress in nuclear disarmament has been not deemed to have de facto an 
influence on the decision of another country to acquire or not to acquire 
nuclear weapons. Token reference has been made to previous achievements 
in nuclear disarmament, but with little or no consequence on the political 
decisions that are to be taken.    

3. The fight against non-proliferation has been primarily based on containment 
and repression of those countries that have been deemed to be both hostile 
and possible nuclear proliferators. Instruments of repression ranged from 
different types of sanctions to actual (preventive) war. 

4. The need to control fissile material and to prevent unauthorized use by 
potential proliferators or non-national groups (terrorists) have been 
acknowledged in principle, although questions arose as to their actual 
position on the priority list to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons. 

As a consequence of these counter-proliferation policies and on the discriminations 
following the distinction between the so called good and bad proliferators: 

• The agreement to accept stricter inspection and monitoring mechanisms has 
been too often seen as an imposition from the Nuclear-Weapon States. The 
latter are seen as exercising their power and their pressures on the weaker 
and often less developed Non-Nuclear Weapon-States. Hence quite a few 
countries decided not to sign/ratify say the additional protocol and saw this 
as a form of ‘resistance’ against the pressures of the NWS. The merit and the 
value for the collective security of an efficient and improved control and 
monitoring regime somehow dropped out of sight. 

• The fate of multilateral arms control agreement has been not brilliant to say 
the least. Again some of these multilateral arms control agreements are seen 
as the pawns of a politicized chess game in which some countries are 
expressing their disappointment towards a discriminatory and unfair set of 
security arrangements by blocking these multilateral agreements. So we 
have seen countries with multiple obligations not to acquire nuclear 
weapons (and, a fortiori, not to test), that have not signed or ratified the 
CTBT, The FMCT negotiations are held hostages for the disappointment and 
the concerns that some other country will get a special treatment in the field 
of nuclear cooperation (and may use this as a way to improve their military 
nuclear capabilities). Even progress towards the universality of the chemical 
and biological weapons conventions are blocked by what can be seen as 
political resentment. 

One should not underestimate the degree of resentment that 
has been induced by this (real or perceived) unfair treatment, 
and the ensuing political consequences. Israel was never 
subjected to any significant pressures to renounce its 
possession of nuclear weapons. India and Pakistan were 
subjected to sanctions which were later removed, while India in 
the end got the best deal—the so called US India nuclear deal.  
North Korea, which withdrew from the NPT, is under severe 
sanctions. While we do not want to deny here that there may be 
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serious motivations and reasonable considerations behind these unequal 
treatments, the overall impression is nonetheless that nuclear non-proliferation lost 
its character of being a shared ideal (or value) of the international community and 
instead became one of the many instruments of some partisan foreign policy. We 
should recall that the NPT itself was not meant to involve only countries with 
common foreign policy goals, but was instead an agreement among countries with 
different if not antagonistic views of the world, which agreed to some common 
constraints in the area of nuclear weapons.  

More on the discrimination inside the non-prolifera tion regime and the NPT 

The discrimination between nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon states is 
engraved in the non-proliferation regime and the treaty. Then there is the 
discrimination between the NPT-legitimate nuclear weapon states and the states 
possessing “unofficially” nuclear weapons that are outside the NPT and some of 
these unofficial nuclear-weapon states are more ‘accepted’ by the most powerful 
states than the others. Moreover there are states that are part of an alliance that 
include nuclear weapons states. These can be seen as protected, one way or the 
other, by nuclear weapons. Some of them even host nuclear weapons of others, as a 
visible symbolic reminder of an existing ‘extended deterrence’. Finally there are the 
states that enjoy no security guarantee against any possible nuclear attack, be it 
from official or unofficial nuclear-weapon states. Some of these states are actually 
under threat of states possessing nuclear weapons.  

Notice there is not such a thing as a generalized “no first use policy” on the side of 
states possessing nuclear weapons. It is then clear that the actual position of a state 
in this complex geography of haves/haves-not and “nuclear protected/non nuclear 
protected” has an impact on the real or perceived security conditions. Any discourse 
concerning the value of nuclear weapons in the protection of non nuclear allies, will 
raise concerns of those states that are not “protected”.  

Even if one can make the point that nuclear weapons after 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki have not been used and hence 
their military utility is, to say the least, questionable, the 
perception of being under threat by a state possessing 
nuclear weapon is far from being a reassuring one and can 
be a powerful incentive for the acquisition of nuclear 
weapons or at least of a nuclear capability. Speaking of 
nuclear capability, there is also a last type of discrimination. 
It is the discrimination between the states that could 
acquire rapidly a nuclear military capability and states that are not in such a 
position. Japan, just to mention one very significant case, is not only protected by 
the alliance with the United States, but is in position to acquire very quickly a 
complex and articulated military nuclear capability. It possesses ballistic missiles of 
high precision, abundance of fissile material, and a high level of technological and 
scientific capabilities. In this sense it can be considered as a sort of near-nuclear 
weapon state, even though its observance of the IAEA safeguards is rather 
impeccable. It is understandable that the Japanese model can exercise some 
attraction in countries that want to acquire a higher level of security and at the 
same time of technological capabilities, while staying inside the NPT. 
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The present prospect for managing non proliferation  and disarmament 

Beginning in 2008 and, later on with the climate created by the new US 
administration, a different approach to disarmament and non-proliferation has 
begun to appear. A group of four famous former American high level officials 
published in January 2008 a well known article in the Wall Street Journal  followed 
by groups of politicians in several other countries. The general message of these 
political leaders has been a renewed call for nuclear disarmament. Later President 
Barack Obama said: “I state clearly and with conviction America's commitment to 
seek the peace and security of a world without nuclear weapons” and he also 
restated clearly the goal of the NPT: “Countries with nuclear weapons will move 
towards disarmament, countries without nuclear weapons will not acquire them, 
and all countries can access peaceful nuclear energy.”3.  

The new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) has been signed. The reductions 
are modest but this new treaty represents a change in the policy of both Russia and 
the US, which is certainly welcome. 

In the present NPT Review Conference either we will have a very clear message that 
the three basic legs of the NPT should be rigorously respected, that disarmament 
should not be disconnected from the enforcement of non-proliferation, and that 
assistance in the development of nuclear energy should be given without undue 
restrictions or discriminations, but within a framework of serious and effective 
monitoring and control of nuclear activities or the non-proliferation regime itself will 
be in serious trouble.  

� The entire international community and particularly the most powerful countries 
should take steps in order to preserve the essence of the Non Proliferation Treaty, 
and to make it more effective and stable along the lines that have been highlighted 

by President Obama in his Prague speech.  

What follows below are a list of problems that should or could be addressed and a 
list of steps that should be undertaken by the entire international community and 
by the NPT Review Conference in particular. 

� Nuclear weapon states should reduce their nuclear arsenals to the “minimum” 
possible level. This line of thinking has been already made clear by Presidents 

Obama and Medvedev but much more should be done. Together with the reduction 
of the number of nuclear weapons, there is the problem of the reduction of the role 

or of the salience of nuclear weapons in military planning. The key phrase used 
here is to deemphasize the role of nuclear weapons in military planning. Also 
nuclear weapons should be taken off alert: no nuclear weapon should be 

launched within minutes from the notification of a missile attack. Avoiding a 
nuclear war by mistake is a task as important as ever. 

� The development of system for Ballistic Missile Defense should be carefully 
considered. If the effectiveness of such systems is, as it appears to be, strongly 
doubtful, then countries should be very careful with the political and strategic 
implications of the deployment of such systems. It is not worth jeopardizing the 

reduction of nuclear weapons and the preservation of past arms control 
agreements, by deploying defensive systems of very dubious effectiveness.  

                                              

3 Prague speech http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2009/04/05/obama-prague-speech-on-nu_n_183219.html 
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� The so called tactical nuclear weapons should be clearly included in the list of 
nuclear weapons to be considered for reductions and/or elimination.  

� Eliminated weapons should be destroyed or dismantled. They should not be put in 
deposits and left ready to be used if there will be a need of increasing again the 

nuclear arsenals. 

� The problem of nuclear weapons deployed on other countries’ territories should be 
carefully considered. Only American nuclear forces are currently deployed in other 
countries (5 European countries: Germany, Italy, The Netherlands, Belgium, 

Turkey). Other official or de-facto nuclear powers might in future decide to do the 
same, creating possibly very dangerous situations. It is then reasonable to forbid 

the deployment of nuclear weapons on other countries’ territories before new 
dangerous situations may appear. 

� NATO should deemphasize the role of nuclear weapons in its military planning 
and strategy. 

� The entry into force of the CTBT (Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty) is bound to the 
ratification process of a list of 44 specific countries (annex 2 of the treaty). The 

entry into force of the treaty will give a powerful signal to the international 
community that no further modernization of nuclear weapons will be possible. The 
annex-2 countries that should sign and ratify the treaty are India, Pakistan and 

DPRK. The annex-2 countries that should ratify the treaty are: China Egypt, 
Indonesia4, Iran, Israel, US. The new US administration is clearly supporting the 

ratification of the CTBT but may have problems in its relation with the Senate as 
the ratification process requires a qualified majority of the US Senate. The 
international community should encourage the missing annex-2 countries to sign 

and ratify the treaty. As for the nuclear weapons states, the technical activities to 
ensure the reliability of the weapons in the (decreasing) nuclear arsenals should 
stay clear from any interference with the CTBT. This is technically possible and 

the reliability problems of warheads should not be used as a motivation to 
postpone or sidetrack the CTBT   

� Another important instrument for pushing ahead the agenda of nuclear 
disarmament is the FMCT (Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty) that will forbid the 
production of new fissile material for military purposes. 

� Together with the two major nuclear States (US and Russia), there are also the so 

called smaller nuclear weapons States (China, UK, France). Even if the role in the 
global disarmament agenda of these countries is necessarily smaller than the role 

of the US and of Russia, it is apparent that all the five nuclear countries share a 
legal and political responsibility in promoting disarmament and none of them 
should be exempted from taking the appropriate steps in the direction of reducing 

their weapons and their reliance on them. 

� Nuclear weapons states that are not signatories of the NPT (India, Pakistan, 
Israel) and the DPRK should be encouraged to take appropriate steps to reduce 
their reliance on nuclear weapons, to reduce the number of their weapons, to sign 
all the possible arms control agreements compatible with their status of non NPT 

                                              

4 Indonesia indicated on 3 May 2010 its plans to seek ratification. 
http://www.ctbto.org/fileadmin/user_upload/statements/Indonesia_exhibitionopening_2010.pdf 
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members, to enforce strict control of the nuclear material, respecting all the 
relevant agreement with the IAEA and ultimately to join the NPT. 

� The creation of new NWFZ (nuclear weapon- free zones) and the extension of the 
old ones is an important instrument in order to prevent the introduction of nuclear 

weapons in specific areas.  

� Most importantly the need to create a Middle East Nuclear Weapon-Free Zone (or 
ME zone free of weapons of mass destruction) should be strongly stressed by the 
NPT Review Conference. The creation of such zone should be seriously and 

actively pursued in the period immediately following the conference. 

The battle against nuclear proliferation will be much more effective if the constraints 
required to enforce control and monitoring of nuclear activities will be seen as an 
impartial instrument required by the international community not as an instrument 
aimed at discriminating between various countries on the basis of their political or 
strategic orientation. As we said before, the NPT was born as an agreement between 

states having a very different vision of the world. In the NPT, 
the “imperialistic” US cooperated with the “evil empire” (USSR) 
in keeping proliferation under control and, for some time, in 
dramatically reducing the nuclear arsenals. Different visions 
of the world did not impede the NPT from working. This 
should be true even now when the states antagonistic to the 
US are not as powerful as was the USSR, but may still in 
general be unlikely to yield to pressures. 

Fairness and non discrimination (beyond the accepted 
discrimination between nuclear and non nuclear states as 
defined by the NPT) should be the key to the safe preservation 
and improvement of the non proliferation regime.  
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Milan document on nuclear disarmament and non-
proliferation ∗∗∗∗ 
 

The upcoming Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) Review Conference (May 2010, New 
York) will examine the treaty implementation and, in particular, the status of the 
three NPT basic pillars (disarmament, non-proliferation and access to nuclear 
energy for peaceful uses by NPT members). It is an important opportunity to call the 
world’s attention to the serious risks associated with nuclear weapons, and the 
ultimate need to eliminate such weapons and to work towards a legally-binding 
document (such as a convention) banning the possession of such weapons. Work for 

such a legally binding document should begin soon and hopefully yield some concrete 
proposals before the 2015 NPT Review Conference.  

In the upcoming 2010 NPT Review Conference it will be extremely important, in 
order to prevent decay and breakdown of the world-wide nuclear non-proliferation 
regime, to show that concrete progress is being made towards that final goal of 
eliminating nuclear weapons, and to reassure the world’s public opinion that such 
progress will be strongly sustained in the future. In particular, in order to support 
concrete steps in the direction of nuclear disarmament, the 13 practical steps 
approved by the 2000 NPT Review Conference should be restated by the 2010 NPT 
Review Conference with the necessary updates.  

Reinforce the (political and legal) commitments to nuclear disarmament. 
Drastically decrease the numbers of weapons. 

1. The present number of intact nuclear weapons (reportedly over 23,000) 
should be drastically reduced.  

• The largest weapons reductions should of course be made by the two major 
nuclear weapon States (US and Russia) that possess about 95% of the 
world’s combined nuclear arsenal.  

• An effective ladder for scaling down the number of nuclear weapons of the 
most nuclear-armed nations should be clearly defined.  

• As a first step, Russia and the US are expected to bring to successful 
conclusion, before the NPT Review Conference, their on-going negotiations, 
aimed at developing a successor treaty to their recently expired START 1 
agreement.5 

                                              

∗ The above considerations came out of a meeting in Milan organized by Pugwash and the University of Milan 
(Universita’ degli Studi di Milano), 29 January 2010, with an eye to the upcoming 2010 NPT Review Conference. 
The meeting involved more than 40 participants from 13 countries, including former defense and foreign 
ministers, current and former international disarmament diplomats and other scientific and policy experts. While 
this document represents fairly the discussions held, it is the sole responsibility of Pugwash Secretary General 
Paolo Cotta-Ramusino, Professor of Physics, Universita' degli Studi di Milano and Pugwash President Jayantha 
Dhanapala, former UN Under-Secretary-General for Disarmament Affairs. 
5 Updated: The “new START” Treaty was a significant political achievement, but further progress on cuts will be 
needed. 
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2. Reductions of longer-range and shorter-range nuclear weapons should 
be vigorously pursued in nuclear negotiations.  

• As in the past, unilateral actions can significantly contribute to this process.  

• Decommissioned nuclear weapons should be dismantled and not only stored 
separately from delivery systems.  

• Fissile material from dismantled weapons should be made accessible to the 
IAEA for inspection. Effective procedures for verifying weapon dismantlement 
should be actively pursued. 

3.  Active promotion of nuclear disarmament is the responsibility of all the 
members of NPT (in fact of all countries, even if nuclear-weapons states have a 
special responsibility in this regard).  

• This implies that states with relatively smaller arsenals should do their share 
of the disarmament work.  

• Also non-nuclear weapons countries hosting nuclear weapons belonging to 
other countries should send these weapons back to the owner and request 
their dismantlement.  

• Finally all non-nuclear weapons states should pursue the elimination of 
nuclear weapons from their territories, not even allowing them in transit, by 
promoting nuclear-weapons-free zones.  

• Extending nuclear-weapons-free zones can be seen as a complementary 
avenue to achieving a nuclear-weapons-free world. 

Reinforce the political and legal commitments to nu clear disarmament: 
decrease the military role and the political influe nce of nuclear arsenals 

4.  The stated aim of nuclear weapons possession by nuclear-weapons states 
should be no more than to deter the use of nuclear weapons by others.  

• There is absolutely no need to keep any nuclear weapon at a high alert 
status. A high alert status entails a serious risk of a nuclear launch by 
mistake even now, 20 years after the end of the cold war. 

5.  Concepts like extended deterrence (meant in various ways as nuclear 

defense against non-nuclear attacks or the planning of the use of nuclear 
weapons to compensate conventional inferiority or to protect allies 

against possible nuclear or even chemical or biological weapons attacks) 
have shown to be of very limited value during the Cold War and should be 
phased out.  

• They should be replaced by a generalized no-first use posture by states 
possessing nuclear weapons.  

• Moreover no-first use policies should be made even more explicit by 
extending security guarantees to states that do not possess nuclear 
weapons.  
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• Pending the complete elimination of nuclear weapons, the latter should be 
guaranteed that they will never be attacked with nuclear weapons. 

6.  Extended deterrence in no way should require the stationing of nuclear 
weapons on other countries’ territories. An international norm should be 
developed, forbidding such extraterritorial deployments.  

• European countries have a clear role to play in this respect and should take 
an active approach to fulfill their own responsibilities. 

7.  Possession of nuclear weapons is not an instrument for enhancing regional 

or global influence or political and economic leverage. This statement 
should be clearly understood and stated explicitly whenever useful.  

• This notion, contrary to some conventional wisdom of the past, applies 
specifically to the major nuclear weapons states, where the possession of 
nuclear weapons is manifestly not of any help in dealing with military, 
political or economic crises. 

8.  Both nuclear and non-nuclear weapon states should nevertheless exercise 
maximum restraint in the development of military applications of science 
and technology, such as ballistic missile defense, that could create 
potentially destabilizing situations, both in the regional and global context, thus 
complicating the task of reducing the reliance on nuclear weapons. 

9.  Nuclear-weapons states should develop internal structures, agencies, 
legislation, budget allocations and the like, to reduce the role of nuclear 

weapons in defense doctrines, and eventually to eliminate such weapons 
from national arsenals. “Modernization” and other forms of technical 
improvement and expansion of capabilities of existing arsenals should be 
prevented in all possible ways.  

Promote nuclear disarmament: involve the states tha t are not parties to the 
NPT 

10. States that are not parties to the NPT should be induced in all possible 

ways to eliminate their nuclear weapons and join the NPT. In the 
meantime they should be encouraged to support the general goals of the 
NPT by:  

• taking concrete steps in the direction of reducing their nuclear arsenals,  

• preventing nuclear proliferation,  

• opening up their nuclear facilities to IAEA inspections and monitoring,  

• respecting nuclear weapons-free-zones, and  

• joining all possible other arms control treaties such as the CWC, BWC, 
CTBT, etc. 



Perspectives for Progress: Options for the 2010 NPT  Review Conference and Beyond 

Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs - 18 

Promote nuclear disarmament: make progress in the e stablishment of a zone 
free of weapons of mass destruction in the Middle E ast (ME) and particularly of 
a nuclear-weapons-free zone 

11.  The idea of establishing a zone free of weapons of mass destruction in the 
Middle East was an integral part of the success of the 1995 Review and 
Extension Conference. It has also been at various times and with various 
characterizations pushed forward by the main Middle Eastern states.  

• It is important that the 2010 NPT Review Conference states 
unequivocally that concrete progress should be made in the creation of 
such a zone.  

• Consultations should be organized involving all the Middle Eastern states 
aimed at defining an “agenda of progress” for a ME zone free of weapons of 
mass destruction.  

• A UN-sponsored international conference should be called for, to discuss the 
implementation of the ME zone free of weapons of mass destruction and 
particularly of a nuclear-weapons-free zone.  

• The UN could appoint a coordinator to help the process of establishing a 
zone free of weapons of mass destructions and particularly a nuclear-
weapons-free zone in the Middle East. 

Promote nuclear disarmament: ensure CTBT entry into  force, push forward the 
FMCT 

12. The CTBT should be signed and ratified immediately by all those states 
that are bound by other treaties or agreements not to test nuclear 

weapons or that declared that they do not intend to test in the future.  

• To do otherwise would just be a continuation of the practice of holding arms 
control treaties hostage to political pressures, irrespective of their actual 
value and merit. If some states continue to block entry into force of the 
CTBT, they will have to justify that position to the international community. 
Permanently ending nuclear testing for all and hence impeding new nuclear 
weapons developments and stopping the production of fissile materials for 
weapons purposes are all important elements supporting the goal of global 
nuclear disarmament.  

• Regardless of the timing of the entry into force of the CTBT, the CTBT 
Organization in Vienna, should be strengthened.  

Prevent nuclear proliferation: strengthen the IAEA and the international 
monitoring & control regime 

13. In light of the present spread of nuclear activities for civilian purposes, it is 
clearly in the collective interest that all such activities be properly monitored 
and controlled by the competent international organization, namely the 

IAEA.  

• The IAEA itself should be strengthened both in its workforce and in its ability 
to operate.  
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• The (model) additional protocol should be considered as the new norm, in 
terms of the relations between the agency and the member states.  

• All members of the NPT should be encouraged to sign and ratify the (model) 
additional protocol.  

14. Work should be pursued to develop improved proliferation-resistant 
technologies in all stages of the nuclear power production process. 

15. Nuclear fuel production should be soon internationalized, without prejudice 
to the inalienable right recognized in Article IV of the treaty. International 
consortiums for enriching uranium and for the production of nuclear fuel should be 
encouraged and the monitoring of these international consortiums should be firmly 
in the hands of the IAEA. Phasing-out of reprocessing in favor of interim storage 
should also be encouraged6. 

16. Efforts should be made to improve the monitoring capabilities of the IAEA 
beyond the additional protocol.  

• A critical analysis of the problems, gaps and shortcomings of the monitoring 
systems should be made in the spirit of objective and constructive criticism. 

Prevent nuclear proliferation. Strengthen and harmo nize national legislation to 
prevent illicit traffic of nuclear material and of technical devices that could be 
used in building nuclear weapons 

17. The effectiveness of resolution 1540 should be thoroughly examined. Countries 
should be encouraged to include in their legislation provisions to control, 
intercept and punish the illicit transfer of nuclear material (particularly of 
fissile material).  

• The legislation should guarantee the possibility of intercepting illicit traffic of 
materials and technologies that could be used to manufacture nuclear 
weapons or nuclear explosive devices.  

• Dual-use materials and technologies should attract particular attention, and 
their transfer should be regulated by national legislation and international 
agreements.  

• Because the availability of Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU) provides the 
most ‘easy’ avenue for manufacturing nuclear explosive devices by possible 
non-state actors, countries should be encouraged and helped to 
progressively phase out reactors using HEU and to replace them with 
reactors using Low Enriched Uranium (LEU) fuel.  

• The huge existing stocks of HEU, as well as the large amounts that will be 
obtained from nuclear disarmament, should be down-blended as quickly and 

                                              

6 Currently the world is dealing inadequately with 250 tons of already separated plutonium and the 70 tons of 
weapon-grade plutonium that Russia and US have declared excess. Reprocessing costs more than interim storage 
and complicates radioactive waste management. For a non-nuclear state, it can provide a civilian pretext for 
creating a nuclear-weapon option. 
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as completely as possible to LEU (to be then employed as fuel for energy-
producing nuclear reactors). 

Ensure the right of all NPT member-states to develop nuclear activities for 
civilian purposes 

18. The right of NPT parties to develop, research and use nuclear energy for 
peaceful purposes is recognized under the treaty and should not be subject to 
constraints or limitations. This right should be exercised in accordance with the 
obligations prescribed by the treaty. 

19. Assistance to civilian nuclear programs of member states should be 
guaranteed to all parties to the NPT without prejudice, while enforcing all the 
applicable control and monitoring activities. 

20. Assisting the development of national nuclear energy programs of NPT 
member states should include also advising member states of all the risks and 
problems involved with civilian nuclear programs. Reference should be made to 
problems related with economic sustainability, with environmental concerns 
(including all the serious problems related to waste disposal), with the control and 
the training of technicians, with the organization of emergency responses in case of 
serious technical problems. This should happen of course without prejudice to the 
inalienable right guaranteed by Article IV of the NPT.  
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START, the NPR and the NPT 

Martin Butcher ∗∗∗∗ 

Introduction 

The Obama administration has to manage the expectations which were created by 
the President’s Prague speech in April 2009. Undersecretary of State Ellen Tauscher 
summarized the Prague goals, saying: 

“The President set forth several goals in his speech in Prague last year; three 
of which have been advanced in the past few days. First, he wanted a new 
Treaty that would make verifiable and mutual cuts in the United States and 
Russia’s nuclear arsenals. Second, he vowed to reduce the role of nuclear 
weapons in our security posture. Third, he set a goal of securing all 
vulnerable nuclear material within the next four years. At the same time, the 
President reaffirmed our commitment to maintaining a safe, secure, and 
effective deterrent to protect the United States and our allies so long as 
nuclear weapons exist.”7  

International attention focused on his promise to work for a world free of nuclear 
weapons, and the President undoubtedly needs concrete achievements to 
demonstrate good faith during the Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference. Until 
recently, this was lacking, but the ‘nuclear spring’ has seen an intense 
administration focus on non-proliferation and disarmament. They agreed the new 
START Treaty with Russia (Senate ratification hearings began April 30), launched 
the NPR, held the Nuclear Security Summit and are pursuing active diplomacy in 
the NPT.  

It is not clear that this represents sufficient action to convince the RevCon that the 
US is serious.  

There is certainly international concern regarding the large budget increase 
proposed by the administration to infrastructure necessary for maintaining the US 
arsenal. 

It is also important, while examining progress made to date and how it is likely to 
contribute to a positive outcome of the NPT Review Conference, to consider how that 
progress can be built on.  

Negative security assurances 

Non-nuclear states within the NPT, led by members of the Non-Aligned Movement, 
have long demanded stronger Negative Security Assurances (NSA) from nuclear 
weapon states. Working papers from NAM states demanding legally binding 

                                              

∗ Martin Butcher is an independent consultant who has served as Special Projects Coordinator for the Pugwash 
Conferences in the spring of 2010. He was formerly head of the Security Program for Physicians for Social 
Responsibility in DC, and founding director of the Centre for European Security and Disarmament in Brussels. He 
tracks developments related to NATO in his blog, www.natomonitor.blogspot.com. 
7 Ellen Tauscher, Under Secretary for Arms Control and International Security, Statement before the House 
Armed Services Committee, Washington, DC, April 14, 2010. Available at http://www.state.gov/t/us/140226.htm 
on April 30, 2010. 
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assurances, to match their legally binding guarantee not to acquire nuclear 
weapons, have been a feature of NPT Review Conferences for nearly two decades. 

The Obama administration’s new NSA contained in the Nuclear Posture Review is 
not legally binding, but it does go a long way to meeting previous non-nuclear 
weapon states demands. It states that the: 

“…United States is now prepared to strengthen its long-standing “negative 
security assurance” by declaring that the United States will not use or 
threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapons states that 
are party to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and in compliance 
with their nuclear non-proliferation obligations.” 

The Nuclear Posture Review makes clear that the US will not use nuclear weapons 
in retaliation for chemical or biological weapons attack.  

This is a dramatic reversal of previous policy which allowed for the preemptive use 
of nuclear weapons against any WMD target. It provides a strong security benefit to 
non-nuclear States party to the NPT for abandoning the nuclear weapons option, 
and provides a strong incentive for countries to remain 
within the NPT structure. It also provides security 
incentives for countries that have broken NPT 
commitments, like North Korea, to return to full 
compliance. 

However, there is controversy that the US will unilaterally 
decide who is and who is not in compliance with the NPT.  

It is clearly signaled that Iran, and perhaps Syria, are subject to potential nuclear 
attack, and given the US position toward Iran in particular, this is likely to become 
a major obstacle to progress in negotiations on the nuclear dossier. The non-
proliferation regime is undermined by the fact that a decision on compliance with 
the NPT that should be made by NPT states parties, by the IAEA or the UN Security 
Council is reserved to one State Party by itself.  

� It would be useful if the RevCon recognized in the final document that this new US 

Negative Security Assurance represents progress towards a worthwhile goal and 
called on all Nuclear Weapon States (NWSs) to offer NSAs at least as strong as the 
new US policy. 

� Delegates should also explore how it might be possible to move towards NSAs in 

the form of a legally binding protocol to the NPT, perhaps based on the model of 
the protocol attached to the Treaty of Tlatelolco, already signed by all NWSs.  

Focus on implementing Article VI in good faith 

The US administration is relieved that the new START negotiations have finally 
concluded with an agreed treaty. The Russian government is also very pleased with 
the outcome. The negotiations, central to the ‘reset’ of relations between the US and 
Russia were to have been concluded on December 5, 2009, when the START I treaty 
expired, but dragged on for three more months. 

The Obama administration achieved its goals: to restart the process of formal arms 
control and reduction negotiations; ensure a transparent and verifiable basis for 
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reductions, in stark contrast to the Moscow treaty, and provide a platform for future 
treaty talks.  

Key numbers on new START 

The White House fact sheet states that the new limit of 1,550 deployed strategic 
warheads is 74% lower than the 6,000 warhead limit of the 1991 START treaty, and 
30% lower than the 2,200 deployed strategic warhead limit of the 2002 Moscow 
Treaty.8 However, these figures refer only to limits and not actually deployed 
warheads. 

Warheads: The Union of Concerned Scientists has calculated9 from US government 
sources that under the new counting rules (with missile warheads counted by SORT 
rules and bombers counted as one warhead):  

The United States currently has approximately 1,762 warheads 

Russia currently has 1,741 

The limit set by the new START treaty is 1,550. 

Deployed delivery vehicles: Similarly, UCS calculates (based on US government 
fact sheets and the Nuclear Notebook of the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists) that the 
current number of deployed delivery vehicles appears to be approximately: 

798 for the United States 

566 for Russia.  

The new START treaty limit is 700. 

Total delivery vehicles: Finally, they estimate the number of total delivery vehicles 
(deployed and nondeployed) appears to be roughly: 

1,188 for the United States 

809 for Russia.  

The new limit is 800.  

The current US number includes nuclear-capable bombers that the United States 
says are not intended for nuclear missions. If there is agreement not to count these 
bombers, the US total would be 1,042. 

From these calculations it would seem that total warhead cuts are approximately 
200 each for both Russia and the United States. However, by other calculations the 

                                              

8 Fact Sheet: Key Facts About the New START Treaty, Office of the Press Secretary, The White House, March 
26, 2010. Available at http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/key-facts-about-new-start-treaty on April 30, 
2010. 
9 Union of Concerned Scientists Fact Sheet, The New START Treaty Summary, April 2, 2010. Available at 
http://www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/nwgs/start-follow-on-fact-sheet.pdf on April 30, 2010. 
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cuts may be even lower. Hans Kristensen of the Federation of American Scientists 
has written that: 

If the New START treaty counting rule is used on today’s postures, then the 
United States currently only deploys some 1,650 strategic warheads, not the 
actual 2,100 warheads; Russia would be counted as deploying about 1,740 
warheads instead of its actual 2,600 warheads. In other words, the counting 
rule would “hide” approximately 450 and 860 warheads, respectively, or 
1,310 warheads.  

Kristensen argues that on these numbers it appears that actual required cuts are of 
the order of 100 warheads for the US and 190 for Russia. This is more than zero, 
but less than claimed by the respective sides during the 
signing ceremony.10  

That said, the main purpose of the treaty is to re-impose 
verification mechanisms for the next ten years, to prepare 
the ground for a new round of talks, and, to get both sides 
back into the habit of using arms control to build security. 
This it achieved.  

Making further progress on deeper reductions may be 
more problematic.  

The Pentagon said the day they released details of START that they wish to begin 
talks with the Russians on the full range of nuclear arms, tactical and strategic, 
deployed and non-deployed. This commitment to genuine nuclear disarmament is to 
be welcomed. Unfortunately, there appears to be no desire at all in Moscow for a 
quick restart of negotiations, and in particular a strong wish to avoid discussing 
tactical nuclear weapons limits. President Obama may have serious problems in 
pursuing his far-reaching disarmament agenda. 

� The RevCon should welcome the new START treaty, and recognize its contribution 

to achieving the aims of the NPT under Article VI.  

� It should also recognize that this is only a first step, however welcome.  

� All NPT State Parties should press for a recommendation in the RevCon’s final 
documents calling on the US and Russia to swiftly ratify the new START 
agreement, and to commence immediate negotiations on the next round of 
disarmament talks.  

� They should also back President Obama’s call in the Prague speech to associate 
all the NWSs with that next round of negotiations in some way. 

No new nukes, but a huge new nuclear infrastructure  

The NPR says the US will not produce new nuclear warheads, nor modify existing 
warheads to provide new military capabilities. It also states a “strong preference” for 
refurbishing or reusing components from other warheads when extending warhead 

                                              

10 For an in-depth examination of the START cuts see Hans Kristensen’s Strategic Security Blog at 
http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/2010/03/newstart.php#more-2826. 
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life. It does, however, allow the replacement of existing components with new ones, 
if those are based on previously tested designs. 

The ban on new military capabilities is significant, ruling out, as it does, weapons 
like new bunker buster nukes which the Bush administration sought to develop.  

� The RevCon should endorse this US ban on new military capabilities for its 

warheads and call on all NWS to follow suit. 

However, if the administration introduces new components into existing warheads, 
then it can essentially build a new warhead if enough new components are 
introduced. This could undermine US efforts to prevent proliferation, and because 
such developments are not technically necessary. It is hard for the US to argue that 
other countries should not build new warheads if it is doing so. It is technically 
unnecessary as there is no suggestion that the current arsenal is not safe, reliable 
and capable of being maintained for decades to come. Worse, the introduction of 
new components would undermine faith in the reliability and safety of the warhead 
design, introducing uncertainty where none currently exists, and increasing doubts 
among skeptics as to whether the US should ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty. 

In parallel to the decision not to design new nuclear warheads, the administration 
has decided to invest billions of extra dollars in an upgrading of the US 
infrastructure for nuclear weapons. This is done in part to answer concerns about 
the future viability of the arsenal that remains after the new START agreement, and 
to demonstrate that the US is committed to maintaining a safe, secure and reliable 
arsenal after CTBT ratification. To achieve this, the Obama administration has 
committed to large increases in funding for the nuclear weapons labs amounting to 
around $7 billion increase over 5 years. 

In the FY2011 proposed budget, the proposed increase is some $661 million, or just 
over 10%. This will go to fund projects including expanded plutonium production at 
Los Alamos, New Mexico; building a new HEU production facility at Oak Ridge, 
Tennessee; and increases in the budget for other significant nuclear weapons 
infrastructure.  

There is significant criticism that the administration has given too much, too soon, 
and that it will be forced to make even bigger concessions next year to try to ensure 
passage of the CTBT through the US Senate. It has also been pointed out that the 
Clinton administration tried and failed to achieve CTBT ratification with a similar 
strategy in the 1990s. 

Many countries at the NPT Review Conference will be critical of this massive 
increase in nuclear weapons spending, and its resulting buildup in nuclear 
infrastructure in the US. It is likely to be seen by many as directly contradicting 
President Obama’s desire to work towards a nuclear weapons free world. 

� In its final documents, the RevCon should welcome the administration’s decision 
not to design new nuclear weapons and call on all NWS to adopt the same policy.  

� States Parties should press the US on its plans to upgrade its nuclear weapons 
infrastructure, and seek guarantees that this will not undermine the purposes of 

the treaty. 
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Conclusion 

Some elements of the NPR and the new START agreement are likely to be welcomed 
by NPT nations. However, President Obama set the bar of expectations very high wit 
the Prague speech in 2009. The modest disarmament gains under the new START 
agreement will be welcome, but only if it is clear that they set the scene for further 
disarmament progress.  

The NPR will have a much more mixed reception, and Iran in particular is likely to 
attack the new NSA as a virtual declaration of nuclear war by the US against 
Tehran. However, most will welcome restrictions on US nuclear use policy. Criticism 
is likely to centre around the massive budget increase for nuclear weapons 
infrastructure. 

�  The RevCon should endorse positive aspects of new START and the NPR, while 
continuing to press the United States and Russia for further progress towards 

implementation of Article VI. 
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Tactical nuclear weapons 11 

Gen. Sir Hugh Beach ∗∗∗∗ 

 

Introduction 

NATO nuclear policy emerged in a series of guidelines between 1967 and 1972, 
under the general rubric of ‘flexible response’, coupled with the adoption of a policy 
of ‘first use’ of nuclear weapons by NATO if and when conventional defenses were 
overwhelmed. Air forces were equipped with free-falling and guided bombs and air-
to-surface guided missiles. Navies, in addition to aircraft bombs, developed nuclear 
depth charges and anti-submarine missiles. Armies were equipped with nuclear 
artillery of various calibers and free-flight rockets. Ground-launched cruise missiles, 
surface-to-air defense missiles, mortars and even land-mines were given nuclear 
warheads. All these were known as ‘Theatre’ or ‘Tactical’ nuclear weapons (TNW). 

This happened at a time when Soviet conventional forces in Western Europe 
outnumbered NATO’s by a factor of three to one. The dismemberment of the Warsaw 
Pact and of the Soviet Union, followed by the expansion of NATO, has meant that 
the ratio of NATO’s conventional forces to Russia’s has been more than reversed. 
NATO’s deployed nuclear weapons in Europe have been reduced by more than 97 
per cent since their peak in the 1970s. It might have been expected that this 

change, coupled with the general recognition that nuclear 
weapons are no longer useful for war fighting, would have 
led to the reconsideration of doctrine. But this has not yet 
happened. American TNW have been stationed on the 
territory of five non-nuclear European members of NATO 
ever since the 1950s and early 1960s, when bilateral 
Programs of Cooperation were concluded between these 
countries and the US; and some of them remain to this day.  

Among the ‘Thirteen Steps’ agreed at the 2000 NPT Review Conference was one 
calling for ‘the further reduction of non-strategic nuclear weapons, based on 
unilateral initiatives and as an integral part of the nuclear arms reduction and 
disarmament process’. Since then progress has been made. Bombs have been 
removed from the Araxos airbase in Greece in 2001, from Ramstein in Germany in 
2005 and from Lakenheath in England in 2006, all unilaterally and without fanfare 
of any kind. In mid-October 2009 the new German centre-right coalition resolved to 
seek the withdrawal of all US nuclear weapons from Germany, in consultation with 
NATO allies. In April 2010 NATO will consider new ideas for its Strategic Concept. 
From then until the Lisbon Summit at the end of the year a final text will be evolved.  

                                              

11 Please note: This is a reprint of a pre-publication draft of an ACRONYM Briefing Paper, “‘Tactical’ Nuclear 
Weapons: A dangerous anachronism.” It is reprinted with permission. The ACRONYMN paper is available at 
http://www.acronym.org.uk/npt/npt2010%20B5%20-%20Tactical%20NWs.pdf.   
∗ General Sir Hugh Beach, GBE, KCB, MC was Director of Army Staff Duties at the Ministry of Defence 1971-3, 
Commandant of the Army Staff College at Camberley 1974-5, Deputy Commander-in-Chief United Kingdom Land 
Forces 1976-77 and Master General of the Ordnance (Army Board member for Procurement) 1977-81. He served 
as a member of the Security Commission 1982-91 and Director of the Council for Arms Control 1986-89. He is 
currently a member of the Board or Executive Committee of several NGOs, including the British Pugwash Group.  
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So the NPT Review Conference in May 2010 provides an excellent opportunity for 
giving further impetus to the process of further reduction or, hopefully, full 
withdrawal.  

Main analysis 

The weapons in question are B-61 gravity bombs with an adjustable yield of 
between 300 tonnes and 170 kilotons. (Note that on the highest setting this bomb is 
more powerful than the W-76 warhead on Trident missiles, so the term ‘tactical’ is 
something of a misnomer.) On two bases - Aviano in Italy and Incirlik in Turkey - 
the aircraft that would deliver these weapons belong to fighter wings of the US Air 
Force, equipped with F-16s. On four bases the aircraft belong to and are operated 
by the host nation: Büchel (German Air Force - Tornado); Kleine Brogel (Belgian Air 
Force - F-16); Volkel (Royal Dutch Air Force - F-16); Ghedi-Torre (Italian Air Force - 
Tornado). These aircraft are ‘dual capable’, being specially equipped for nuclear 
munitions in addition to their normal role The crews are trained and exercised in 
peacetime for their potential nuclear missions, but the readiness level for the 
nuclear strike role has been reduced to ‘months’ which may mean that the relevant 
electronic and mechanical fittings are not normally fitted to the aircraft. The nuclear 
bombs are all owned by the US and remain under the sole control of the US Air 
Force, in specially constructed underground vaults. They would be transferred to 
the four host nations only at the point of use. It is believed that the total holding of 
live weapons in these five countries is about 200 bombs, of which half are for use by 
the host nations.  

The US European Command (USEUCOM), once the principal advocate for nuclear 
weapons in Europe, no longer supports their presence. One of their senior officers is 
quoted as saying “We pay a king’s ransom for these things …and they have no 
military value.” The view of USEUCOM is that deterrence provided by US Strategic 
Command’s nuclear capabilities outside Europe are more cost effective, and there is 

no military downside to the unilateral withdrawal of 
nuclear weapons from Europe. Hence the justification for 
keeping them is entirely political. According to a US task 
force on Nuclear Weapons Management (December 2008) 
this military attitude “‘fails to comprehend–and therefore 
undermines–the political value our friends and allies place 
on these weapons, the political costs of withdrawal and 
the psychological impact of their visible presence as well 
as the security linkages they provide. … As long as our 
allies value their political contribution, the United States 

is obligated to provide and maintain the nuclear weapon capability.”  

The German initiative, which is supported by the Belgians, Dutch, Norwegians and 
Poles opens the way for a general reconsideration of existing policy. It is the states 
without stationed weapons, particularly the recently joined Central and Eastern 
European states, which attach the highest symbolic importance to basing of TNW on 
European soil. There has been genuine nervousness that withdrawal could lead to 
an unraveling of NATO strategy and, in particular, undermine the credibility of the 
US nuclear umbrella over Europe. This is due partly to the way in which changes to 
the proposed American anti-ballistic missile shield were handled and partly due to 
splits over Afghanistan. Nor was confidence improved by the Russian invasion of 
South Ossetia and big military exercises in Western Russia and Belarus in October 
2009. It is helpful that the Obama plan for anti-ballistic missile defenses focuses in 
the short term specifically on the protection of Europe, including Turkey. This is a 
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more useful and visible contribution to trans-Atlantic solidarity than the forward 
based nuclear weapons.  

If these weapons are already costing a “king’s ransom,” the costs are certain to rise 
in future. One reason is the need to refurbish the nuclear warheads (B-61 Mods 3 
and 4). They are the oldest in the armory, having been first deployed thirty years 
ago. The US National Nuclear Security Agency is embarking on a two-year program, 
to study extending the life of these warheads beyond 2017, priced at around £100 
million. The question also arises of equipping a new generation of dual-capable 
aircraft. For the US Air Force this would mean establishing a nuclear delivery 
capability for the F-35 when the F-16 is phased out by 2017. In Germany the 
nuclear capable Tornado aircraft is also due to be phased out. Its replacement, the 
Eurofighter, apparently cannot carry such weapons.  

There is an even more urgent issue over security. According to a US Government 
report most storage sites still require significant additional resources to meet 
Department of Defense security requirements. Difficulties, including the short 
training regimen for nuclear security teams - in some cases as little as nine months 
- and the impossibility of performing no-notice security checks as a result of host 
nation/NATO requirements, create a hazardous situation in which weapons 
designed to defend NATO might themselves become targets. In January 2010 a 
group of peace activists called Vredesactie climbed the perimeter fence at Kleine 
Brogel air base in Belgium, breached a double-fenced security barrier and walked 
unmolested up to aircraft shelters like those where the nuclear bombs are stored. A 
B-61 bomb is not an easy item to handle, being 11 feet long, more than a foot in 
diameter and weighting some 700 pounds. It is also heavily protected by a variety of 
timers, switches, mechanical and electronic locks and procedural safeguards 
against any attempt to bring about an unauthorized nuclear explosion. So perhaps 
the worst that a terrorist group could achieve, if it could get its hands on a live B-61 
bomb, would be a very “dirty” non-nuclear explosion. But this could be catastrophic 
enough.  

Two arguments against the withdrawal of NATO’s TNW deserve special mention. One 
concerns Alliance solidarity. A diplomat at NATO’s headquarters is quoted as saying 
that “The [forward based TNW] are the foundation of that solidarity. Take them away 
and what have we left?” If this is true then the state of NATO Europe is indeed 

fragile. It is difficult to take seriously the idea that Czechs 
or Hungarians sleep more easily for knowing that their 
German comrades, notoriously reluctant to pull their 
weight in Afghanistan, are sitting on a small stockpile of 
American nuclear bombs at a remote airfield in the Eifel 
and have a veto on their use. Equally far-fetched is the 
view of some NATO diplomats that the mere presence of 
these weapons helps to dissuade other countries who 
might otherwise be thinking of acquiring such things for 
themselves. Turkey might indeed be so tempted, but the 
best way to counteract that will be to forestall Iran’s 

nuclear ambitions. It has also been suggested that France and Britain might fear 
that, once all the American nuclear weapons had gone from Europe, their own 
nuclear armories might come under more critical scrutiny. If this is true then they 
can have little confidence in the strength of their own case for possession.  

Another counterargument to NATO’s unilateral withdrawal of these weapons is that 
this would be better done as part of a wider agreement with Russia to get rid of all 
TNW. But Russia is reluctant, having retained some 2,000 TNW of their own. It is 
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more realistic to insist that we should determine our weapon requirements against 
our own strategic needs, and if forward basing is no longer cost-effective we should 
not hang on to it just as a bargaining chip. The withdrawn weapons could still be 
retained in the US pending negotiation and only dismantled as part of a bilateral 
agreement with the Russians – if indeed a more favorable climate should one day 
emerge.  

What we recommend that the NPT Review Conference sh ould do 

� recognize that possession of nuclear weapons is not an instrument for exercising 

regional influence or political and economic leverage, 

� conclude that the concept of extended deterrence (for example to protect allies 

against possible nuclear, chemical, biological or even large-scale conventional 
attack) should be replaced by a general ‘no first use’ undertaking by nuclear 
weapons states and a guarantee to non-possessor states that they will never be 

attacked with nuclear weapons, 

� resolve that alliance solidarity should not require the deployment of nuclear 
weapons on the territory of other countries. An international norm should be 
developed forbidding such extraterritorial deployments.  

Will it be enough? 

Plainly the withdrawal of nuclear weapons from Europe would be only a modest 
step, more of a confidence building measure than of disarmament and with little 
direct effect upon proliferation. But it would save money, reduce the risk of nuclear 
warheads falling into the wrong hands, lessen the salience of nuclear threats in war 
planning and help to ‘reset’ strategic relations with Russia. It would be likely to go 
down well with the public in most, if not all, of the host countries and is well worth 
attempting.  

Suggestions for further reading 

‘Mind the Gap: healing the NATO rift over US tactical nuclear weapons in Europe’. BASIC 
January 2010. www.basicint.org/pubs/BASIC-mindtheGapNATOnuclear.pdf  

 ‘The German Coalition and NATO Nuclear Policy Debate’. NATO Monitor Issue Brief - 
updated 8 January 2010. www.natomonitor.blogspot.com  

‘Nuclear Posture Review to Reduce Regional Role of Nuclear Weapons’. FAS Strategic Security 
Blog February 2010. www.fas.org/blog/ssp/2010/02/nukemission.php  

‘Don’t Mention the Cold War: Lord Robertson’s Basil Fawlty Moment.’ NATO Watch. 12 
February 2010. www.natowatch.org/node/294  

‘What to do about tactical nuclear weapons’ Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists’ 25 February 
2010. http://thebulletin.org/web-edition/columnists/pavel-podvig/what-to-do-about-
tactical-nuclear-weapons  
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Other related arms control issues  

Götz Neuneck ∗∗∗∗ 

 

A successful conclusion of the NPT Review Conference would have much influence 
on other frozen arms control challenges which are linked to nuclear weapons. 
Further delegitimizing the role and missions of strategic nuclear weapons would 
have a major impact on additional cuts in nuclear weapon arsenals. Restricting and 
reducing conventional forces is in some regions such as Europe also connected with 
the role of so-called tactical nuclear weapons which are often used to justify 
conventional inferiority. A new formula for determining 
strategic stability with the aim of Global Zero has to be found 
between the NWSs.  

The nuclear superpowers have to determine their nuclear 
relationship for the 21st century by defining what constitutes 
strategic stability in terms of reduced nuclear warheads, 
deployment patterns and doctrines. In the disarmament area 
a next round of bilateral negotiations between the US and the Russian Federation 
will have to include the controversial issue of missile defenses and the conversion of 
nuclear delivery systems to a conventional global strike missions. New unrestricted 
technical developments especially in the area of missile defenses can put strategic 
forces into question thus obliging others to maintain their strategic deterrent. The 
Peoples’ Republic of China, which showed restraint in the developing its small 
nuclear arsenal, could feel forced to deploy more ICBMs and might produce more 
weapon-grade material. This might lead to further blockade in the Geneva 
Conference on Disarmament, especially in not starting negotiations for a Fissile 
Material Cut-off Treaty (FMCT).  

Nuclear non-proliferation is also linked with the US doctrine of extended deterrence 
in Europe. Here the deployment of tactical nuclear forces for battlefield purposes by 
NATO and the existence of high numbers of such weapons in Russia is also linked 
with conventional stability especially in Eastern Europe. The 1991 Treaty on 
Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) is seen as the cornerstone of European 

Security but was suspended by Russia. Despite three 
rounds of NATO expansion, the updated 1999 Adapted 
CFE-Treaty was not ratified by NATO countries. Without 
solving the nuclear standstill in the Middle East and in 
North-East Asia a dangerous arms dynamic, which 
includes conventional forces build-ups and further arms 
trade, is possible in these much troubled regions. The 
purchase and deployment of tactical ballistic missile 

defenses for example in the Near and Middle East can also trigger new build-ups of 
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ballistic missiles, which can also be equipped with nuclear warheads. This touches 
upon other arms control realms such as the Hague Code of Conduct or the ongoing 
weaponization of space. All these areas are linked with each other and a successful 
NPT Review Conference would revive arms control and regional approaches to 
restrict and stabilize ongoing dangerous developments. Arms control and self-
restraint can build-up reliable confidence, long-term predictability and conflict 
prevention in a globalized world.  

The ABM-Treaty and Strategic Stability 

The Thirteen Steps of the 2000 NPT Review Conference included the early entry into 
force of the START-Process “as soon as possible while preserving and strengthening 
the [Anti-Ballistic Missile] Treaty” between the US and the Russian Federation. The 
new START-Replacement-Treaty, which was signed by the Presidents Obama and 
Medvedev on April 8, 2010 in Prague, allows 1550 deployed strategic warheads and 
limits the strategic launchers to 800 each side. The Prague Treaty preserves the 
current nuclear force structures and leads to modest reductions without including 
missile defenses and non-deployed warheads. With the withdrawal from the ABM-
Treaty in 2002 the old fundamental principle of the strategic stability between the 
US and the Russian Federation has been weakened because missile defense can 
now in principle deployed globally and in high numbers. Despite the fact that the 
efficiency of missile defense is questioned by many scientists due to many existing 
technical deficiencies and countermeasures to fool missile defense, the number of 
nuclear warheads of the strategic arsenal is also determined by nuclear planners by 
the inclusion of missile defense capabilities. Classical deterrence is based on 
offensive missiles which are fielded to deter a nuclear attack by an antagonist.  

If strategic defense is introduced there exist several possible reactions:  

• First, the planner can multiply the number of warheads by MIRV-technology 
or by fielding more delivery systems for a retaliatory second strike. Both lead 
to an increase of the offensive arsenal.  

• Another reaction is to include technical countermeasures in the payloads of 
an ICBM such as decoys, mock-up warheads or lightweight balloons to fool 
the ABM sensors to penetrate the defense.  

• Another fear stemming from the days of the Cold War is the possibility of an 
assumed nuclear surprise attack to disarm the other side to limit a 
counterstrike.  

Given the increasing technical superiority of the US forces in 
terms of highly accurate nuclear ICBMs and SLBMs, space 
based navigation and the increase of conventional strike 
(“Prompt Global Strike”), the concern of the Russian military is 
mounting. It is an open question whether Russia is willing to 
reduce its aging nuclear missiles further if it cannot find a 
solution with the US about the future development of strategic 
defenses or a cooperation arrangement in the area of missile 
defense.  

President Obama cancelled the controversial “third BMD site” in 
Poland and slowed down strategic missile defense developments 
significantly. The new “phased adaptive approach” (PAA) includes by the deployment 
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of mobile sea-based Aegis regional BMD systems in the Mediterranean to protect 
portions of Southern Europe from S/MRBM from the Middle East. In the next phase 
by 2115 a land-based interceptor site is added in Romania and by 2010 also in 
Poland. In the 2020 timeframe faster upgraded SM-3 interceptors will be introduced 
which have again a defense capability against ICBMs. An important characteristic of 
this PAA architecture that not only ships can be positioned everywhere (for example, 
in the Pacific near China, in the Black sea or in the North Polar Sea), but that the 
number of interceptors can be increased rapidly in the next decades thus 
challenging smaller nuclear arsenals of NWSs. Additionally, the inherent anti-
satellite capability of the Aegis-SM-3-system, which was 
proven by the successful shooting-down of a defunct US 
satellite in February 2008, is a challenge for future arms 
control in space. The 1967 Outer-Space Treaty unfortunately 
does not prohibit the destruction of satellites in space by 
conventional means and should be updated soon to prevent 
any arms races in space. Russia, China and India declared to 
develop their own Ballistic Missile Defense Systems and are 
already reporting about successful testing. A long-term 
cooperation between Russia and the US in the area of 
preventing the spread of missile technology, early-warning, 
data-exchanges and negotiating restrictions on BMD would be a major step forward. 
If strategic missile defense systems are costly, flawed and unworkable they create 
an illusionary sense of security, could be dangerous in an acute crisis and can 
cause other states to react in antagonizing way.  

If a world without nuclear weapons can be achieved in some decades then the role 
of ballistic missile defenses, which is today still very limited and which could be 
destabilizing, has to be reassessed. As an insurance policy against potential 
cheaters and a break-out capability by a new nuclear threat by missiles, a global 
missile defense system in an ideal world could add to the security of states. But if 
such a system is not 100% functioning, it still would be stabilizing, because other 
states would rely on their offensive arsenals. Additionally, such a global defense 
would only be directed against launched missiles not against other types of delivery 
systems.  

Therefore the real problem is to find cooperative ways to transform force structures 
of nuclear weapon states with dangerous nuclear offensive forces to a defense-
dominated world. The best and most logical solution still is to eliminate nuclear 
warheads altogether. Arms control and disarmament with the perspective of a world 
without nuclear weapons is the only way to manage this.  

The CFE-Treaty and beyond 

As long as nuclear weapons also have a role as battlefield weapons, nuclear 
proliferation also is linked with conventional stability in some regions. Some nuclear 
weapon possessors justify the existence and use of nuclear weapons also to 
counterbalance conventional superior military forces of an antagonist. Pakistan 
argues along these lines. In Europe, for a long time NATO tactical nuclear weapons 
have been justified by the numerical superiority of the Warsaw Pact forces. In the 
latter case, the situation has turned around drastically. The Conventional Armed 
Forces in Europe (CFE-) Treaty was negotiated at the end of the Cold War and 
signed in 1990. It helped to transform the political landscape in Europe and allowed 
a significant reduction of the stockpiles of equipment with the dismantling of over 
70,000 pieces of Treaty-Limited Equipment (TLE). It marked the biggest wave of 
disarmament in the history of modern arms control and established a unique 
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system of verification and confidence building measures. The 1999 CFE Adaption 
agreement, which was signed at the OSCE Istanbul summit, replaced the CFE-
Treaties bloc-to-bloc structure with a system of national and territorial ceilings, but 
was not ratified by NATO states as a result of Russia’s non-withdrawal of its armed 
forces in Georgia and Moldova. In December 2007, Russia suspended the CFE-
Treaty and no longer provides information about the troop status.  

After three expansion rounds of NATO, Russia feels confronted quantitatively and 
qualitatively with superior armed forces wants to re-establish its military balance 
not only in Eastern Europe, but also in the flank regions. Given all these 
weaknesses and unpredictability there is a tendency to rely on the remaining 
tactical nuclear weapons. There number, status and role of these non-strategic 
stockpiles is unclear and marks a significant stumbling block for any future 
sustainable solution.  

Some argue that non-strategic nuclear weapons should be included in the next 
START-negotiating process between the US and Russia. Others propose that the 
CFE-process must be revitalized to find solutions to stabilize the Eastern flank of 
Europe. Both strategies can contribute to strengthening European security. For the 
moment there are no negotiations on the Future of the CFE-Treaty. The so-called 
”Corfu-Process” within the OSCE gives much hope that a structured and 
comprehensive dialogue which includes arms control and disarmament can help to 
resolve the impasse with Russia on the CFE-Treaty. The integration of Russia and 
the Russian security interests in the future European security architecture is a 
major challenge.  

� Delegations of the NPT Review Conference should redouble their efforts to include 
a set of confidence building measures and workable mechanism for conflict 
resolution to strengthen security, stability and peace also on the regional level 
without relying on the acquisition, deployment and potential use of sub-strategic 

nuclear weapons.  

� The renunciation of the first-use of tactical nuclear weapons and the verifiable 

withdrawal and destruction of battlefield nuclear weapons from the territory of 
non-nuclear weapon states would be a major step forward. Such a move would 
not only show that these countries can constructively contribute to a peaceful 

world without nuclear weapons, but also can be a model for other regions to 
strengthen security and peace. 
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The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 

Miguel Marin-Bosch ∗∗∗∗ 

 

A Comprehensive Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) has long been considered the single most 
important measure in the nuclear disarmament field. It was at the center of the 
“Ban the Bomb” movement of the late 1950s and early 1960s; it figured prominently 
in the negotiations that led to the nuclear disarmament provisions of the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT); and since 1975 it has been at the 
heart of the debates of the NPT’s five-year Review Conferences. 

At the United Nations’ General Assembly a CTBT has been the subject of more 
resolutions than any other disarmament item. From its beginnings in 1962, the 
Conference on Disarmament (CD) examined the need to draft a CTBT. In 1994 it 
finally agreed to negotiate the treaty which was concluded in 1996 but has yet to 
come into force. 

From the dawn of the nuclear age testing has been considered the key for improving 
warhead design. That is the qualitative aspect of the nuclear arms race. For 
proponents of a CTBT the end of testing was one way of ensuring the end of the 
competition in nuclear weapons; for opponents it entailed the demise of an industry 
built up over half a century and based in the nuclear laboratories. 

In order to secure support for a CTBT the Clinton administration proposed that the 
Department of Energy (DOE) oversee a series of activities under the heading 
“nuclear stockpile stewardship.” Its aim is to maintain the safety and reliability of 
the US’ nuclear arsenal without underground nuclear testing. The DOE’s program 
includes research, design, development and testing of nuclear weapons in order to 
assess (and certify) their safety and reliability. In managing the stockpile the DOE 
oversees production, maintenance, surveillance, refurbishment and dismantling of 
the nuclear arsenal. 

The forthcoming US Nuclear Posture Review12 should reveal the extent of the Obama 
administration’s commitment to nuclear disarmament and, as set out in last year’s 
Prague speech, a nuclear-weapon-free world. Congressional funding for the DOE’s 
nuclear stockpile stewardship will be another indicator. 

In light of the history of a CTBT, it is obvious that it should be 
considered a major step in limiting the ability of NWS to 
improve their weapons capabilities. But that will not happen. 
When the CD embarked on the CTBT negotiations its five 
nuclear-weapon states (NWS) made it clear that what would be 
banned would be the traditional underground nuclear tests. 
The shorthand employed was “ban the bang.” It was therefore 
assumed that other testing activities developed by NWS 
―including computer simulation― would not be prohibited. 

                                              

∗ A Ph.D. in History, Miguel Marín-Bosch is a retired Mexican career diplomat and former university professor 
who now teaches courses on line on the nuclear challenge, disarmament and international security. 
12 Please note, this was drafted prior to the release of the US NPR. 
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Thus the concept of nuclear stockpile stewardship. 

In one sense, the entry into force of the CTBT is irrelevant. Nations that have signed 
but not ratified it (including China, Israel and United States) are bound to refrain 
from traditional underground tests; those that have not signed it (including DPRK, 
India and Pakistan) are not bound. 

In another sense, the CTBT’s entry into force is important 
because it would establish a universal legal norm. US 
ratification would significantly advance that process and 
bring pressure to bear on China, DPRK, India, Israel and 
Pakistan. 

The CTBT’s entry into force provisions should have been simplified. No one can deny 
the value of having all of the countries that might test bound by the treaty. Yet a 
more flexible formula ―such as that envisioned in the Treaty of Tlatelolco― might 
have allowed the CTBT to enter into force for countries that so wished long before all 
of the present conditions are met. That is another way of building political pressure. 

Nuclear disarmament proponents have been heartened by the Obama 
administration’s approach towards nuclear weapons. But, as the Los Alamos 
National Laboratory points out: “For the foreseeable future, however, both the US 
and Russia, along with other nations, still see the need to maintain some level of 
nuclear deterrent.” That translates into generous funding for nuclear stockpile 
stewardship, including non-traditional testing of nuclear devices. 
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Entry Into Force of the CTBT 13 

Paolo Cotta-Ramusino and Sandra Ionno Butcher 

 

Overview 

On September 24-25 2009, the Conference on Facilitating Entry into Force14 of the 
CTBT, or “Article XIV conference” took place in New York City and involved 
representatives from 103 States (86 ratifying States, 13 signatory States and two 
non-signatory States)15. The final document states,  

We call upon all States which have not yet done so, to sign and ratify the 
Treaty without delay, in particular, those States whose ratification is needed 
for entry into force. We strongly encourage such Annex 2 States to take 
individual initiatives to ratify the Treaty. We also commend efforts to create 

conditions facilitating ratification by such Annex 2 States, including confidence 
building measures through which such States could be encouraged to 
consider, as an option, ratifying the Treaty in a coordinated manner. At the 
same time, we renew our commitment to work for universal ratification of 
the Treaty and its early entry into force (emphasis added).16  

While there is a need to give capitals of the remaining nine so-called ‘Annex 2’ 
countries time to assess how this new international situation plays into each 
country’s individual situation, there is a danger the current window of opportunity 
may be missed if the CTBT is tied too much with the need to resolve regional 
problems in the Middle East, in South Asia, etc. Some say there is a window of 
approximately 1-2 years, and if missed, a similar opportunity may not present itself 
for a generation. In other words, the “transformative efforts” of Obama and others 
must now be urgently operationalized. 

Some say the US bears the main responsibility for leading the Annex 2 countries 
into ratification. On the other hand, people in Washington say that a positive 

                                              

13 This piece is an extracted from a longer report, Prof. Paolo Cotta-Ramusino (Pugwash Secretary General) and 
Sandra Ionno Butcher (Pugwash Senior Program Coordinator), “Report of Pugwash Consultations on CTBT Entry 
Into Force, Summary of Main Points, January 2010.  
http://www.pugwash.org/reports/nw/CTBT_January_2010/Pugwash_CTBT_Rept_Fin.pdf. Pugwash organized a 
series of Pugwash consultations in Autumn 2009. The purpose of this series of meetings was twofold: To explore 
the security concerns and political obstacles to Entry Into Force of the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty 
(CTBT), and to obtain a better understanding of what each country can do concretely to create an environment to 
overcome these obstacles. Our goal was and is to explore synergistic steps that can create a more positive 
environment and identify some preliminary steps that might facilitate Entry Into Force of the CTBT.   
14 The CTBT will enter into force 180 days after the 44 states specifically listed in Annex 2 of the Treaty have 
signed and ratified the treaty.  These states were those with nuclear technology capabilities at the time of the final 
Treaty negotiations in 1996. Of these, nine are still missing: China, DPRK, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Iran, Israel, 
Pakistan and the USA. DPRK, India, and Pakistan have yet to sign the CTBT.  See for example, “CTBTO Fact 
Sheet,” http://www.ctbto.org/fileadmin/user_upload/public_information/CTBT_FactSheet.pdf. 
15 “Unique Day for Comprehensive-Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty,” Press Release, 25 September 2009.  
http://www.ctbto.org/press-centre/press-releases/2009/unique-day-for-comprehensive-nuclear-test-ban-treaty/  
16 “Annex, Final Declaration and Measures to Promote the Entry into Force of the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-
Ban Treaty,” CTBT-Art.XIV/2009/6, available at:  
http://www.ctbto.org/fileadmin/user_upload/Art_14_2009/CTBT-Art.XIV-2009-6.pdf  
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approach towards the CTBT from the remaining Annex 2 countries could have an 
important impact on the US Senate and could play some role in any future attempt 
to bring about CTBT ratification in the Senate.  

The importance of dialogue and public statements 

While some raise concerns about prematurely raising the CTBT in different 
countries, one should not confuse this with, nor use it as, an excuse to avoid the 
need to get increase familiarity over the various options.  

� It would be very useful for the US debate in particular to have statements 

expressing willingness to move forward once the US ratifies from heads of state 
and public officials in other Annex 2 countries.  

� Initiatives similar to the ‘Four Horsemen’ in the US could be useful in which former 
ministers, former army chiefs, etc to start the discussion specifically on the CTBT 
in various countries, either through a letter or at a multilateral conference. 

� A related option would be to have the nine Annex 2 governments separately or in 
groups review the situation and make a statement to the effect that they support 
the objective of the CTBT, that it is an excellent instrument, that they understand 

that all will benefit from the treaty when it is working, etc.  

This might create a positive environment for the NPT Review 
Conference. It was pointed out that the test ban issue has 
been a major stumbling block in many Review Conferences. 

� The idea of pulling together composite documents or 
various declarations to which the Annex 2 countries have at times agreed may be 

an interesting exercise (for example, the Article XIV 5-page declaration includes 
most, but not India, Pakistan, DPRK or Israel; there have been General Assembly 
resolutions that have included Pakistan, DPRK, etc.)  

Reinforcing and building upon existing commitments 

Most of the Annex 2 countries have committed to testing moratoria, or in some 
other way have agreements or public statements that they will not test. Yet many 
prefer to wait for others to ratify first. The fact is that if the other Annex 2 countries 
do not sign/ratify the CTBT, the treaty will not Enter Into Force. The argument then 
that countries do not want to stick their heads out and ratify first should be 
switched. For states that have no intention to test, nothing is in fact jeopardized by 
ratifying the treaty, but rather such a move creates the momentum toward Entry 
Into Force. 

The norms that exist to prevent testing are strong in some 
regions. For example, according to Ahmer Bilal Soofi, a 
lawyer in the Supreme Court of Pakistan and the founding 
President of Research Society of International Law, the 
moratorium on testing contained in the 21 February 1999 
Memorandum of Understanding between India and 
Pakistan as part of the Lahore Declaration has treaty 
status, and thus serves as a “mini-CTBT” between the two 
countries. Others may still say that this MOU is a very 

weak substitute for the CTBT. Yet the point is that both India and Pakistan are to a 
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certain extent legally bound not to test. This fact should be further injected into the 
relevant policy debates in other Annex 2 countries. 

Further engaging in technical discussions 

While emphasizing the ratification of the CTBT is above all a political decision, there 
are areas where technical discussions might help create an atmosphere promoting 
mutuality. If the scientists are convinced in different countries as to the merits of 
the CTBT EIF, this will have a profound impact. 

� For example, more discussions could be held detailing the benefits of the 

verification regime for countries. These sorts of discussions could contribute to an 
informative debate in different capitals, not putting pressure, but stressing 

information sharing.  

� The CTBTO could conduct technical sessions about the working/monitoring 
systems in different countries as a way to foster an informed discussion. 
“Convenient entry points” for discussions include a nuanced understanding of 

what the system can do beyond verification – for example, tsunami warning 
efforts. Exploring ways scientific data can be exchanged, and how scientists can 
contribute, is very important. This sort of discussion/presentation should be 

possible in most countries. The possibility of additional Middle East monitoring 
stations might be raised. 

� All states could show their support for the treaty’s goals by funding the CTBTO. 
Providing CTBTO access to data and full support for all the organization’s 

activities would also be helpful. 

A separate but related technical discussion centers on nuclear modernization as a 
driver for the perceived need for continued testing.  

� Further discussions could be held both internally and between states with nuclear 

weapons on what matters and what doesn’t regarding modernizing nuclear 
arsenals.  

For example, other countries are watching the US, to see if a deal will be made with 
the nuclear labs on nuclear modernization as a quid pro quo for Senate ratification. 
Such a move undoubtedly would have a negative effect in other countries. For 
example, if the US increases the quality and capabilities of its nuclear weapons, this 
will have an impact on the security calculus of other countries and cause a ripple 
effect. Some say this lack of US progress on the CTBT, and this outstanding 
question about the possible form of US nuclear modernization, is discouraging any 
meaningful debate in other countries.  

� One idea put forward was to explore the 

possibility of having a clear statement from the US 
and/or other countries, stating that new tests are 

not needed to maintain existing arsenals. It would 
be helpful if side agreements and understandings 
on permissible activities were made public or 

communicated to the CTBTO.  

Some expressed the opinion that this is a zero yield treaty, that hydrodynamic tests 
with no yield are not forbidden.  
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� The P5 could provide more information on what form these agreements took, as it 
is unclear if for example a signed piece of paper exists.  

The 1997 Clinton transmission of the CTBT to the Senate, which spells out an 
article by article analysis has been suggested as a useful guide. 

� As a related corollary, countries need to have a more public discussion of the role 

nuclear weapons in their security policies, including further definition of the 
minimum deterrent needs, and possibly clear public statements that demonstrate 
an effort to decrease the salience of nuclear weapons in doctrines. This could 

reinforce the principle that no new designs need to be tested for the purpose of 
introducing new capabilities. 

Perhaps US National Academy of Sciences members and other scientific experts 
might go to India and Pakistan and other regions to discuss these issues.  

Regional interplays 

As mentioned throughout this summary, regional dynamics are key to 
understanding these issues.  

In India/Pakistan, the role of major opinion makers (former officials and the media) 
in catalyzing the discussion about the CTBT might be explored, while emphasizing 
the importance that it must not seem to be manufactured externally. Nuclear 
confidence building measures can help. India and Pakistan 
might seek to further define their minimum deterrent levels. 
Pugwash was encouraged to organize a meeting in the region 
specifically on the CTBT and FMCT.  

� India and Pakistan might use joint talks on the CTBT as a 
confidence building measure.  

Between Israel/Egypt there exists a complex dynamic. Both 
countries could consider decoupling the CTBT from the 
Middle East situation. Egypt could perhaps begin to discuss 
the CTBT in terms of general global stability. It is after all not interested in nuclear 
testing. However, given Egypt’s reluctance to ratify first due to the NPT history, 
some wonder if Israel might ratify first to satisfy Egypt’s concerns. There is a 
question as to the wisdom of using the WMD Free Zone as a bargaining chip in a 
area where political leadership could have a profound impact. If neither Israel nor 
Egypt intends to test a nuclear weapon, is it reasonable to hold the CTBT hostage to 
political dissatisfaction arising from the regional setting?  

Provisional Entry Into Force 

� Some think it is necessary to begin to explore the controversial issue of provisional 
entry into force of the treaty, and whether or not the Article XIV conferences could 
do more work on this.  

For example, one possibility posed was whether or not it would be useful to move 
forward with provisional entry into force if all other Annex 2 countries sign and 
ratify, except for one (such as the DPRK). Some worry about the impact of leaving a 
‘black hole’ and questioned why it is impossible to think such a hole might not be 
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able to be blocked. There is a concern of the impact on the regime’s long-term 
stability, and the sustainability of the NPT if we begin to think in these terms. 

Anticipating possible stumbling blocks 

We need for further consideration of the question as to what 
to do if a state tests or claims it will conduct a limited number 
of tests before ratifying. This was highlighted as a weak spot 
in the current climate. What disincentives to CTBT EIF would 
this raise and how should such a situation be handled were 
questions identified as needing further exploration.  

Conclusion 

As can be seen from the above very initial selection of possible 
activities, there are many ways to push forward toward the 
goal of Entry Into Force of the CTBT. It is essential that the international 
community step back from this idea of a ‘chicken or egg’ scenario. There are 
avenues that can be pursued which emphasize mutuality of interests and that can 
create a synergy on these issues. More work is needed to push these sorts of 
approaches forward, both in Track 2 and inter-governmental fora. 
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The evolution of nuclear weapon doctrines   

Sverre Lodgaard ∗∗∗∗ 

 

US doctrine 

In 1978, the Carter administration stated that the US would not use nuclear 
weapons against NNWS parties to the NPT unless they were allied or associated with 
a NWS in an attack against the US or its allies. In 1995, UN Security Council 
Resolution 984, which summarized the security assurances given by the five 
permanent members of the Council, reaffirmed it.17  

The Clinton administration added another reservation. Believing that deterrence 
would be strengthened by ambiguity, it took the position that “no options are ruled 
out” in response to an attack by any weapon of mass destruction, i.e. in response to 
chemical and biological weapons as well as nuclear weapons, irrespective of whether 
the state in question was taking part in an attack together with a NWS. In 
connection with the US signature of the protocol to the African Nuclear Weapon-
Free Zone (ANWF) Treaty in 1996, it announced that US adherence “will not limit 
options available to the United States in response to an attack by a NWFZ party 
using weapons of mass destruction”.18  

The Bush Administration opened for the use of nuclear weapons also in settings 
where the adversary possesses conventional weapons only, such as against Iran to 
destroy its nuclear installations before they can be used for weapons production. 
Clearly, US policy evolved to become substantially at odds with Security Council 
Resolution 984.  

The Obama Administration’s Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) 
turned the trend.19 This Administration will not use or 
threaten to use nuclear weapons against NPT members in 
good standing. Chemical and biological weapons will be 
deterred by conventional means, reservations made for new 
scientific developments in the biological sector. In practice, 
this negative security assurance covers about 180 states. Exempt are the nuclear 
weapon states (NWS) and NPT members that in the US view do not comply with 
their NPT obligations, such as Iran and possibly Syria.  

                                              

∗ Sverre Lodgaard is senior research fellow and former director of the Norwegian Institute of International 
Affairs. He is former director of the UN Institute for Disarmament Research and serves on the Executive 
Committee of the Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs. 
17 The wording was slightly different from the statement at the first UN special session on disarmament in 1978: 
“The United States reaffirms that it will not use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon state-parties to the 
Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, except in the case of an invasion or any other attack on the 
United States, its territories, its armed forces or other troops, its allies, or on a state toward which it has a security 
commitment carried out, or sustained by such a non-nuclear-weapon state in association or alliance with a nuclear-
weapon state.” 
18 NSC official Robert Bell. See Jack Mendelsohn, ”The Rational for No First Use”, Arms Control Today, 
July/August, 1999. 
19 Nuclear Posture Review Report, US Department of Defense, April 2010. 
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The fundamental role of nuclear weapons is to deter others from using theirs. The 
NPR does not go as far as no-first-use, but commits the administration to try to 
establish the conditions that would make this possible. 

Russian doctrine  

In 1993, Russia formally dropped the Soviet no-first-use policy. Like previous 
doctrines, however, the Russian military doctrine of 1993 reserved nuclear weapons 
for the unlikely eventuality of global nuclear war. 

At the turn of the century, a new mission was introduced: in regional conflicts of a 
conventional nature, Russia might have to use nuclear weapons first in the form of 
demonstrative strikes against targets located in unpopulated areas in the enemy’s 
rear, or by detonating a few tactical devices on the battlefield. The background was 
US and NATO expansion toward Russia’s borders and, specifically, the war over 
Kosovo. Since NATO could bomb Serbia in violation of international law, without 
any mandate from the UN Security Council, it might exploit Russia’s weakness and 
do the same closer to its borders or even inside it. In 1999, Russian leaders were 
worried about possible Western interference in Chechnya, where a second war broke 
out that year. Another postulated threat was foreign attempts to take control of 
Russian natural resources20. There is a latent concern, moreover, about Russia’s 
territorial integrity in the Far East, where vast and thinly populated areas in Siberia 
meet a populous and rapidly growing China.21  

The new military doctrine of 2010 introduces marginal changes only. The 2000 
doctrine foresaw resort to nuclear weapons “in situations critical for (the) national 
security of Russia: the 2010 version allows for use when “the very existence of 
(Russia) is under threat, seemingly tightening the conditions for employment. 
Similar to US doctrine, high-precision conventional weapons are added to nuclear 
weapons for purposes of strategic deterrence. The role of tactical nuclear weapons is 
less visible than before22. 

The doctrine emphasizes that the increased reliance on nuclear weapons will last 
only until the conventional forces are sufficiently modernized and strengthened. 
That may take long, however, unless the threat perceptions are much alleviated. 

French and British doctrines  

In many respects, the French doctrine became similar to that of the Bush 
administration. The regional focus; the emphasis on state-sponsored terrorism, 
putting power centers at risk; deterrence of chemical and biological weapons use; 
and the possibility of nuclear use to deter proliferators are much the same.23 Not 

                                              

20 Nikolai Sokov, The Origins of and the Prospects for Russian Nuclear Doctrine”, The Nonproliferation Review, 
July 2007.   
21 Because of the China factor, Russia’s policy is to be “founded on nuclear weapons and presumes strategic 
cooperation with the West”, Vladimir Ostankov, “Geopolitical Problems and Possibility of their Solution in a 
Context of a Security of Russia”, Military Thought, No.1, 2005, p.7. Concerns about demography, the competition 
for resources and military imbalances are not expressed at the governmental level, however. 
22 Nikolai Sokov, “The New 2010 Russian Military Doctrine: The Nuclear Angle”, 
http//www.cns.miis.edu/stories/100205_russian_nuclear_doctrine. Htm (Last accessed: 29 April, 2010) 
23 Speech by President Jaques Chirac, English version in Disarmament Diplomacy, No. 82, 
2006. Two years later, President Sarkozy stressed the basics of deterrence in a way that some 
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surprisingly, the British doctrine also tied in with US doctrine, but in ways that are 
somewhat less specific. The accuracy of the Trident missile allows for regional uses 
in much the same way that the US envisages to use its strategic systems in regional 
roles. Reservations made for the limitations on French and British capabilities, 
NATO’s NWS had widen the roles of nuclear weapons in much the same way when 
the Obama administration entered office and set new standards.  

Chinese and Indian doctrines 

No-first-use has been China’s doctrine since the first nuclear test in 1964, and 
remains a much emphasized part of its posture. It is not elevated above discussion, 
however. If Chinese nuclear assets are attacked by highly accurate conventional 
means, what would the reaction be? In a military conflict over Taiwan, would resort 
to nuclear weapons always be ruled out? If the PLA faces defeat and China’s 
territorial integrity is at stake, what would happen? If Chinese territory, or 
territories that it claims as its own (Arunachal Pradesh, on the border with India) 
are in danger of being lost, the doctrine may allow for an exception to the rule of no-
first-use. First use on China’s own territory may be legitimate to avoid defeat.  

India treats nuclear weapons as political instruments of deterrence rather than 
military tools of war fighting. This is in line with idealist and liberal currents in the 
Indian political culture. Also, it helps to keep the costs down. Trying to come to 
terms with a hostile international environment after the tests in 1998, India aligned 
itself with the international arms control order, but elements of its traditional 
disarmament policy such as an international convention on security assurances for 
NNWS and an international convention on nuclear disarmament were retained. 
Recently, they have been played up again.  

In 2003, under the impact of Bush administration policies, India took a step away 
from its original no-first-use stance, giving nuclear weapons a deterrence role in 
relation to chemical and biological weapons. Like China, it routinely maintains its 
nuclear capabilities at low levels of readiness, keeping warheads and delivery 
vehicles at different locations. For both, the primary function of nuclear weapons is 
to avoid coercion and ensure retribution in case deterrence breaks down.  

Toward no-first-use? 

� It is not far-fetched to assume that the new US negative security assurances may 
be adopted also by other nuclear powers.  

� Russia hardly considers the non-nuclear members of NATO to be a threat, and 
may therefore extend assurances to them while retaining the option of using 

nuclear weapons first if confronted with NATO as a whole.  

� The UK may be inclined to do the same, and China is already on board. France 
may have reservations, but if the other P5 are ready for it, would it resist?  

                                                                                                                                 

observers took to be a step back from Chirac’s expansion of roles, yet without defining the 
vital interests that might bring nuclear weapons into play. 
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� The NPT Review Conference may take important steps in this direction, and 
another Security Council resolution on security assurances based on the new US 

formula, replacing Resolution 984 of 1995,24 may be within reach.  

The non-aligned states are asking for binding assurances in the form of an 
international convention. This is more difficult to achieve than a Security Council 
resolution, especially because the convention would have to clarify the meaning of 
being an NPT member “in good standing”. That question would certainly be raised 
also in connection with a Security Council resolution, but if the resolution is a 
collection of national assurances, the question does not require a uniform answer. 

� Another step would be to rally support for the US promise to “work to establish 

conditions under which such a policy (of no-first-use) could be safely adopted”,25 
with a view to include it in the resolution.  

In the case of Russia this is a tall order, for the European political architecture 
would have to change in a way that substantially reduces Russian threat 
perceptions.26 However, progress in this direction is necessary also for deeper cuts 
in US and Russian arsenals to be agreed. The US wants follow-on negotiations with 
Russia when New START has been ratified. Other obstacles are Pakistan, which 
sticks to a policy of first use because of its conventional inferiority vis a vis India, 
and Israel and North Korea.  

Adoption of no-first-use doctrines is a promising way of de-
legitimizing nuclear weapons. The Geneva Protocol of 1925 
prohibiting the use of chemical and biological weapons - in 
practice a no-first-use protocol - made these weapons 
illegitimate, whereupon possession of the weapons were 
prohibited by international treaties. Also, such doctrines have an intriguing in-built 
disarmament corollary. They limit the functions of nuclear weapons to one and one 
only - deterring others from using theirs. It follows that nobody would need them if 
nobody had them. 

In the nuclear field, progressive restrictions on the role of nuclear weapons must go 
hand in hand with nuclear disarmament, for without disarmament the doctrinal 
restrictions would not be credible. Simultaneous advances on both tracks are now 
possible.  

                                              

24 India may be invited to join in “as if” it was a member of the NPT. It may not take much to drop nuclear 
deterrence of chemical and biological weapons and revert to the original no-first-use doctrine. 
25 Nuclear Posture Review Report, US Department of Defense, April 2010, p. viii. 
26 To wait for its conventional forces to be strong enough to allow for no-first-use is no alternative: the US 
accounts for 45 per cent of world military expenditures, Russia for 3 per cent.                  
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Verifying nuclear warhead dismantlement 

Hassan Elbahtimy 27 

 

Introduction 

One of the understudied aspects of the global non-proliferation regime is the 
unbalanced verification load attached to its three main pillars: non-proliferation, 
disarmament and peaceful uses of nuclear energy. On one hand, the international 
community has developed and continues to refine a far reaching verification regime 
administered by the IAEA to ensure the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
Contrastingly, verification aimed at ensuring elimination of nuclear weapons and in 
particular dismantling nuclear warheads remain absent. Most 
of disarmament measures undertaken were pursued in a 
bilateral context, typically between the US and Russia, rather 
than in a multilateral one. Verification of such measures has 
been ad-hoc and lack systematic treatment. When considered, 
verification was largely limited to non-intrusive national 
technical means (applied independently by one state to ensure 
compliance of another) without developing a verification regime. 

Ahead of the coming NPT Review Conference, this think piece explores some of the 
issues surrounding verification of warhead dismantlement and why it is important 
for NPT states to consider verifying warhead elimination. The coming NPT Review 
Conference represents a valuable opportunity for member states to address some of 
the practical issues facing nuclear disarmament and in particular its verification. 
Such efforts should be considered among ongoing debates aimed at strengthening 
the treaty in fulfillment of the principles and objectives of the global non-
proliferation regime. 

What is nuclear warhead dismantlement? 

Nuclear weapons are complex devices comprising various components assembled 
together to induce a rapid nuclear chain reaction that yields huge amounts of 
destructive energy measured in equivalents of tons of TNT. The nuclear part of the 
weapon is mainly formed of a fissile core containing weapons grade plutonium or 
uranium. To induce a chain reaction, an explosive system is used to assemble a 
critical mass of the fissile material necessary for the start of the nuclear chain 
reaction. The warhead contains other components including initiators, fuses and 
detonators to optimize and control when and where the nuclear explosion is 
triggered. 

Nuclear warhead dismantlement is the process by which the various components of 
the warhead are taken apart so that the warhead can no longer function as a 
nuclear explosive device. The dismantlement process follows similar steps as those 
needed for warhead assembly, but in the reverse order. Through gradual successive 
stages, a nuclear warhead is reduced to various waste streams of disassembled 

                                              

27 Hassan Elbahtimy is researcher at the Verification Training and Information Centre (VERTIC). He is also a 
PhD candidate and a research associate at the Centre for Science and Security, King’s College London. 
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components. Disassembled weapons parts can be later disposed of, put under 
monitored storage or processed for use in civilian purposes. 

Needless to say the dismantlement of a nuclear warhead is a complicated procedure 
that poses several practical health and safety, physical security and non-
proliferation challenges. Yet, warhead dismantlement continues to be part of the 
natural life cycle of nuclear warheads not necessarily linked to disarmament. 
Warhead disassembly is an essential operation both in the maintenance of a reliable 
nuclear stockpile and in the retirement of obsolete nuclear weapons systems.  

Verifying warhead dismantlement 

Verifying dismantlement of nuclear warheads would aim at allowing a second party 
to confirm, through an informed and independent assessment, that nuclear 
warheads have been successfully disassembled and that none of the nuclear or 
weapons sensitive components have been diverted back to weapons production. To 
achieve this aim, a complex verification regime monitoring a variety of tasks will be 
needed.  

In any such regime two tasks will stand out due to their pivotal importance in 
ensuring dismantlement.  

1. The first is proving that the item presented for dismantlement is a genuine 
nuclear warhead as declared by the disarming state. In other words, that the 
disarming state did not cheat by replacing its declared warheads with a 
decoy, a dummy warhead or another authentic warhead but of a different 
class to circumvent the dismantlement of its nuclear warheads.  

2. Another important task is verifying the actual dismantlement process of a 
nuclear explosive device. This would seek to verify that certain components 
of the warhead were taken apart and that none of the waste streams of 
disassembled components have been diverted to feed back into weapons 
production.  

Any effective regime to verify dismantlement will have to provide satisfying answers 
to those two issues. The rest of this essay explores how current verification practices 
can help address those questions. 

Authenticating nuclear warheads 

In verification jargon, the challenging task of establishing whether an item is a 
genuine nuclear weapon or not is referred to as warhead authentication. Warheads 
are hard to authenticate due to the limited access to nuclear warheads inspectors 
are likely to have and due to restrictions applied to information about warheads. 
Warhead design information, particularly properties and isotopic composition of the 
fissile core, are highly guarded secrets by all nuclear weapons states. Such 
information is considered also proliferative and thus controlled by NPT article I 
forbidding NWS from assisting or encouraging other states to manufacture nuclear 
weapons.  

Information barriers are a way warheads can be authenticated without 
compromising classified or proliferative information. What information barriers do is 
provide a simple binary pass/fail reading which states whether the item in question 
fulfils agreed criteria without disclosing specific measurements or data. By doing 
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that Information barriers add a layer of control over sensitive readings allowing 
inspectors to make use of non-destructive assay techniques (i.e. detecting gamma 
emissions from warheads) to verify some warhead attributes without releasing 
sensitive or proliferative data or specific measurements.  

Although the concept behind the information barrier is straightforward, designing 
one is far from easy. 

Parties to the verification regime will have to navigate through national security 
classifications and international non-proliferation regulations to agree on which 
criteria are specific to the warhead to be dismantled. Furthermore, any information 
barrier used has to gain all parties’ confidence that it functions exactly as 
authorized, and shows the necessary data, but no more 
and no less than agreed. Consequently the information 
barrier itself would need to be adequately checked and 
authenticated. Information barriers were used in the 
trilateral initiative between the US, Russia and the 
International Atomic Energy Agency in 1996-2002. 
Currently, the UK-Norway initiative on verifying warhead 
dismantlement is developing a prototype information 
barrier designed through technical cooperation between 
labs from both states. 

On-site verification of dismantlement 

Once confidence is established that the item presented at the beginning of the 
dismantlement process is a nuclear warhead, any verification regime would need to 
ensure that the authenticated warhead was dismantled. The challenge the 
verification regime faces is to extract and evaluate information about the process of 
dismantlement while protecting classified and proliferative military nuclear secrets. 
These not only pertain to warhead design. Dismantlement of warheads takes place 
in nuclear facilities which are used for various tasks including weapons production, 
modernization, refurbishment and stockpile checking of warheads and access to 
such facilities are expected to be limited. 

To design a verification regime that can achieve acceptable confidence levels that 
dismantlement has taken place without release of sensitive information, a modified 
form of on-site inspection that controls inspector access to components, facilities 
and operations is needed. Warheads as well as other sensitive disassembled 
components can be enclosed in special containers to control access to them. 
Inspectors on the ground can set up and maintain a chain of custody of the 
enclosed warhead and its disassembled components that can track their movement 
through various stages of dismantlement. The chain of custody can insure control 
over all inputs and outputs of the dismantlement process and thus detect any 
diversion of material from dismantlement.  

Standard containment and surveillance measures, adapted to warhead custody, can 
be used to establish chain of custody of the warhead and its disassembled 
components. All containers housing sensitive components can be tagged, sealed and 
regularly checked and verified throughout dismantlement to identify any 
unauthorized or suspicious access. Tracking the custody of the warhead should be 
maintained throughout the dismantlement process from the point of authentication 
to where waste streams are either disposed of or put under monitored storage. This 
includes phases when the warhead or any of its components are transported 
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between facilities or are put into temporary storage, pending scheduled 
dismantlement.  

However, there are certain dismantlement operations that are important to verify 
but will likely reveal classified information about weapon design. Inspectors would 
need to rely on compensating measures to maintain chain of custody. The 
mechanical separation of the physics package (that contains the fissile core and 
high explosive lens in a simple fission device) from the warhead can expose its 
configuration as well as its sensitive electronic components (such as triggers and 
wirings). Further disassembly of the physics package into high explosives and the 
fissile pit also can expose sensitive information about how these two parts interact. 

Verification of these ‘black box’ operations therefore requires a more hands-off 
approach that nevertheless maintains an adequate level of assurance of non-
diversion. In order to maintain a satisfactory chain of custody on these highly 
sensitive operations without having direct access to them, inspectors can establish a 
‘portal perimeter control’ on the facilities used. Portal perimeter control ensures that 
inspectors can check all items passing into and out of the areas where these 
operations are taking place. Access to such areas should ideally be limited to a 
minimum number of entry and exit points. This would allow inspectors to effectively 
monitor access to areas where they are not allowed to follow sensitive operations. 
Areas within the controlled perimeter can be swept, using detectors, directly prior to 
establishing the perimeter to ensure that these areas are radiologically clean before 
introduction of warhead. Following disassembly similar sweeping can ensure the no 
disassembled material is left behind. 

Of all dismantlement waste streams, the fissile pit is particularly important to 
ensure irreversibility of dismantlement. The disassembled fissile pit can be 
processed to change its isotopic make-up to an unclassified state which could be 
used in a civilian fuel cycle, alternatively it can be put it into long term storage 
under surveillance. Further reprocessing of the fissile core is likely to take place in a 
fissile material complex, outside the disassembly facility. The methodology for 
material accountancy is highly developed and has been used by the IAEA in its 
safeguards operations. However, applying material accountancy where the feed 
stream is composed of fissile material in classified weight and isotopic composition 
can prove to be a challenge. Also, nuclear weapon states will not want any 
measurements taken on the converted non-classified isotopic form to allow 

deduction of properties of the classified fissile precursor.  

A possible alternative to material accountancy at this stage 
is to resort to measures similar to those used in verifying 
black box processes. In this case, a chain of custody can be 
maintained through establishing portal perimeter 
monitoring around the conversion facilities. 

Conclusion 

Warhead dismantlement is a complex process and its verification is likely to be an 
arduous task matching in complexity the dismantlement process itself. However, 
there is no reason to suggest that a warhead dismantlement regime is not 
technically feasible.  

� More research is needed to adequately identify and address the specific 
challenges of nuclear disarmament verification and to adapt the international 
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community’s accumulating experience in nuclear verification for purposes of 
verifying warhead dismantlement.  

Any movement towards multilateral nuclear disarmament, in the context of the NPT, 
will benefit from developing a verification regime that would allow nuclear weapons 
states to demonstrate fulfillment of their disarmament obligations and to increase 
international confidence in fulfillment of such obligations.  

� The NPT Review Conference represents an important opportunity to address this 
overlooked aspect of nuclear disarmament and to mobilize collective efforts 

towards addressing the practical on the ground issues related to nuclear 
disarmament including its verification.  

� Member states of the NPT would benefit from expressing support and commitment 
to pursue multilateral verification of disarmament measures.  

� State parties can consider adopting a forward-looking approach to invest in 
developing a coherent and reliable verification regime for warhead dismantlement.  

Doing so requires the allocation of resources to scrutinize various aspects of the 
dismantlement flow and picking the verification modalities that would suit each 
stage best. Greater and effective cooperation, technical as well as political, between 
nuclear and nonnuclear weapons states would prove essential in developing a 
robust regime that would provide credible international assurances of warhead 
dismantlement. 
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Dealing with fissile material for nuclear weapons 

Carlo Trezza * 

 

On the occasion of the 2000 NPT Review Conference, Member States agreed on 13 
“Practical Step” for the systematic and progressive efforts to implement Article VI of 
the NPT which addresses nuclear disarmament. The “13 steps” are considered the 
most explicit and comprehensive path which can lead to nuclear disarmament. It 
includes Practical Step 3, which provides for an immediate commencement at the 
Conference on Disarmament in Geneva of a negotiation of a treaty banning the 
production of weapons-useable fissile material. Although they are not considered to 
be legally binding, the “13 Practical Steps” were adopted consensually.  

As borne out by the NPT negotiating history, the clause requiring the cessation of 
the nuclear arms race, contemplated by article VI, was understood by the 
signatories as denoting a package of measures, which include, as a minimum, the 
termination of nuclear-weapon test explosions and a ban on further production of 
fissile material for weapon purposes. A Fissile Material Cut–off Treaty (FMCT) would 
ban the production of nuclear material for weapons and would thus be an 
instrument for cessation of the nuclear arms race in accordance with Article VI of 
NPT. Without the availability of additional weapons-grade 
fissile material it would in fact be impossible, in the long run, 
to build additional nuclear weapons, and thus feed a nuclear 
arms race. 

FMCT would also be an instrument of nuclear disarmament 
and arms limitation since it would make it impossible to go 
beyond existing arsenals of warheads or stocks of weapons-
grade fissile material. A nuclear disarmament process which 
would not encompass a treaty obligation to halt permanently 
the production of the fissile material necessary to produce 
nuclear explosive device could not be considered effective and progressive. The fact 
that additional nuclear warheads could still be produced with the already existing 
fissile material does not diminish the added value of a ban on the future production. 
Such a ban would in fact conclude an era in which Nuclear Weapon States can 
legally produce as much weapons-usable fissile material as they desire. FMCT is 
thus a necessary step to achieve nuclear disarmament. 

An FMCT would have some implication for nuclear non-proliferation. In addition to 
establishing a “cap” on weapons-grade fissile material production, it would also 
establish a “cap” on additional countries producing it. It would thus reinforce the 
“non-proliferation” provisions of the NPT (Articles I and II).  

The concept that an FMCT treaty should be verifiable has been a standard feature. 
In 1993, a consensus resolution of the UN General Assembly called for the 
negotiation of a “non discriminatory, multilateral, international and effectively 
verifiable treaty banning the production of fissile material for nuclear weapons or 
other nuclear explosive devices”. A verification provision was present in all UNGA 
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resolutions on FMCT in the subsequent years until 2004 when the Bush 
administration expressed scepticism towards the concept and the effectiveness of 
disarmament verifications in general and for FMCT in particular. 

Verification became one of the major impediments to the adoption of UNGA 
resolutions on the “Cut off Treaty” until 2009.The US approach was reversed with 
the new Administration. Since the early days of his campaign president Obama 
expressed his support for a verifiable treaty, a concept that was confirmed in his 
historic statement in Prague on nuclear disarmament. This has brought FMCT 
verification back on the multilateral agenda. It is therefore appropriate to focus 
again on a verifiable FMCT. 

But verification is not the only obstacle that prevents the initiation of an FMCT 
negotiation, the question whether or not to include fissile material stocks reduction 

in the treaty and the diverging disarmament priorities of member 
states of the Conference on Disarmament, have thus far 
prevented the start of negotiation in Geneva. 

Some lament the fact that a “cut off” would not lead to any 
reduction: it is useless - they argue - to close the “faucets” if the 
“reservoir” of existing stocks of fissile material is not reduced. It is 
also useless - they add - to prohibit production of fissile material 
when several countries have already suspended production. The 
truth is that “closing the faucets” of fissile material production 
under a legally binding and verifiable treaty would be a major 
result. A unilateral and reversible moratorium on production - as 
declared by the US, Russia, France and the UK - is no 
replacement for a legally binding engagement. 

In 2007 the main parameters of a negotiation were already achieved in Geneva 
under Italian coordination. Last year the Conference agreed on a program of work 
and thus reached the threshold of a negotiation. The objections by Pakistan, 
confirmed during the 2010 session, is the main, but not the only obstacle to the 
commencement of an FMCT negotiation.  

� A frank clarification between Western and Non-aligned NNWS aiming at a 
compromise between their respective priorities is indispensable if negotiation is to 
be launched on FMCT.  

This treaty has never been a priority for the countries belonging to the non-aligned 
movement who wish to pursue nuclear disarmament through other means. This key 
compromise should be pursued. Through an FMCT, the nuclear weapons States 
would, for once, be called to make the main sacrifice: to renounce production of 
fissile material for weapons and to submit their most secret installations to 
international inspections.  

The majority of the Nuclear Weapons States are ready to make the deal. This 
opportunity should not be missed. 
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Reduction of surplus weapons-usable nuclear materia ls28 

Tatsujiro Suzuki, et. al 

 

In order to prevent the increase of weapon usable materials, the principle of "zero 
surplus” shall be an international norm. The countries possessing plutonium shall 
give priority to the reduction of existing stock of plutonium. They shall set up an 
international plutonium disposition program and accelerate reduction of weapons 
usable material stockpiles.  

� The stock of civilian plutonium continues to increase. In order to control this 
increase and promptly decrease the stock, it is necessary to make the “principle of 

zero surplus” an international norm. For example, a guideline that, for enrichment 
service and reprocessing service, the “demand (the reactor and period for using 
the fuel and the relevant amount) must be stipulated and that no service be 
rendered unless the demand is stipulated,” should be adopted by the IAEA (see 
box p. 54). 

� Utilities shall give priority to the use of the existing stock of plutonium. Until then, 
they shall give priority to the onsite dry storage, which has a lower risk of 
proliferation. When it is difficult, off-site central interim storage capacity of spent 
fuel shall be secured with the possible involvement of the central government. 

Thus it will become possible to keep unnecessary reprocessing at a minimum 
level. 

� In order to accelerate the reduction of the existing stock of plutonium, electric 
utilities shall voluntarily offer their “surplus plutonium” to the IAEA and the 
plutonium possessing countries shall jointly establish a “plutonium disposition 
program”. Utilities would receive low enriched uranium with the equivalent energy 
content from the international joint stockpile proposed in number seven. 

Disposition shall be dealt with through an international bidding system and the 
order placed with a disposition enterprise (consortium) adhering to the principles 
of “minimum transportation distance, minimum cost, and minimum period.” The 

cost shall be shared by the plutonium possessing countries (see box p.54). 

 

                                              

28 Excerpt from “Towards Nuclear Disarmament and Non-Proliferation: 10 Proposals from Japan, Japan’s 
Initiative for Mutual Assured Dependence,” December 2009. Study group coordinator Tatsujiro Suzuki, sponsored 
by Center for Global Partnership of Japan Foundation, Toshiba International Foundation, Pugwash USA and 
Pugwash Japan. Available online: http://a-mad.org/download/A-MAD_EN-JPN.pdf. It proposes 10 concrete 
policy recommendations toward a Mutual Assured Dependence (MAD) concept that aims to establish “an Asia 
without nuclear weapons” through a transition from (national and regional) security based on military power to 
security based on a framework of mutual dependency. In the nuclear power field, in an effort to move towards 
“nuclear power that does not rely on weapons-usable nuclear materials,” we have proposed a new “multinational 
control of nuclear fuel cycle” initiative based on “universality”, “transparency (verifiability)” , and “economic 
viability”. For more information see: http://a-mad.org/index.html.   
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Options for multilateralizing the fuel cycle 

Geoffrey Forden and Sir John Thomson * 

 

The Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) was founded on a bargain made between the 
nuclear “haves” and the nuclear “have-nots” whereby any nation that renounces 
nuclear weapons would receive assistance developing a peaceful nuclear power 
program. However, there is a widening gap between how developed and developing 
nations perceive how well that bargain is being fulfilled. For instance, many 
analysts and policy makers in countries that have established nuclear industries 
have come to believe that nationally owned uranium enrichment or reprocessing 
facilities represent an inherent danger of nuclear proliferation. They believe that the 
recent examples of clandestine nuclear programs—including Iraq, Iran, Libya, and 
North Korea—prove that IAEA inspections can too easily be by-passed. In 2004, the 
Bush Administration floated proposals to use the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) to 
limit who is able to purchase technology for reprocessing plutonium or enriching 
uranium to a subset of those that already have it.  

As a consequence, a number of important developing nations have warned that “the 
presumption should not be that some nuclear technologies are safe in some hands 
but not in others.” Other developing nations believe that such moves to limit the 
spread of peaceful nuclear technologies will actually encourage their proliferation by 
motivating countries to achieve a threshold technology before the door is slammed 
shut. If the expected “renaissance” in nuclear energy does materialize, with a large 
increase in the numbers and locations of nuclear power plants, then it is likely that 
even more countries will begin to believe that the NPT is geared to preventing the 
spread of nuclear profits rather than nuclear weapons. 

Both of these perspectives are valid. The developed world 
needs to recognize the connection many developing 
countries see between nuclear technology and the 
modernization of their economies. Even if they don’t, 
however, technology in the form of precision engineering 
and other basic infrastructure is spreading well outside 
the NSG countries. If this continues, which it will, more 
and more developing countries will achieve a threshold 
capability for peaceful nuclear technology. However, 
while such countries might be able to establish a basic 
nuclear infrastructure, they would never be able to compete on the world stage with 
the current nuclear leaders. As the new comers advanced through indigenous 

                                              

* Dr. Geoffrey Forden is a principal research scientist at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. His research 
includes the analysis of Russian and Chinese space systems as well as trying to understand how proliferators 
acquire the know-how and industrial infrastructure to produce weapons of mass destruction and how to limit their 
spread while encouraging modernization. 

Sir John Thomson is a research associate at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.  Before retiring from the 
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development, the nuclear sector’s leaders would also advance and keep their 
economic advantage.  

There are ways, however, to voluntarily move the world away from a paradigm where 
sensitive facilities are owned by individual nations—a valid concern given recent 
history—without limiting sensitive technologies to a small group of “trusted” 
countries. After all, spreading the costs of capital intensive nuclear programs, 
employing top quality technology, and assuring security of supply attract all 
governments. In fact, multilateralism may be the only way to achieve these objects 
for countries whose needs or resources are below the level at which a self-sufficient 
national program is cost-effective or perhaps even possible. At the same time, such 
multinational enterprises are inherently more resistant to proliferation than the 
alternatives; a legitimate concern. The structure of a multinational enrichment 
facility—for the sake of concreteness during discussion—is explored below. The 
basic ideas, sharing capital investment and utilizing more cost effective machines 
and processes available only from advanced nations, are similar for multinational 
reprocessing plants. 

How it would work 

� Multinational enrichment facilities should be created based on a treaty that 
specifies not only the practical structure of the venture but also a number of 
obligations and additional restrictions that the both host country and participating 

international partners would agree to:  

• It would set up a holding company whose board of directors would be 
appointed by the countries joining the venture by putting up the initial 
capital investment.  

• This holding company would lease centrifuges—both any already existing in 
the host country and more cost effective models from an external source 
such as URENCO or TENEX—and hire a management company to actually 
run the facility. Leasing the centrifuges would remove 
any legal fiction that any shareholder has ownership of 
any of the centrifuges or sensitive technologies.  

• Indeed, the treaty would specify that the leased 
centrifuges would only be repaired or worked on by 
employees of the company they are leased from and 
would, in fact, require imported centrifuges be 
removed from the host country to be repaired.  

• The founding treaty would also specify that nationals 
from each shareholder country would be able to work 
at any job at the facility (including managers, technicians, and bookkeepers, 
to name just a few) and, in fact, would require technicians from each country 
to be on the job at any given time. It is even possible that the facility itself 
would be granted some sort of extra-territorial status. 

• All countries participating in the joint venture would, as part of this treaty, 
agree not to pursue enrichment related activities outside of a multinational 
enterprise and agree to additional inspection mechanisms including the 
Additional Protocols. Such additional requirements are not unique to this 
concept. Indeed, the original URENCO countries, Germany, Great Britain, 
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and the Netherlands, all agreed not to conduct enrichment activities outside 
of URENCO.  

Having foreign employees work side-by-side with Host country centrifuge experts, 
24 hours a day, seven days a week, would provide a number of advantages. First 
and foremost, it would allow the international community to keep track of host 
country centrifuge experts and to understand their capabilities. Such observations 
could form the basis of detecting covert enrichment facilities being constructed or 
operated elsewhere in the host country, an important lesion from previous 
inspection regimes such as in Iraq. A lot of this information will come about by 
ordinary workplace conversations as well as by observing host country expert 
abilities.  

These so-called social monitoring mechanisms will have other opportunities to 
detect covert activity. For instance, foreign bookkeepers could learn about 
correlations of absences among host country workers. The bookkeepers would also 
become familiar with companies inside the host country capable of supplying 
sophisticated equipment or supplies from their business dealings. And, of course, 
key experts of all nationalities would leave phone numbers and addresses where 
they could be reached in case of an emergency; as is standard practice in any 
industrial setting.  

All the appropriate nationals from participating countries (the technicians and 
operators but not bookkeepers and other support personnel) will, by definition, 
learn how to run a large cascade of advanced centrifuge using state-of-the-art 
control mechanisms. This, however, is less useful to potential proliferators than it 
might appear. In running a centrifuge, an operator uses a number of operational 
parameters—such as the temperature gradient across the rotor, rotational speed, 
and feed pressure valve settings—to balance the input and output pressures and 
level of enrichment between cascade stages and between machines in the same 
stage. (For instance, if you do not properly balance enrichment of the tails from the 
stage above with the product from the stage below, you waste a certain amount of 
enrichment effort by mixing two gases with different levels of U235.) However, the 
advanced cascade will use the most advanced and automated control mechanisms 
possible. That means that much of the sensing of operational parameters and their 
control will be invisible to the operator and most, if not all, of the techniques host-
country experts learn will not be directly applicable to any indigenous efforts. 

A common concern expressed about building a multinational 
enrichment facility using advanced centrifuges in a host 
country that does not have the same level of technology is the 
possibility of the facility being “nationalized.” As discussed 
above, there are strong legal safeguards against such an 
eventuality. However, there are also technical measures that 
can be taken to increase the time it would take the host country 
to get the facility up and running after such nationalization.  

It is possible to build a safe and reliable disabling mechanism into each and every 
centrifuge in the joint enrichment facility. This can be accomplished by placing an 
encrypted electronic-key circuit inside the motor. The encrypted key circuit could 
require a periodic digital signal just to keep the centrifuge functioning. Any of the 
international partners (the countries involved in the enterprise) could stop the plant 
from operating by metaphorically removing their key from some central location. If 
that was done, the centrifuges would quietly lose their spin and could not be 
restarted until the dissatisfied partner replaced their key. If the host country wanted 
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to remove these circuits they would have to disassemble the centrifuge, dissolve the 
epoxy surrounding the motor, remove the key circuit, repot the motor, and 
reassemble the centrifuge. While this is theoretically possible, the host country 
would have to develop the procedure—having never seen the insides of the 
centrifuge before—and then repeat the process thousands of times; once for each 
centrifuge. This could take a considerable amount of time; time that could be used 
for responding to the host country’s actions. 

The solution to the concerns of both the developing and developed world is to 
increase the level of participation rather than trying to lock out large blocks of the 
world. Such multinational facilities have substantial economic incentives for a 
developing country who is interested in building up a nuclear power infrastructure 
to join one as well as substantially raising the barriers to proliferation. After all, it 
would be impossible for any country just starting out today to develop a centrifuge 
design could ever compete economically on the world stage; not when companies 
like URENCO and TENEX are continuing to develop their designs. This was 
recognized by the companies in both the United States and France when they 
decided to lease black boxed centrifuges from URENCO. Furthermore, such 
multinational facilities would not have to be created in each and every developing 
country that wants to enter the enrichment market as a supplier. Regional facilities, 
using the example of Brazil and Argentina as an example, could be set up and, 
indeed, are preferable. Finally, such arrangements—as was originally pointed out by 
a 2005 report issued by a group of international experts brought together by the 
IAEA—are the best way of fulfilling the NPT’s grand bargain. In addition to these 
concrete prescriptions for setting up a multinational enrichment (or reprocessing 
center), more general policy options can be noted: 

� Although parts of the 2005 report on Multilateral Nuclear arrangements are 

controversial, it would be helpful for States to endorse, at least in principle, the 
three options listed in that report: Assurances of services not involving ownership 

of facilities; Conversion of existing national facilities to multinational facilities; 
Construction of new joint facilities. It is important to note that the second and third 
can be applied to any part of the fuel cycle as to all of it and to urge that any state 
contemplating a multilateral arrangement should seek the advice of the Director 
General of the IAEA. 

� Regional multilateral arrangements seem potentially apt to serve several goals 
simultaneously: cost effectiveness, appropriateness of technology, awareness that 

neighbors are not cheating. 

� As the NPT Article 6 disarmament objective is pursued, the multilateralization of 

certain facilities in the Nuclear Weapons States (NWS) may become appropriate. 

� In designing a multilateral nuclear arrangement, it is helpful to be as much 

professional and as little political as possible and to this end to adopt commercial 
measures of cost-effectiveness and organizational structure; state of the art 

monitoring by the IAEA is indispensible. 

For further information: 

Report of the IAEA Expert Panel on Multilateral Nuclear agreements: 
http://www.iaea.org/NewsCenter/News/2005/fuelcycle.html 

Papers of the Forden-Thomson Proposal on Multilateral Enrichment facilities in 
Iran: http://mit.edu/stgs/irancrisis.html 
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Box: URENCO 

A uranium enrichment company jointly established in 1971 by the Netherland, the United Kingdom, and 
Germany (its shares are held one-third each by the three countries.). The three countries concluded the so-called 
Treaty of Almelo in August 1971 and this treaty governs technological development, sales, and non-
proliferation/safeguards. 

Based on the treaty, a “Joint Committee” of the three countries was established and the governments of the three 
countries are jointly responsible for the control the entire enrichment operations. Each of the three countries has 
an enrichment plant and shares the technology. It is suspected that a scientist from Pakistan, Dr. Khan, who was 
hired by URENCO, took back the knowhow of the uranium enrichment technology and subsequently sold 
designs on black market.  

Therefore, after the revelation, in order to have stricter technology control of international operations, the policy 
has been to have “black box” arrangements. For the uranium enrichment facilities to be built in the US and 
France, joint committees of the governments have been set up as in the case of the Treaty of Almelo and the 
technology is to be transferred in a “black box” arrangement.  

Source: “Towards Nuclear Disarmament and Non-Proliferation: 10 Proposals from Japan, Japan’s Initiative for 
Mutual Assured Dependence,” December 2009, http://a-mad.org/download/A-MAD_EN-JPN.pdf. 
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The case for a stronger safeguards regime 

Andreas Persbo ∗∗∗∗ 

 

A strong safeguards regime, implemented and supported by a healthy and vibrant 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), is of vital importance to a functional 
non-proliferation regime. Without it, states might rapidly loose confidence in the 
intentions of others, nuclear markets may wither and 
die, and important foreign policy decisions will be 
based on incomplete data, bias and worst case 
assumptions. A strong verification regime, however, 
may help bring the potential benefits of nuclear 
technology to humankind in a way that does not 
jeopardize international peace and security. This is 
why it is in the interests of all parties to the treaty to 
support the existing safeguards system, but also to 
pledge to improve its future operation. 

The purpose of the safeguards system 

Article II of the 1968 Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) 
obliges those states that do not possess nuclear arms not to ‘manufacture or 
otherwise acquire’ them.29 It is not clear what is meant with these terms. However, 
according to Jozef Goldblat, ‘the unchallenged US interpretation, given in the course 
of negotiation of the treaty, was that facts indicating that the purpose of a particular 
activity is to acquire a nuclear explosive device would tend to indicate non-
compliance’.30 

This criteria, sometimes called the ‘Foster criteria’, allows states to carry out a wide 
range of nuclear activities on their territories. It stipulates that ‘neither uranium 
enrichment nor the stockpiling of fissionable material in connection with a peaceful 
program would violate Article II so long as these activities were safeguarded under 
Article III. Also clearly permitted would be the development, under safeguards, of 
plutonium fueled power reactors, including research on the properties of metallic 
plutonium, nor would Article II interfere with the development or use of fast breeder 
reactors under safeguards’ (emphasis here).31 Hence, the NPT puts few restraints on 
states pre-existing rights to develop nuclear power, as long as it is properly 
safeguarded and carried out without a military purpose. 

                                              

∗ Andreas Persbo is Executive Director of VERTIC, where he specializes in nuclear arms control. This includes 
work on confidence-building measures between States and the verification of nuclear disarmament. Andreas holds 
an juris kandidat (LL.B. LL.M) in public international law and European human rights from Stockholm 
University, Sweden.  
29 Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, opened for signature July 1, 1968, 729 UNTS 161 
[hereinafter NPT]. 
30 Goldblat, Jozef. Arms Control. 2 ed. Wiltshire: Sage Publications Ltd, 2002, p. 102. 
31 Nonproliferation Treaty, Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy [Part 1] 
July 10-12, 17, 1968; Session 90-2 (1968).  The criteria is named after William Foster, the then director of the US 
Arms Control Agency. See his complete statement regarding Article II violations is in Appendix B in Kerr, Paul 
K. "Iran’s Nuclear Program: Tehran’s Compliance with International Obligations." December 23, 2009. 
<http://fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/R40094.pdf> (accessed April 16, 2010).  
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A functioning control system is therefore required of all states exercising their rights 
and obligations under the treaty in good faith. Article III of the treaty therefore 
requires that all states accept safeguards ‘for the exclusive purpose of verification of 
the fulfillment of its obligations assumed under this Treaty with a view to preventing 
diversion of nuclear energy from peaceful uses to nuclear weapons or other nuclear 
explosive devices’. These safeguards should be applied ‘on all source or special 
fissionable material in all peaceful nuclear activities within the 
territory of such State, under its jurisdiction, or carried out 
under its control anywhere’ (emphasis here).32 

The objective of the safeguards system itself cannot be found in 
the NPT. Rather, it is found in a ‘comprehensive safeguards 
agreement’ signed between the state party and the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). According to this agreement, the 
‘… objective of safeguards is the timely detection of diversion of 
significant quantities of nuclear material from peaceful nuclear 
activities to the manufacture of nuclear weapons or of other 
nuclear explosive devices or for purposes unknown, and 
deterrence of such diversion by the risk of early detection.’ 
(emphasis here).33 

On a practical level, safeguards are applied through a combination of material 
accountancy and containment and surveillance. The state declares what materials it 
has present, and the IAEA verifies that this declaration is correct. With the 
introduction of strengthened safeguards, especially through the so-called ‘Additional 
Protocol’34, the IAEA has been equipped with tools to better assess the completeness 

of a states declaration. The main feature of the protocol is 
the increased information flow between the state and the 
IAEA and not, as so often is claimed, the frequency and 
intrusiveness of inspections. 

The underlying objective is not to ‘lock in’ proliferation, or 
supply information on states’ nuclear intentions, but to 
serve as an alarm clock should something go amiss. 
Therefore, the IAEA’s role is not to somehow prove that 
materials have gone to a weapons program. It is simply to 

raise the alarm should not all material in all nuclear activities in a state be fully 
accounted for. To date, the IAEA has done its job well, to the chagrin of those states 
that would have liked their activities to be concealed from international scrutiny. 
And the organization’s methods are getting more refined for each passing year. 

Safeguards in the Review Conference context 

The parties to the treaty have repeatedly affirmed that the IAEA safeguards system 
is indispensable for the welfare of the non-proliferation regime. Without it, parties 
would be less confident that their neighbors respect their obligations under the 
                                              

32 NPT, article III (2). 
33 The structure and content of agreements between the agency and the states required in connection with the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, INFCIRC/153 (corrected), Vienna: IAEA, June 1972, Part 
II, para. 28. 
34 Model protocol additional to the agreement(s) between state(s) and the International Atomic Energy Agency for 
the Application of safeguards, INFCIRC/540 (corrected), Vienna: IAEA, 1997. INFCIRC/540 is a protocol to 
INFCIRC/153, and not to the NPT. Once a protocol has been adopted, the two documents should be read as one. 
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treaty. That sense of insecurity may lower the barriers against the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons. The discomfort that officials in the broader Middle East are 
expressing privately about the growth of Iran’s nuclear program, and the theories of 
a ‘cascade effect’ of nuclear proliferation should Iran acquire threshold capabilities, 
is revealing of this implication. 

It is also telling that the parties in 2000 felt that safeguards help to create ‘an 
environment conducive to nuclear disarmament and to nuclear cooperation.’35 This 
is obviously the case, given that no state is likely to export sensitive technologies to 
governments suspected–rightly or wrongly–of pursuing a nuclear weapons option. 
Without proper safeguards in place, the market doors are not likely to open for 
states craving a nuclear infrastructure of their own. 

As any marketplace, nuclear supply and demand is driven as 
much by rumor and innuendo as confirmed and verified data. 
Governments with tarnished reputations will not get full 
access to markets as long as their non-proliferation 
credentials are being examined. An uncooperative country is 
moreover positioning itself on a path to confrontation 
(possibly of a violent kind). It is naïve to assume that matters 
of war and peace are decided on objective and verified data. 

Therefore it is important for the safeguards system to produce, as objectively as 
possible, data that helps to ease suspicions of non-compliance. Governments felt 
apprehensive about the misuse of multilateral verification data, especially when 
amplified by national intelligence information, even before the 2003 Iraq War. For 
instance, the 2000 Review Conference agreed that parties with concerns about non-
compliance should direct such concerns, along with supporting evidence and 
information, to the IAEA. They agreed that the task to ‘consider, investigate, draw 
conclusions and decide on necessary actions’ based on this information fell to the 
organization and not to any other body.36 This conclusion seems even more relevant 
now than a decade ago. 

Despite some state’s objections, the parties did not intend to marginalize the role 
United Nations when they agreed to this language. Rather, the Final Document 
emphasized the role of the Security Council in upholding and ensuring compliance 
with safeguards agreements (but only after it’s been duly notified by the IAEA).37 

The parties to the NPT have called for the implementation of safeguards agreements 
to ‘be designed to provide for verification by IAEA of the correctness and 
completeness of a State’s declaration so that there is a credible assurance of the 
non- diversion of nuclear material from declared activities and of the absence of 
undeclared nuclear material and activities.’38 Therefore, the 2000 Review Conference 
fully endorsed the measured contained in the Additional Protocol.39 

It is apposite to ask why past conferences have not been able to fully endorse 
strengthened verification standards, given safeguards system’s importance to the 

                                              

35 Final Document, page 3, para. 6. 
36 Final Document, page 3, para 7. 
37 Final Document, page 3, para 9. 
38 Final Document, page 4, para. 17 
39 Final Document, page 4, para. 19 
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treaty. Instead, they have fallen short of requiring states to sign and bring into force 
Additional Protocols. The 2000 Review Conference only encouraged states to 
conclude additional protocols as soon as possible and to bring them into force or 
provisionally apply them as soon as possible.40 The conference simply noted that 
more additional protocols in force will serve to strengthen the nuclear safeguards 
regime and, naturally, ‘facilitate the exchange of nuclear and nuclear-related 
material in peaceful nuclear cooperation.’41 

Middle Eastern states in particular are not enthusiastic about ratifying the protocol. 
Over the years, Iran has pushed the Non-Aligned Movement into accepting a 
withdrawn position on safeguards. This is a place where presumably most non-
aligned countries feel comfortable. After all, they often attach 
little weight to nuclear non-proliferation matters. Egypt, of 
course, is using the additional protocol as political leverage for 
action on the 1995 resolution on the Middle East. This 
entanglement of policies is strangling much needed safeguards 
reforms. The system is not in risk of asphyxiation, but the 
serious political problems facing it before it can reach full 
geographical coverage should not be underestimated. 

The safeguards forecast 

‘Just as threats and capabilities evolve, so must the safeguards system evolve in 
order to deal effectively with new and emerging challenges’ wrote the Canadian 
government in a working paper submitted in this review cycle.42 Two decades has 
almost passed since the IAEA was unwittingly caught by surprise by Iraq’s 
clandestine nuclear program. This prompted an urgent review of the safeguards 
system; and the overhaul that followed produced a regime better equipped to face an 
ever gloomier proliferation forecast. 

Much remains to be done.  

� One task of many is to shape existing safeguards procedures into a form capable 
of effectively safeguarding declared uranium enrichment plants. Work on this has 
been going on, mostly beyond the glare of the media spotlight, for many years.  

� Another task is to ensure that accountancy procedures are up to date in large 

reprocessing facilities, such as Japan’s Rokkasho-mura plant. And here also has 
diplomacy, science and technology been able to come up with a number of 

solutions. 

� The most pressing priority in the minds of many is to give the Agency broader 

authority to look for secret nuclear facilities established outside the safeguards 
regime.  

The discovery of previously undeclared nuclear facilities in countries operating 
safeguards have been relatively common in the past half-decade.  

                                              

40 Final Document, page 7, para. 45 
41 Final Document, page 20, para 8. 
42 Cluster two: non-proliferation and safeguards. Working paper submitted by Canada. 
NPT/CONF.2010/PC.I/WP.40, 7 May 2007. 
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� The situation would be rectified somewhat, if those countries were to adopt the 
additional protocol.  

The increased information flow facilitated by the protocol would make hiding 
facilities administratively challenging. However, only a sustained drive towards a 
more information-driven safeguards approach will be able to detect clandestine fuel 
cycles. This would require nurturing and financing an 
IAEA where safeguards data, open-source information 
and intelligence blend with the deductions of a 
confident, investigative and well-trained inspectorate. 

� An unequivocal statement in support for the 

safeguards system, followed by a serious pledge to 
bring the Agency up to sustainable levels of funding 
and expertise, would go a long way in achieving this 

goal. 
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Uranium enrichment and the NPT 

Houston G. Wood * 

 

Uranium found in nature has three isotopes, 234U, 235U, and 238U, and their 
concentrations are shown in Table 1. The 235U isotope is fissile, and it can sustain a 
chain reaction of nuclear fission. Uranium fuel for a nuclear power reactor generally 
requires enrichment of 235U in the range of ~3% to 5%, while uranium for use in a 
nuclear weapon requires enrichment of 235U in the range 
of 93%. A uranium enrichment process that can make 
reactor fuel can also be used to produce material for a 
bomb. The line between these two applications of 
enrichment is very thin and easy to cross. Member 
countries of the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty (NPT) 
with declared uranium enrichment facilities are subject to 
safeguards and inspections carried out by the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). In order to thicken the line between the 
civil and military uses, it is necessary to broaden and to strengthen the safeguards 
and inspections regimes. 

Table 1: Isotopic concentration of natural uranium43 

U-234 0.0055 at% 

U-235 0.7200 at% 

U-238 99.2745 at% 

 

It can be argued that a country with uranium enrichment capabilities and nuclear 
power reactors is essentially a nuclear weapons country. To go from strictly peaceful 
uses of nuclear technology to military uses requires only a political decision. 
However, if a country truly wants only civil nuclear power, then the country should 
be willing to demonstrate their position to the rest of the world through the 
Additional Protocol of the NPT and submitting to strengthened safeguards 

For a country wanting peaceful civil nuclear energy, safeguards are a way to 
demonstrate to the rest of the world that the country is following its declared 
intentions. However, for a nation that has the political will and intention to make a 
nuclear weapon, safeguards cannot prevent this from happening. There are several 
scenarios that may occur: 

                                              

* Houston Wood is professor of Mechanical & Aerospace Engineering, University of Virginia, Charlottesville, VA, 
USA.  His former positions include: visiting research scholar, Princeton University, Woodrow Wilson School of 
Public and International Affairs, Program on Science and Global Security, visiting scientist, Oak Ridge National 
Laboratory, visiting scientist, Commissariat a l’Energie Atomique, Saclay, France, and manager, Centrifuge 
Physics, Union Carbide Corporation, Oak Ridge. 
43 S. Richter, A. Alonso, W. De bolle, R. Wellum, P.D.P. Taylor, “Isotopic ‘fingerprints’ for natural uranium ore 
samples,” International Journal of Mass Spectrometry 193 (1999): 9-14. 
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1. A nation can keep all nuclear weapons activities hidden. For example, it is 
very difficult to detect a gas centrifuge plant. The one in Iran was hidden for 
almost two decades and was made public by opponents to the current 
government.  

2. A nation can withdraw from the NPT and then begin development of the 
nuclear fuel cycle and nuclear weapons. This is a legal option.  

3. A nation can be a member of the NPT, develop nuclear fuel cycle capabilities, 
accede to safeguards, and then break out from this position and develop 
nuclear weapons. This is a problem to be resolved by political decisions, not 
technical decisions.  

Safeguards do not apply to scenarios 1) and 2). Under scenario 1), if clandestine 
activities are discovered, political actions are required. Likewise, under scenario 2), 
political actions are required to prevent development of a nuclear weapon. 
Safeguards apply only to nations that are members of the NPT and have declared 
nuclear fuel cycle facilities.  

There are technical measures that can strengthen current safeguards and provide 
increased confidence that a nation is abiding by their declared intentions.  

� One would be to develop and to deploy continuous enrichment monitors (CEMO) 

that would provide flow rates and 235U assays in the process pipes of the gas 
centrifuge plant. Such devices are under development and have been tested in 
URENCO facilities.  

� A second approach would be to require the isotopic assays of all the feed and tails 

streams. The minor isotopes (234U in natural uranium and 232U, 234U, and 236U in 
reprocessed fuel) could be used as a monitor to see if HEU is being produced. For 
example, with natural uranium feed, if HEU is being produced, the 234U will be 
enriched faster than the 235U, and, hence, it will be depleted more in the tails. So 
the tails assays would demonstrate the undeclared 

activity without revealing the product assays, which 
are often considered proprietary. 

� Another approach would be to bring nations 
acknowledging they want to acquire the nuclear fuel 
cycle into the position of suggesting and developing 

advanced safeguards techniques. Treating these 
nations as equal partners rather than adversaries 

might provide an environment that would nurture 
mutual respect and trust.  

Iran is simply the nation of interest at this time. In the 
future, other countries may well decide to pursue nuclear fuel cycle capabilities – 
announced or not. It is imperative that the NPT regime uses the current situation to 
develop generic means for dealing with events likely to occur in the future. For 
example: If more nations pursue the nuclear fuel cycle, there are several 
consequences for the non-proliferation regime and safeguards.  

� In particular, more resources must be made available to the IAEA. This requires 

educating a new generation of scientists and engineers to be capable of 
performing these tasks.  
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� Advanced safeguard methods must be developed and applied to new countries in 
the business.  

�`More accurate measurements and better accountability of nuclear materials must 
be developed and enforced. This applies especially to LEU. 

� More human intelligence is required to discover clandestine nuclear facilities. 

� With all the current attention on gas centrifuge enrichment plants, the world must 
remain aware of other methods to enrich uranium such as:  

• Thermal diffusion. 

• Electromagnetic isotope separation. 

• Aerodynamic separation. 

• Chemical and ion exchange. 

• Plasma separation. 

• Laser separation. 

Just because these processes may not at this time offer economic advantages over 
the gas centrifuge, it does not mean a nation interested in pursuing a nuclear 
weapon would ignore them.  
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The NPT and the Middle East 

By Jayantha Dhanapala ∗∗∗∗ 

 

The Review Conference of the Treaty for the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 
(NPT) will take place from 3-27 May in New York. Action plans for the three main 
pillars of the NPT – non-proliferation, disarmament and peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy – are being hurriedly composed in the shadow of the failed 2005 Conference. 
Will President Obama’s April 2009 Prague speech, the new US-Russian strategic 
nuclear arms treaty and the new US Nuclear Posture Review satisfy those who want 
more nuclear disarmament? Will persistent proliferation questions over the 
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, Iran and maybe Syria and the demand for 
new proliferation barriers cause another conference breakdown? Or is the key issue 
not the Arab countries and winning their co-operation by beginning to implement 
the 1995 resolution on having a weapons of mass destruction free zone in the 
Middle East (MEWMDFZ)? 

The central NPT bargain of non-proliferation-for-disarmament and peaceful uses of 
nuclear energy was renewed and reinforced in 1995 by the adoption (without a vote) 

of a package of three decisions and a resolution to extend the 
NPT indefinitely. The resolution, calling for a MEWMDFZ, was 
negotiated in the final moments of the 1995 Conference 
ensuring the indefinite extension of the NPT. For the 21 Arab 
NPT states parties a MEWMDFZ remains a vitally important 
issue. Indeed, it is argued by some that the 1995 resolution 
now forms the “fourth pillar” of the NPT. No wonder then that 
the lack of agreement on this proved to be one of the key 
factors causing the failure of the 2005 Conference.  

The Arab Group is normally very influential in the non-aligned group of countries 
(NAM), which includes 114 NPT states parties who are either members or observers 
in NAM. This year with Egypt as Chair of the NAM, and also the Chair of the New 
Agenda Coalition (NAC) – the transcontinental bridge-building group comprising 
Brazil, Egypt, Ireland, Mexico, New Zealand, South Africa and Sweden, which was 
so instrumental in the success of the 2000 Review Conference – Arab views will be 
decisive. In addition, in September 2009, the General Conference of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) adopted a resolution calling for a 
MEWMDFZ with full scope safeguards on all nuclear activities in the region.  

Article VII of the NPT provides for nuclear weapon-free zone (NWFZ) regional 
treaties. The fact that there are already six such NWFZs is an encouragement to the 
Middle East. Israel and her supporters argue that a comprehensive peace must 
precede a nuclear weapon free zone while the Arab states assert that there could be 
concurrent and mutually reinforcing processes. 

                                              

∗ *(Jayantha Dhanapala is a former Ambassador of Sri Lanka to the USA who was President of the 1995 NPT 
Review and Extension Conference. He was UN Under-Secretary-General for Disarmament Affairs from 1998 to 
2003 and is currently President of the Pugwash Conferences on Science & World Affairs and Senior Visiting 
Scholar at the US Institute of Peace. These are his personal views.) 
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There is the precedent of the Arms Control and Regional Security (ACRS), working 
group – one of the five in the 1990s Madrid Peace process that continued briefly and 
was then abandoned – and the independent 1990 UN Study on effective and 
verifiable measures for establishing a MEWMDFZ, from both of which lessons can 
be learned. The fact that formulations regarding this issue did not meet with 
objections at the 2009 NPT Preparatory Committee session should encourage the 
Arab states. Working papers called for a subsidiary body to be established to 
discuss the 1995 Resolution at the Review Conference this year. Egypt has called for 
an international conference to negotiate a MEWMDFZ, which, apart from its 
inherent risks of failure, may be a bridge too far to cross at this stage. A Russian 
proposal called for a special co-coordinator to consult with countries in the region 
on the proposal of an international conference and to report back to the NPT states 
parties. The Australian-Japanese sponsored International Commission on Nuclear 
Non-proliferation and Disarmament (ICNND) supported the idea of a conference 
convened by the UN Secretary-General and a special representative “to shepherd 
these efforts”.  

� A synthesis of these proposals could be agreed upon with the additional 
advantage of drawing Iran into the proposed MEWMDFZ with some of its main 
features identified. 

� The 2010 Conference must therefore either appoint a special coordinator to explore 
the implementation of the 1995 Resolution on the Middle East or set up a 

committee which will do so and make recommendations to the next Preparatory 
Committee meeting for the 2015 Review Conference.  

This will be a modest but practical step, but will create 
a favorable atmosphere for a successful NPT Review 
Conference. It is significant that the Arab states that 
were not members of the NPT in 1995, joined the 
treaty soon thereafter isolating Israel as the only state 
in the region outside the NPT. The discontent of the 
Arab group within the NPT must not be allowed to 
fester and weaken their trust in its norms - especially 
at a time when some of them are being driven by 
climate change to seek nuclear energy for peaceful 
purposes. 
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Making concrete steps towards a Middle-East free of  nuclear 
weapons and other weapons of mass destruction: role  of a 
UN-nominated coordinator 

Paolo Cotta-Ramusino et. al 

 

(Draft proposal as of 29 April 2010 44) 

Several countries at different times proposed the creation in the Middle East of a 
zone free of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction. The first 
initiative in this sense was the Initiative of Egypt and Iran in 1974. In the 1995 NPT 
Review Conference a specific Middle East resolution has been approved and 
reference to this resolution has been made in the final documents of the subsequent 
NPT Review Conference in 2000. All countries of the region supported resolutions in 
the UN General Assembly on the creation of a zone free of weapons of mass 
destructions. However up to now there has been no progress in the direction of 
creating such a zone. 

� It is recommended that, after the NPT Review Conference, a Special Coordinator 
be appointed by the UN Secretary General (alternative: by the NPT Review 

Conference of States parties) for the problem of establishing a zone free of nuclear 
weapons and other weapons of mass destruction in the Middle East with the 
mandate of: 

1. Defining the framework and understanding the conditions under which 
concrete progress and practical steps towards the establishment of such a 
zone could be made.  

2. Proposing the sequence of the necessary steps towards the establishment of 
such a zone.  

3. Proposing a series of meetings and conferences aimed at defining precisely 
such practical steps. In this the Special Coordinator could also facilitate a 
synergy between the so called track-2 discussions and subsequent official 
negotiations.  

4. Facilitating negotiations aimed at implementing such practical steps. 

The Special Coordinator should establish a Committee (alternatives: Advisory Board, 

Commission) composed of officials and experts from Middle Eastern countries and 
relevant international organizations, such as the League of Arab States and the 
African Union besides the UN, and also from other countries including China, the 
European Union, Russia, the US. This Committee should work in a cooperative way 
to help the Special Coordinator in performing the above defined mandate. The 
Special Coordinator should also be in position to organize specific technical 
meetings, possibly with the assistance of such international organization as the 
IAEA, the CTBTO, the OPCW, etc. 

                                              

44 This is a draft proposal provided to stimulate discussion on ways to demonstrate progress on a key issue of 
contention for the Review Conference. 
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The Special Coordinator and the Committee should in particular understand the 
concerns and collect the suggestions of individual States and concerned institutions 
from the civil societies of Middle Eastern countries. It is recommended that all 
countries that participate in the Committee facilitate the entry of the members of 
the Committee in their territory for the said purpose of understanding the concerns 
and collect the suggestions of each individual State.  

The Special Coordinator shall submit biennial progress-report on his or her 
activities, on the work of the Committee and on the relevant findings to the UN 
Secretary General. These reports should be made available to the interested States 
and the NPT Preparatory Committees. The Special Coordinator shall be assisted by 
a small, but highly qualified staff. 

For the financial support of the activity of the Special Coordinator and the 
Committee, it is proposed the establishment of a UN administered fund supported 
by member states, on a voluntary basis. 
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BOX: Nuclear Weapons Free Zones

 

Source: http://www.un.org/disarmament/WMD/Nuclear/images/NWFZ_Map_small.gif. An 
additional resource, “Ridding the Arctic of Nuclear Weapons: A Task Long Overdue,” was released 
in March 2010 by the Rideau Institute and the Canadian Pugwash Group, available at 
www.arcticsecurity.org.  
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Regional security and arms control in the Middle Ea st45 

Yair Evron ∗∗∗∗ 

 

(A) Background  

The Middle East has been torn for many years by several levels of conflicts. Inter-
state wars, civil wars, state vs. sub-state organization campaigns and terrorism 
have been steady features of international relations in the region. Iran's quest for 
nuclear weapons has added a major element of concern and heightened prospects 
for further instability in the region. There have also been processes of gradual 
political accommodation among regional states including the Egyptian-Israeli and 
Jordanian-Israeli peace treaties that provided important elements of stability; there 
are hopes for renewed Israeli-Palestinian peace negotiations and possibly Israeli-
Syrian negotiations. In addition, the Iranian quest for nuclear weapons coupled with 
its aggressive regional  foreign policy, creates converging and congruent strategic 
interests between several Arab states and Israel. 

Regional security cooperation – The Egyptian-Israeli and Jordanian-Israeli peace 
treaties contain important elements regulating the security relationships between 
these countries. In fact these could be described as "international security regimes." 
There have also been many instances of informal acts of security cooperation 
between Israel and some of its neighboring countries.  

The ACRS process - Following the Madrid Conference in the early 1990's, several 
forums for negotiations on regional cooperation were set up. Among them was the 
Arms Control and Regional Security (ACRS) Working Group. Within ACRS a very 
extensive agenda of issues had been discussed including various Confidence and 
Security Building Measures designed to enhance and regulate regional security 
relationships. It ultimately signified the possibility of the emergence of a cooperative 
regime of regional security. The process however was stalled in 1995 due to 
disagreements between Israel and Egypt on the issue of a regional nuclear free zone. 

(B) Israel's official position on MENWFZ, arms cont rol in 
general and security cooperation  

Israel has repeatedly voiced its backing for the idea of a 
MENWFZ as well as to the idea of a MEWMDFZ and adheres 
to this position in various international forums. Israel joins 
the consensus on the annual MENWFZ Resolution tabled in 
the First Committee of the General Assembly subject to the 

                                              

45 This is a synopsis of a lecture given at the Summit of Honor on Atoms for Peace and Environment (SHAPE 
2010), Seoul, Korea, 12 March 2010.  
∗Professor Yair Evron is principal research fellow at the Institute for National Security Studies, Tel Aviv 
University. He has taught international relations at the Department of Political Science, Tel Aviv University and 
served as chairman 1987-1990. He also has taught or was research fellow at Sussex University, the Hebrew 
University of Jerusalem, Harvard; UCLA; Cornell; Georgetown; Concordia; MIT; Oxford and was co-director of 
the project on Security and Arms Control in the Middle East at the American Academy of Arts and Sciences and 
served as a member of the academic advisory committee and on the Board of Directors of the Jaffee Center for 
Strategic Studies. 
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position that the zone should be freely arrived at through direct negotiations 
between all the states of the region. In addition, Israel also believes that the creation 
of the free zone can only be negotiated after all the states in the region (defined as 
including  the members of the Arab League plus Turkey and Iran) sign peace 
agreements with Israel and that a period of time should be allowed to assess the 
treaties for their validity.  

Beyond that Israel has signed (but not ratified) the CTBT and the CWC. Israel is very 
active in the organization preparing the CTBT and has contributed in various ways 
to its activities. Israel has adopted a positive approach to the MTCR and without 
being officially part of it, acts according to its 
stipulations. Israel has a similar position in regard to 
the NSG.  

Israel would welcome any steps towards greater 
security cooperation with any of the regional countries 
that are so inclined. Over the years it has become 
increasingly clear that even modest arms control 
measures in the Middle East will require trust and 
confidence between the states in the region, and above 
all the appropriate peace and security environment 
that will make it possible to sustain these measures 
and move on to more ambitious ones.  

Ideas and initiatives raised in an Arab-Israeli context must take into account that 
the lack of peaceful and normalized relations with Israel does make Israel feel more 
threatened and less secure. While there is generally a focus on what Israel should 
do regarding arms control and disarmament, it is also crucial to focus on the 
political and diplomatic contribution that Arab countries could make with regard to 
Israel. Arms control and disarmament have not been separated from diplomacy and 
the political relations between states in other regions of the world and cannot be 
separated in the Middle East.     

Ideas suggested by the author regarding the current  Israeli posture and 
possible future arms control  

Israel's posture of nuclear ambiguity 

This posture has several important arms control implications. It lowers to a certain 
extent international concerns about Israel's capability; it also demonstrates Israel's 
responsibility in nuclear affairs and it implies future self restraint in times of crisis. 
Finally, a change of the posture would make future arms control that much more 
difficult.  

Future steps   

Future steps in these areas will be decisively influenced by political moves in Arab-
Israeli political relationships (Israeli-Palestinian and Israeli-Syrian and also the 
possible acceptance and implementation of the Arab League Peace Initiative) and the 
outcome of the efforts to halt the continued Iranian quest for a nuclear weapons 
capability.     
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Though Israel will not negotiate a NWFZ unless its conditions are met, it seems to 
me that Israel should consider several intermediary steps after weighing the various 
pros and cons regarding each of them. These are:  

(a) ratification of the CTBT;  

(b) acceptance of an FMCT if and when this treaty is finally agreed;  

(c) adoption of a "no first use" posture.  

I shall proceed to discuss very briefly some of the pros and cons of (b) and (c). 

FMCT  

Assuming that an FMCT does not affect current capabilities: 

1. Accepting it by Israel will place Israel within the overall global quest for 
nuclear disarmament, (or rather a quest for major reductions in nuclear 
weapons and their saliency in international security). 

2. Might partly respond to regional calls to immediately accept and join a 
NWFZ. 

3. It could lead to an acceptance by other regional countries of an FMCT and 
hence could help to halt overall attempts for nuclear proliferation. Israel 
should demand that prior to its adherence to an FMCT all the ME states 
should also join an FMCT. 

One complication of an FMCT (depending on its definitions) is that precisely 
such a treaty might allow states (which are really striving to achieve a 
nuclear weapons capability,) to use the treaty as a formal pretext to develop 
certain capabilities. 

4. A major problem for Israel would be how to accept an FMCT and at the same 
time maintain its posture of "nuclear ambiguity" (which as  mentioned 
beforehand - has important arms control implications). This would require 
special attention and possibly a special understanding between Israel and 
the US.    

No First Use 

When Israel initially embarked on developing a nuclear option, its main concern was 
the fact that due to the significant asymmetries in geography, population and 
economies, between it and the Arab World, there is a real existential threat resulting 
from a possible major conventional Arab attack on Israel. Thus, theoretically 
deterrence against such an eventuality comprised also of the possibility of a first 
strike as a "last resort" before existential annihilation.  

Eventually, an additional rationale could have been added : deterrence against the 
use of other types of WMD , i.e. chemical and biological weapons.  

Some of the considerations affecting adoption of a "no first use" 



Perspectives for Progress: Options for the 2010 NPT  Review Conference and Beyond 

Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs - 76 

1. Adoption of such strategy could place Israel within the context of the worldwide 
movement towards lessening the saliency of nuclear weapons. It could thus 
improve Israel's overall international position in the area of international 
security and arms control.  

2. With the changed political atmosphere in the region: the peace treaties with 
Egypt and Jordan and the overall change in attitude towards Israel in several 
other regional states, the likelihood of the emergence of a general conventional 
Arab coalition  that might threaten the very existence of Israel has declined 
considerably. Therefore "last resort" strategy seems less relevant in terms of 
deterrence. Israel's capability remains therefore in any event only as an 
insurance guarantee against an eventuality that is with  low probability. 

A counter argument is that nobody can predict the future in the volatile ME, and 
major political changes might sweep through it critically enhancing the threats 
to Israel. The strengthening of a hostile Iranian –backed coalition is one such 
possibility.    

3. Israel has never used its nuclear potential as an instrument for political coercion 
and has no intention of using it in such a way. A declaration of "no first use" 
could further reemphasize this important element. 

4. Would a "no first use" declaration affect Israel's posture of "nuclear ambiguity"? 
This requires a further discussion. It seems to me that in a very deep sense, the 
adoption of "no first use" strategy fits the overall purpose of the posture of 
ambiguity. There might however, be a need for special nuances related to such a 
declaration. 

5. It seems to me that the difference between chemical and biological agents on the 
one hand and nuclear ones on the other is so profound, that they should be 
decoupled in terms of deterrence. It should however, be noted that there is a 
school of thought that argues that Israel's implied nuclear deterrent threats 
were effective in deterring Iraq from launching chemical agents against Israel in 
1991.  

Creation of a new forum for regional security 

The need for designing a regional "architecture of security" is 
considerable. One of the instruments for beginning designing it is 
the recreation of a regional forum, similar but not identical, to 
ACRS. Its membership, functions and agenda are major issues for 
discussion. They will all be influenced to a large degree by political 
developments as well as by the future of the Iranian nuclear effort. 
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Pakistan and the NPT 

Talat Masood ∗∗∗∗ 

 

What happens at the Review Conference is extremely relevant for Pakistan. In 
principle, Pakistan as a responsible nuclear state favors and fully supports global 
efforts toward disarmament and would like the conference to take specific steps in 
that direction. Pakistan’s interest lies equally in prevention of horizontal 
proliferation and the exercise of the unequivocal right of non-nuclear weapon states 
to civil nuclear energy. Pakistan would like the NPT to be a more equal treaty. It 
should have a common aim as originally visualized in the NPT of a nuclear 
weapons- free world and confirmed at the Review Conferences in 1995 and 2000. It 
would like serious and significant steps to be taken toward reduction of nuclear 
weapons. In reference to South Asia, Pakistan has always maintained it would like 
to build a strategic restraint regime with India and maintain moratorium on nuclear 
testing as long as India adheres to it. As regards the FMCT it would have been more 
beneficial for Pakistan to express its reservations inside the council and not block 
the proceedings from outside. This would be a positive measure.  

It would be unrealistic to expect that non-members can reduce reliance on nuclear 
weapons when US and Russia and the other three nuclear weapon states continue 
to rely heavily on nuclear weapons for their security and provide extended 
deterrence to selected allies. However, if the rationale or motivation for acquiring 
nuclear weapons is removed through progress on conflict resolution and a 
cooperative relationship is established then reliance on it could be significantly 
reduced. In the context of South Asia, resolution of Kashmir and other security 
issues such as Siachen will greatly help. India’s growing conventional military build 

up in all three services is generating a greater imbalance. 
Pakistan therefore uses its nuclear capability also to act as 
a deterrent against India’s superior conventional strength. 
For Pakistan a conventional restraint regime will be a great 
incentive in reducing reliance on nuclear weapons. 
Settlement of the Indo-Chinese border dispute and 
betterment of their mutual relations will be additional 
contributory factors. Similarly, in the Middle East, 

settlement of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict should help in creating a Middle East 
nuclear free zone. The perception of a threat from Israel is a potential reason for 
Iran to develop a nuclear weapons capability, that in turn could have a cascading 
impact on the region, with other countries acquiring nuclear weapons.  

Pakistan in all likelihood will come around to seriously consider undertaking arms 
reduction once the two major nuclear powers bring their holdings to around 1000 
and the remaining recognized and non-member weapon states join the process of 
reducing their arsenals. Despite the influence of strong pressure groups in South 

                                              

∗ Lt. Gen. Talat Masood served in the Pakistani Army for 39 years, retiring in 1990 as Secretary for Defense 
Production in the Ministry of Defense. Prior to this, Lt. Gen. Masood was chairman and chief executive of the 
Pakistan Ordnance Factories Board. He writes regularly on security and political issues in national newspapers 
and foreign magazines and is a prominent commentator on national and international television and radio 
networks. General Masood is the chief coordinator for Pugwash in Pakistan. 
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Asia that resist disarmament programs it may be possible to engage India and 
Pakistan on at least arms control measures at an earlier date.  

Pakistan as a non-member state is already complying with most of the obligations 
undertaken by the five recognized nuclear powers. Broadly speaking, this covers: 

• stringent controls on export of nuclear materials and technology, 

• adherence to moratorium on nuclear testing, 

• adapting the concept of minimum deterrence and  

• working toward a South Asian strategic restraint regime.  

Pakistan expects eventually that it be given similar recognition or a way found out 
to bring it formally in the regime with a special status without damaging the 
institution itself.  
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The NPT: a treaty to nowhere? 

Amitabh Mattoo ∗∗∗∗ 

 

India is not a member of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and is unlikely 
in the foreseeable future to become a member of the treaty as a non-nuclear weapon 
state. India has tested nuclear weapons and has declared that it has a nuclear 
arsenal. The chances that the NPT will be amended to include those who have 
acquired nuclear weapons more recently are also slim. Therefore, de jure, India does 
not have a relationship with the NPT and is not attending the review conference 
even as an observer. The virtual acceptance of India as a de facto nuclear weapon 
state, after the U-S-India nuclear deal and the NSG waiver, has, however, meant 
that India’s long standing criticism of the NPT has become more muted. Moreover, 
India believes that strengthening the non-proliferation regime also serves its own 
vital interests. Be that as it may, it is necessary to critically look at the NPT, even 
while India’s publicly stated positions may not be as critical. 

Let us be clear that when NPT will be reviewed by its nearly 190 members, there is 
growing apprehension within the NPT-approved nuclear-weapon states (N-5) that a 
revolt is waiting to happen. After 40 years of submitting themselves to the double-
standards, bad faith, arm-twisting and even humiliation by the United States, 
Russia, the United Kingdom, and more recently, France and China, a critical section 
of the non-nuclear weapon states may finally have had 
enough. And even the charisma of President Barack 
Obama, and his vision of a world free of nuclear weapons, 
may not be enough to save the treaty.  

The NPT, as it stands today, is an entity born of a secret 
liaison between Moscow and Washington. The NPT, many 
believe, is out of tune with world realities, has failed its 
own charter, and any attempt to resuscitate it will only 
further erode the objectives of nuclear disarmament and 
non-proliferation. It is time to think of a new nuclear non-
proliferation and disarmament architecture and it is 
critical that India takes the lead in this venture. 

The NPT was, in essence, created during a rare moment during the cold war when 
the Soviet Union and the United States got together to prevent those outside the N-5 
from acquiring nuclear weapons. They presented a fait accompli to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee (the designated multilateral negotiating forum on 
arms control, and a precursor to the Conference on Disarmament) and put into 
force a treaty that reflected their interests and their view of global stability. The NPT 
divided the world, almost permanently, between nuclear “haves” and “have nots” 

The NPT rested on three pillars, and all three pillars are on the point of collapsing.  

                                              

∗ Amitabh Mattoo is Professor of International Studies at New Delhi's Jawaharlal Nehru University and Member 
of the National Knowledge Commission. He is a Director of the India-Afghanistan Foundation (established by the 
Governments of India and Afghanistan) and a member of the Pugwash Council. 
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The first pillar is non-proliferation. Nuclear-weapon states, party to the treaty, 
committed themselves not to supply nuclear-weapon technology to non-nuclear 
states. And non-nuclear states pledged not to acquire nuclear weapons. This is a 
farce. China supplied nuclear weapon technology to Pakistan, even after signing the 
NPT. The US, at the very least, benignly allowed Israel to acquire nuclear weapons. 
North Korea, a member of the NPT, had a clandestine nuclear weapons program, 
and withdrew from the treaty once it was discovered. And Iran is arguably even 
today moving towards nuclear weaponization even while being a member of the 
treaty. And, of course, the NPT refuses to recognize—due to its arbitrary cut-off 
date—that India, Israel and Pakistan are nuclear weapon states. 

The second pillar was civilian nuclear energy. Non-nuclear weapon states had an 
inalienable right to research, develop, produce and use nuclear energy for peaceful 
purposes. Further, the treaty declared that the peaceful applications of nuclear 
explosions would be made available to non-nuclear-weapon states on a non-
discriminatory basis. The treaty has failed even on this count, with non-nuclear 
weapon states getting virtually no access to the civilian benefits despite the so-called 
nuclear renaissance. Moreover, because the popular low-cost light water nuclear 
power reactor uses enriched uranium fuel, states must be able either to enrich 
uranium or purchase it in the international market. Neither is being allowed. In 
addition, NPT countries are being virtually coerced to accept additional safeguards. 

The third and arguably most important pillar was nuclear disarmament. Each of the 
parties to the treaty undertook to pursue negotiations in good faith for cessation of 
the nuclear arms race at an early date and for nuclear disarmament. Despite 
considerable cuts in Russian and US nuclear arsenals since the end of the cold war, 
and Mr Obama’s desire to move towards a nuclear free world, the fact is that there 
seems to be no real commitment on part of the N-5 to truly move towards a Global 
Zero, to use a term popularised by a nuclear disarmament campaign 

What however has inflamed many of the NPT members, including those in Latin 
America and the Middle East, is the impunity with which assurances, decisions and 
resolutions arrived at previous Review Conferences have been disregarded. The NPT 
initially entered into force for 25 years in 1970. It was reviewed and extended 
indefinitely in 1995 only after a series of commitments were given, including on 
negative security assurances and especially explicit assurances over the Middle 
East. None of these commitments have been kept. In 2000, a series of thirteen steps 
was agreed upon, but progress on many of these steps has been slow and tardy. In 
2005, there was uproar at the Review Conference, but not a rebellion. At 2010, 
however, as said earlier, a revolt is waiting to happen. 

Not surprisingly, at a recent meeting in Beijing, all three chairmen of the NPT review 
conferences in the past, Ambassadors Jayantha Dhanapala of Sri Lanka , Sergio 
Duarte of Brazil and Mohammad Shaker of Egypt felt 
betrayed by the manner in which the treaty was 
undermined, primarily by the United States and other 
nuclear-weapon countries. The time has come now to 
push the treaty to where it rightly belongs: the dustbin 
of history.  

� The time is also ripe for New Delhi to take the lead in suggesting a new nuclear 

architecture that will accommodate the nuclear realities of the world, create a 
better balance of rights and obligations between nuclear and non-nuclear states 
and address the most dangerous possibility of non-state actors getting access to 

nuclear technology and weapons.  
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� This framework should, of course, be founded in a larger credible plan for nuclear 
disarmament which builds on the Action Plan for Nuclear Disarmament put 

forward by Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi in 1988. 

But the plot is getting more curious. Late last year, at 
Washington’s Mayflower Hotel, the American Secretary of State, 
Ms Hillary Rodham Clinton, delivered the second Dean Acheson 
Memorial lecture sponsored by the US Institute of Peace. Much 
of the lecture on nuclear non-proliferation was predictable, but 
it was towards the end of the program – during the Q&A – that 
she threw the audience of largely non-proliferation ninjas off 
balance. She declared that President Obama’s administration 
was looking forward to working with India to come up with a 
21st century version of the NPT. Whether Ms Clinton had 
carefully thought over this idea or had merely let her passion 
for India take over, the reality is that the Secretary of State had 
underlined a significant reality. This is an idea whose time may 
have finally come. 
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The DPRK and the NPT 

Leon V. Sigal * 
 

The DPRK has long exhibited ambivalence toward the Non-Proliferation Treaty. 
Pyongyang signed the treaty in December 1985 under pressure from Washington 
and Moscow, which had promised it reactors that it would never receive. It delayed 
signing a safeguards agreement with the International Atomic Energy Agency until 
January 1992 – four months after the United States announced its removal of all 
nuclear arms from the Korean peninsula and from its surface ships.  

The DPRK then gave the IAEA an initial declaration of its nuclear material and 
equipment in May 1992. That included a surprise disclosure that it had reprocessed 
90 grams of spent fuel and separated 62 grams of plutonium. Subsequent analysis 
revealed it had conducted three, not one, reprocessing campaigns, raising 
suspicions it had extracted more plutonium than it had acknowledged.  

When the IAEA demanded a special inspection to clear up such anomalies, the 
DPRK refused and gave 90-day notice of its intention to renounce the NPT. It 
suspended its renunciation on the 89th day after Washington agreed to a first-ever 
Joint Statement with Pyongyang in June 1993. But negotiations broke off in May 
1994 and the North shut down its reactor and removed the spent fuel.  

Thanks to former president Jimmy Carter, talks resumed that yielded the Agreed 
Framework of October 1994. Under that accord, the DPRK froze its plutonium 
production facilities at Yongbyon under IAEA inspection and committed to 
dismantle them and remain a party to the NPT in return for a US pledge to “move 
toward full political and economic normalization,” including gradual relaxation of 
sanctions, movement toward “peace and security on a nuclear-free Korean 
peninsula,” formal assurances “against the threat of use of nuclear weapons,” two 
replacement nuclear power plants, and an interim supply of heavy fuel oil.  

In 1998, after Washington was slow to keep its end of the bargain, Pyongyang began 
acquiring the means to enrich uranium. When the Bush administration confronted 
the North over its enrichment effort in October 2002 and refused to negotiate the 
issue but instead halted fuel oil shipments, the DPRK threw out the IAEA 

inspectors, renounced the NPT, reprocessed the spent fuel 
removed from its reactor in May 1994 to extract 5-6 bombs’ 
worth of plutonium, and restarted the Yongbyon reactor.  

This capsule history suggests that the DPRK has not focused 
on the NPT per se, but instead on an end to enmity and 
reconciliation with the United States, eliminating the political, 
economic, and security threat it perceives from Washington. 
US nuclear weapons are part, but only part of that threat. As 
a Foreign Ministry spokesman put it on February 10, 2005, in 
declaring the DPRK to be a nuclear weapons state, “As we 

have clarified more than once, we justly urged the United States to renounce its 

                                              

* Leon V. Sigal is director of the Northeast Asia Cooperative Security Project at the Social Science Research 
Council in New York and author of Disarming Strangers: Nuclear Diplomacy with North Korea.  
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hostile policy toward the DPRK whose aim was to seek the latter’s ‘regime change’ 
and switch its policy to that of peaceful coexistence between the two countries.” 
Instead, it said, “The US disclosed its attempt to topple the political system in the 
DPRK at any cost, threatening it with a nuclear stick. This compels us to take a 
measure to bolster [our] nuclear weapons arsenal.”  

Similarly, on October 3, 2006, announcing it was about to conduct its first nuclear 
test, the Foreign Ministry spokesman said, “The US extreme threat of a nuclear war 
and sanctions and pressure compel the DPRK to conduct a nuclear test, an 
essential measure for bolstering [our] nuclear deterrent as a corresponding measure 
for defense.” At the same time its aim of a negotiated denuclearization of the Korean 
peninsula remained unchanged: “The ultimate goal of the DPRK is not 
‘denuclearization’ to be followed by its unilateral disarmament but one aimed at 
settling the hostile relations between the DPRK and the US and removing the very 
source of all nuclear threats from the Korean peninsula and its vicinity.” Again, that 
source was not the weapons themselves but the political context of hostility.  

Whether the DPRK will change its approach in the aftermath of its second, more 
successful nuclear test and renewed US talk of global elimination of nuclear 
weapons remains to be seen. A January 13, 2009 statement by the Foreign Ministry 
spokesman hints at a potential shift: “If the nuclear issue is to be settled, leaving 
the hostile relations as they are, all nuclear weapons states should meet and realize 
the simultaneous nuclear disarmament. This is the only option.” Although the 
statement contains a key qualifier, “leaving the hostile relations as they are,” it 
suggested an alternative path to the future. North Korean interlocutors have never 
proposed mutual disarmament in US talks, but have dropped hints in informal 
conversations. 

In the light of the DPRK’s longstanding stance that what matters is its political 
relationship with the United States, as well as with South Korea and Japan, little 
that happens at the Review Conference is likely to affect its willingness to stop or 
roll back its nuclear weapons activities.  

� That said, strengthening the global norm against nuclear proliferation by reducing 
the number and role of nuclear arms may still matter to the DPRK. It would show 
that Pyongyang is not being singled out and bolster international support for 

denuclearization of the Korean peninsula. 

The DPRK, in turn, can help foster an atmosphere conducive to the Review 
Conference and the non-proliferation regime by demonstrating its willingness to halt 
and reverse its nuclear weapons efforts. Its willingness to do so, however, depends 
very much on what the United States, South Korea and Japan are willing to do in 
return.  

� As a first step the DPRK can:  

• reaffirm its commitment in the September 2005 Joint Statement to 
“abandoning all nuclear weapons and existing nuclear programs,” 

• return to Six-Party talks in April, and  

• pledge a moratorium on nuclear tests and medium- and longer-range missile 
launches while six-party talks proceed.  
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� In return, the other parties should:  

• recommit to fulfilling all their obligations under that accord, 

•  in particular, to provide promised energy aid and  

• open talks to establish a peace regime on the Korean peninsula.  

These reciprocal steps would underscore that the 
DPRK’s renunciation of the NPT and its development of 
nuclear arms, which were so damaging to the regime, 
are potentially reversible.  

� Then the DPRK can begin to complete the disablement 

of its plutonium facilities at Yongbyon under the 
October 2007 Second-Phase agreement.  

� In return, the other parties, and especially South 
Korea and Japan, need to fulfill their obligations to 

provide the DPRK with energy aid.  

� As part of this effort, North Korea should turn over the new fuel rods it has to 

restart the 5MW reactor in return for additional energy aid.  

� It should then begin negotiating permanent dismantlement of its plutonium 

facilities, especially the reactor and fuel fabrication plant, as talks on Korean 
peace regime begin and the other parties relax U.N. sanctions.  
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Establishing a president’s group 

Mohamed Shaker ∗∗∗∗ 

 

One issue that has been troubling the parties of the NPT for a long while is the long 
void of 5 years between one Review Conference and another, with the exception of 
the three sessions of the Preparatory Committee in charge of preparing for the 
following Review Conference. Each session doesn't last more than two weeks. 

� In order to deal with such a situation, it may be useful for the Review Conference 
to ask the outgoing president of the conference and members of his bureau to 

remain vigilant until the next conference convenes and to oversee the 
implementation of the results emanating from the conference by being in touch 

with all the parties concerned, including the IAEA, the Security Council, the 
Conference on Disarmament in Geneva, the UN disarmament secretariat and other 
regional or global institutions. 

The president's group may need an able secretary to arrange the appointments and 
travel arrangements of the group, but a new bureaucracy definitely is not 
anticipated.  

The outgoing President and his bureau should be supported and assisted by their 
own respective Governments. 

The task of the President's group is quite different of that of the Preparatory 
Committee. There might be some overlaps on rare occasions during the Preparatory 
Committee sessions. 

� The President's group should submit a report on their task to the following Review 

Conference. It should include an assessment of the state of implementation of the 
results of the previous conference. 

                                              

∗ Mohamed Shaker served as President of the 1985 NPT Review Conference.  He is Chairman of the Egyptian 
Pugwash Group and Vice Chairman, Egyptian Council for Foreign Affairs (ECFA), Cairo. He is former 
Ambassador of Egypt to the United Kingdom & Northern Ireland and also served as: Ambassador to the UN (New 
York) and Vienna (IAEA). 
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The amendment (or protocol) route 46 

Jayantha Dhanapala ∗∗∗∗ 

 

Withdrawal 

There has been considerable speculation on whether more NNWS will want to opt 
out of the NPT using the Article X withdrawal clause and a number of commentaries 
have been written as to how this can be prevented47. The reason for this withdrawal 
could either be a disguised desire to acquire nuclear weapons (as in the case of the 
DPRK) or as a gesture of protest. The Article is now being read in conjunction with 
the UN Charter and the rest of the NPT as being a limited right to be enjoyed by 
treaty parties and not an absolute one.  

A more assertive role for the Security Council in considering the withdrawal of a 
state party will require agreement among its five permanent 
members. Past Preparatory Committee meetings for the 
Review Conference have seen statements expressing 
concern over the exercise of the right to withdrawal but no 
action has been agreed upon. The fact that the Security 
Council has powers in maintaining international peace and 
security to act when the withdrawal of a state from the NPT 
is reported cannot be disputed.  

At the Security Council Summit meeting on 24 September 
2009, presided over by President Obama, Resolution 1887 
was adopted. On this specific issue of NPT withdrawal 

operative paragraph 17 undertook “to address without delay”48 any state’s notice of 
withdrawal from the NPT and affirmed that it would remain responsible under 
international law for NPT violations committed while being a party. That is a threat 
to countries seeking to escape any punitive action for NPT violations and obviously 
it refers to NNWS and not to NWS. It does not apply to NNWS who may want to leave 
the NPT out of disaffection. 

Converting Article X into a more coercive enjoiner could be possible de facto through 
the Security Council when the withdrawal of a state party is reported to it. This of 
course may seem like imprisoning states parties cutting at the root of the sovereign 

                                              

46 Excerpt from: Jayantha Dhanapala, “Planning for the 2010 NPT Review Conference: A Practitioner's 
Overview,” Pugwash Issue Brief, Volume 6, Number 1, March 2010.  Available online: 
http://www.pugwash.org/publication/pb/NPTReview6-1.pdf  
∗ Jayantha Dhanapala served as President of the 1995 NPT Review and Extension Conference.  He is President of 
the Pugwash Conferences, former UN Under-Secretary General for Disarmament Affairs and former Ambassador 
of Sri Lanka to the USA and to the UN Office in Geneva). He served as a member of both the International 
Weapons of Mass Destruction Commission (the Blix Commission) and the Canberra Commission on the 
Elimination of Nuclear Weapons. 
47 See  for example: Bunn, G and Rhinelander J, “The Right to Withdraw from the NPT: 
Article X is Not Unconditional”, Disarmament Diplomacy, Issue No.79, April/May 2005,< 
http://www.acronym.org.uk/dd/dd79/79gbjr.htm>, (accessed on 24.11.2009) 
48 United Nations, “Resolution 1887(2009)”, 24 September 2009, < http://daccess-dds-
ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N09/523/74/PDF/N0952374.pdf?OpenElement>, (accessed on 24.22.2009) 
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right of states to join and leave treaties in accordance with their perception of their 
national security. It will cause deep resentment especially among the NAM. 

A less drastic and contentious route of manifesting the deep frustration of the 
NNWS over the unequal aspects of the NPT, and in particular the favored treatment 
given to the holdout states who have moved over the threshold and enjoy a favored 
relationship with the Western NWS, would be to take the amendment route. This is 
being proposed by Libya and may be activated by other disaffected nations if the 
2010 Conference ends in a failure. 

Like most treaties the NPT does embody a provision for amendment in Article VIII.1 
and Article VIII.2. The Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties (VCLT) at Articles 
39-41 deals with amendments to a treaty. The procedure in the NPT is self-evidently 
tortuous and doomed to fail if even one of the NWS does not favor it. The process 
may be initiated by any state-party who submits the text of the amendment or 
amendments to the three depositary Governments who are obliged to circulate 
it/them to all parties to the NPT. Thereafter one-third of the parties (i.e. 64) or more 
must request the depositary governments to convene a conference to consider the 
amendments.  

If the NAM decide on this course of action there is no doubt that they will have the 
numbers for this and the depositary governments will find it impossible to obstruct 
the move in terms of the NPT. They may of course resort to diplomatic means 
and/or political pressure to prevent this. 

However the success of any amendment or amendments 
adopted at the Conference – by a vote or by consensus – will be 
difficult in terms of Article VIII.2 which requires them to be 
adopted by a majority of all the parties (i.e. more than 95) 
“including the votes of all nuclear weapon states party to the 
Treaty and all other parties which, on the date the amendment 
is circulated, are members of the Board of Governors of the International Atomic 
Agency.”49 Assuming that this hurdle is overcome a further hurdle confronts the 
entry into force of the amendment. Entry into force depends on the “deposit of such 
instruments of ratification of all nuclear-weapon states party to the Treaty and all 
other parties which, on the date the amendment is circulated, are members of the 
Board of Governors of the International Atomic Energy Agency.”50 

It is obvious that only a unique collocation of circumstances where the NWS and 
NNWS agree on a set of amendments will make amendments to the NPT possible. 
That can be achieved if a realistic set of amendments are crafted combining the 
interests of both the NWS and the NNWS and genuinely aimed at strengthening all 
three pillars of the NPT – non-proliferation, disarmament and the peaceful uses of 
nuclear energy. A mischievous amendment could also be initiated as a means of 
applying political pressure on the NWS leading to an actual Amendment Conference 
but failing thereafter to clear the hurdles required to adopt the amendment/s. Some 
delegations recall the attempt made in the late 1980s to convert the 1963 Partial 
Test Ban Treaty into a Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty co-ordinated by the 
Parliamentarians for Global Action – the New York based NGO. It began with a 

                                              

49 IAEA, Information Circular, INFCIRC/140, Treaty On The Non-Proliferation Of Nuclear Weapons, 
<http://www.iaea.org/Publications/Documents/Infcircs/Others/infcirc140.pdf> 
50 ibid 
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resolution 40/80 adopted at the First Committee of the UN General Assembly in 
1985 and consequent resolutions 41/46 of 1986, 42/26 of 198751, 43/63 of 1988, 
etc that led to the actual convening of the Conference. Eventually the move was 
abandoned since it was overtaken by the decision on the part of all states in the CD 
(after a key decision of the Clinton Administration) to negotiate a CTBT. 

It is argued that a similar amendment move, 
though doomed to fail, could lead to an 
acceleration of steps leading to a nuclear 
weapon-free world favoured by the Obama 
Administration. This amendment procedure thus 
gives the NNWS the rare leverage they lost with 
the indefinite extension of the NPT. Clearly the 
initiative must appear to be balanced and it is 

useful to examine what amendments could be proposed with credibility. 

Protocol 

James Crawford and Philippe Sands, in a 1996 Background Paper for the Canberra 
Commission on the Elimination of Nuclear Weapons, examined the legal aspects 
and options for a convention prohibiting nuclear weapons. Among the options 
explored were the formal amendment of existing treaties and the adoption of one or 
more protocols to existing treaties. They write, “The general principle for the 
amendment of treaty is the same as for their conclusion, i.e. the principle of 
consent,”52 and go on to acknowledge that the NPT amendment procedure is 
“stringent”. However when discussing the possibility of adopting a protocol to an 
existing treaty they state that “But the fact that a treaty such as the NPT is silent on 
the issue of protocols does not preclude their adoption….”53 And conclude that, 
“There is thus no legal obstacle to adopting a protocol to the NPT. Indeed this may 
allow new provisions to be adopted without the initial support of all nuclear 
weapons state parties (or all other parties which are members of the Board of 
Governors of the IAEA).” 

Crawford and Sands rightly note that there are no provisions 
for a protocol to be proposed, negotiated or adopted. This is a 
loophole that may be explored by disgruntled NNWS. However 
it is unlikely that it will go unchallenged by the depository 
states and the NWS. A legal squabble could thus ensue at a 
NPT conference and its outcome may have to be voted upon. 
An interpretation by the International Court of Justice could 
be sought by the NNWS but again it is unlikely to be accepted by the NWS. 

Possible proposals 

Assuming that the path to either amendments or a Protocol is taken with all its 
risks, it is interesting to discuss what specific amendments or protocols might be 
proposed:  

                                              

51 Tovish, Aron,”Urging entry into force: Lessons from the Partial Test Ban Treaty amendment effort”, 
Disarmament Forum 2,P 39,< http://www.unidir.ch/pdf/articles/pdf-art2492.pdf>, (accessed on 30.11.2009) 
52 Crawford James, and Sands Philippe, “Legal Aspects of a Nuclear Weapons Convention”, Background Papers , 
Canberra Commission on the Elimination of Nuclear Weapons, August 1996 
53 Ibid p 287 
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• It is unlikely that anyone would propose a fresh definition of a NWS which 
would admit India, Israel, Pakistan and the DPRK as NWS into the NPT. 

� On Article I the prohibition applying to NWS to aid NNWS to manufacture 
nuclear weapons could be extended to NNWS as well since some NNWS, e.g 
those in the Nuclear Suppliers group, have the capacity to provide nuclear 
material and technology and between and among NWS too since US 
assistance to UK has been alleged.  

• Moreover NNWS would like to be assured that NWS outside the NPT are not 
assisted by NWS in the refinement and technical upgrading of their nuclear 
weapons program. This would apply particularly to the Arab states vis-à-vis 
the nuclear program of Israel. In addition the current formulation of the 
Article refers to “not in any way to assist, encourage or induce any non-
nuclear-weapon state to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear 
weapons……”.54 Many opponents of the Indo-US nuclear co-operation deal 
see it as a contravention of this provision in the NPT and would like it 
amended to be more specific. Of course it would mean shutting the stable 
door after the horse has bolted but it would certainly help prevent any 
repetition of this violation of the NPT – a step that Arab states are especially 
wary of in respect of Israel. The “nuclear sharing” or “geographical 
proliferation” of US nuclear weapons in Europe has been a persistent 
concern and the assertion of US control over them has not alleviated 
concerns on how this conforms with Article I. Specific language to prevent 
such “sharing” would be necessary especially since other NWS can also use 
this precedent in future. 

• No amendments to Article II appear to be necessary.  

� On Article III, it is this writer’s view that the IAEA Safeguards Agreements 
mentioned in the NPT should be updated and complemented by a mention of 
the Additional Protocol which should also be signed by all NNWS. This will be 

controversial to some 86 NNWS in the NPT who have 
still either not signed or ratified the Additional 

Protocol. It is however a necessary confidence 
building measure for the future. India has done so 
with regard to her civilian nuclear power facilities 

despite being outside the NPT.  

� Article II.3 can be expanded to include the fact that 
safeguards should be implemented in a way that 
does not jeopardize the national security concerns of 

states (in addition to the prevention of hampering their 
“economic or technological development” or 
“international co-operation in the field of peaceful nuclear activities”). This 
should contribute towards assuaging concerns of NNWS that IAEA inspections 
may be abused to probe national security areas.  

Article IV is a controversial article because of Iran’s nuclear program and the 
enrichment of uranium currently not prohibited by the NPT.  

                                              

54  IAEA, Information Circular, INFCIRC/140, Treaty On The Non-Proliferation Of Nuclear Weapons, 
<http://www.iaea.org/Publications/Documents/Infcircs/Others/infcirc140.pdf> 
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� While retaining the “inalienable right” of NNWS to have nuclear energy for 
peaceful purposes it is possible that an amendment to prohibit all parties from 

producing fissile material for explosive purposes be incorporated. This would 
apply to both NWS and NNWS anticipating the conclusion of a Fissile Material 

Cutoff Treaty (FMCT) in the Conference on Disarmament.  

The NWS in the NPT will find this non-controversial since they have announced that 
they have either stopped fissile material production or have a moratorium on 
production. The NWS outside the NPT – who are known to have reservations about a 
FMCT - will not be covered by this. NNWS should have no reservations on this given 
their adherence to Article II because low enriched uranium can be still produced by 
them if they so wish and the signature of the additional Protocol now required under 
the amendment proposed to Article III should be a confidence building measure for 
all parties.  

� In Article IV.2 the “fullest possible exchange” of nuclear commerce for peaceful 
purposes could be further guaranteed so that those countries not producing 
civilian nuclear reactor fuel could have access to international fuel banks. It 

should be possible to incorporate agreed language from the April 2010 
Communique of the Wahington Security Summit. 

Article V is by common consent a “sleeping” provision since peaceful nuclear 
explosions are prohibited under the CTBT. However, the USA and China among the 
NWS and five NNWS in the NPT have currently not ratified the CTBT.  

� Consequently Article V will require an amendment to prohibit peaceful nuclear 
explosions or be deleted altogether.  

The amendment to Article VI could be among the most controversial and fiercely 
resisted by the NWS. Here the Advisory Opinion of the ICJ is relevant and must be 
incorporated. The burden of responsibility must clearly be upon the NWS. Some 
NNWS may want a date for nuclear disarmament specified but this would be 
unrealistic and needlessly controversial.  

� Article VII on nuclear weapon free zones (NWFZs) and regional treaties may be 
amended so as to ensure that NWS sign the protocols to existing and future NWFZ 

treaties. Any move to prescribe a NWFZ for a particular 
region in the NPT would be unrealistic especially in 
respect of the Middle East since a key player – Israel – is 

not bound by the NPT.  

� Article VIII needs to be updated in terms of the package of 
decisions adopted at the 1995 NPTREC so that the 
indefinite duration of the Treaty and the enhanced 

powers of the review Conference are reflected in the 
Treaty itself. 

Article X will be the target of states parties who want to deprive parties of this right 
to withdrawal and this will be fiercely resisted by some of the NNWS.  
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� A compromise on Article X could be to agree that any benefits accruing to a 
state party which exercises the option of withdrawal would have to be returned to 
the suppliers.55 

As far as proposed Protocols are concerned the Mayors for Peace non-governmental 
organization have proposed a Hiroshima-Nagasaki Protocol spearheaded by the 
Mayors of the only two cities which have suffered nuclear weapon attacks. The 
launch of this draft protocol at the 2005 Geneva Preparatory Committee meeting of 
the NPT Review Conference is significant.56 The campaign continued in May 2009 at 
the New York Preparatory Committee meeting and is being conducted by the 
dynamic Mayor of Hiroshima with delegations to key Governments in international 
capitals. So far no Government of a NPT party has committed support to this 
protocol. 

At the time of writing the Mayors for Peace have adapted their proposal and now 
propose a draft Decision for the 2010 NPT Review Conference. This appears to have 
been caused by the lukewarm reaction of both states party to the NPT and other 
NGOs to the draft Protocol idea and the content of the draft protocol. The Obama 
speech of April 2009 in Prague has rendered some of the positions redundant. 
Others may cause complications in the achievement of the objectives the 
proponents share with the Obama Administration. The draft Decision being 
circulated proposes: 

• the launch of negotiations on a convention or framework of agreements for 
nuclear disarmament. 

• the establishment of the target date of 2015 for ceasing the acquisition of 
nuclear weapons and preparations for their use and of 2020 for the 
elimination of all nuclear weapons and their infrastructure. 

• the adoption of voluntary measures by states of measures assisting the 
realization of the 2015 target date, ratification of the CTBT and the secure 
storage of fissile material. 

• the co-operation in establishing institutions required for a convention or 
framework of agreements for nuclear disarmament and the universality of 
the NPT. 

The success or failure of this effort by the Mayors for Peace depends on the states 
parties and their political decision whether to adopt this proposal as the best 
strategy. If the chances of success are the criterion and not political pressure a 
Decision may be adopted by voting at the Review Conference. Thereafter it is moot 
whether the Decision could be implemented. Decisions taken in 1995 and at other 
Review Conferences – such as the 13 steps of the 2000 Conference – have remained 
unimplemented. If however, the purpose is to apply political pressure then 
beginning the amendment process may be a more useful route to pursue if a NPT 
states party or a group of state parties have the political will do so and are ready to 
withstand the pressures of the NWS and their more powerful allies. 

                                              

55 The writer wishes to acknowledge his debt to a private communication from Dr.Jozef Goldblat with regard to 
the content of the amendments. 
56 see website of Mayors for Peace www.2020visioncampaign.org 
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Strengthening the NPT regime and paving the way for  nuclear 
abolition 

Rebecca Johnson * 

 

What challenges do the world’s nations face in reducing nuclear risks and insecurity 
and preventing the further proliferation of nuclear weapons and can the NPT be 
strengthened in order to deal with these challenges? This article identifies three 
kinds of challenges: 

• first, how to reduce the role and value attached to nuclear weapons by their 
possessors and allies; 

• second, the need to lock in a reversible disarmament process; and  

• third, reinforcing nuclear security and non-proliferation to lay the basis for 
making the world free of nuclear weapons.  

The NPT was negotiated in the 1960s with the objective of preventing the 
“devastation that would be visited upon all mankind by a nuclear war,” as stated in 
its preamble. All out nuclear war may have diminished as a threat, but the use of 
nuclear weapons in war or terrorism remain as serious dangers. The only sure way 
to prevent nuclear weapons being used is to prohibit and eliminate them altogether. 
Though this was the shared hope of most governments, the ability of the 
international community to abolish nuclear weapons was limited forty years ago by 
the political exigencies of the Cold War.  

Unlike most treaties, which carry the same obligations for all parties, the NPT 
embarked on a novel approach, called ‘non-proliferation’ in which differential 
obligations were adopted by possessors and non-possessors of the weapons in the 
hope that a legal barrier to the further spread of nuclear weapons could be 
established. The arrangement was supposed to be temporary – the treaty was given 
an initial duration of only 25 years – with the preamble and 
disarmament obligations in Article VI intended to provide 
pressure on the possessors to do away with their nuclear 
arsenals. Over time, a panoply of additional agreements, 
resolutions and supplier cartels developed to bolster the NPT. 
These constitute the broader non-proliferation regime, but 
were largely geared towards controlling and managing nuclear 
arsenals and proliferation. Disarmament was left up to the 
national policies of the various possessors, with disappointing 
results. This approach slowed proliferation for 40 years but 
the regime’s authority and credibility have been extensively eroded by its failure to 
deal with proliferating nuclear weapons programmes from within as well as outside 
the NPT.  

                                              

* Dr Rebecca E. Johnson is director of the Acronym Institute for Disarmament Diplomacy and adviser to various 
governments and NGOs on disarmament and security issues. Her book on civil society and government strategies 
to achieve the CTBT, titled Unfinished Business, was published by the United Nations in 2009. 
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The greatest challenge – and the one likely to receive the least attention at the NPT 
Review Conference – is to reduce the role, value and salience of nuclear weapons.  

� It will no doubt be possible to reaffirm commitments made in 2000 to diminish the 
role of nuclear weapons in security policies. 

 � NPT parties should also reaffirm their previous commitments to lower the 

operational status of nuclear forces and identify and implement practical steps to 
take nuclear weapons off hair-trigger, high alert and continuous deployment 
configurations.  

� With NATO undertaking a strategic review and senior military and political figures 
in Germany, Belgium, Italy, Norway, the Netherlands, Spain and even Poland now 

advocating removal of tactical nuclear weapons from Europe, it would be useful if 
NPT states would argue for an end to deployments of nuclear weapons outside the 

territory of possessor states.  

� The sooner that doctrines such as extended nuclear 
deterrence are phased out the better, as they rest on a 
threat of nuclear use as inhumane and unnecessary as the 

use of chemical weapons in the 1914-18 war.  

In this interdependent world, where harm to the economic, 
environmental and security interests of one country will 
inevitably have repercussions with wider regional and global 
impact, there are a range of far more effective tools and approaches for deterring 
nuclear attacks and transboundary invasions than can nowadays be convincingly 
provided by military force, let alone nuclear armaments.  

Ultimately, alliances such as NATO and the US security compacts with Japan, 
South Korea, Australia and others should be transformed to provide regional 
cooperative security arrangements based on common security objectives. As with 
objectives such as forging nuclear-weapons-free zones in the Middle East, South 
Asia and Europe, the countries in those regions still have a long way to go.  

� As a first step, all military alliances should be denuclearised, and those that 

currently depend on nuclear weapons need to find alternatives for their mutual 
security and deterrence.  

It is unlikely that the NPT will be able to go very far in its recommendations, but 
people and governments that still cling to doctrines that threaten to use nuclear 
weapons first need to recognise how such threats maintain the impression that 
nuclear weapons are indispensable, a primary factor in driving proliferation and 
preventing disarmament.  

Nuclear alliances still have resonance because they are 
thought to provide security assurances to their members. 
When the NPT was negotiated, many wanted the treaty to 
contain legally binding assurances that the nuclear powers 
would not threaten or attack non-nuclear countries with their 
nuclear weapons (negative security assurances) and that they 
would come to the aid of non-nuclear parties threatened or 
attacked with nuclear weapons (positive security assurances). 
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The nuclear-weapon-free zones provided one means to get legally binding 
assurances, but the time has come to rethink the premises on which Cold War 
demands for security assurances from the nuclear powers were based.  

While many will no doubt reiterate long-standing demands for legally binding 
security assurances at the Review Conference, the real challenge that needs to be 
taken up is how to universalise positive and negative security assurances. In other 
words, to pursue a more modern approach to this legitimate demand by extending 
(through the UN Security Council or some other means) legally binding obligations 
on all nations and individuals not to use nuclear weapons, to come to the aid of 
people and countries threatened or attacked with nuclear weapons, and to hold 
perpetrators and their suppliers to account under international law. The 
International Court of Justice strongly indicated that the use of nuclear weapons 
would generally contravene international humanitarian law.  

� The non-proliferation regime would be greatly strengthened if the Review 
Conference could recognize that any use of nuclear weapons should be considered 
a war crime and a crime against humanity.  

At present the nuclear powers are convinced that their nuclear doctrines outweigh 
such legal and humanitarian concerns, but the voices of the non-nuclear weapon 
states could combine to set the objective of outlawing nuclear weapons on course 
towards being achieved. 

The second category of challenges concern the disarmament process, many 
elements of which were identified and agreed in the 2000 Review Conference.  

� First among these, states will expect 2010 to reaffirm the “unequivocal 

undertaking” to accomplish the total elimination of nuclear arsenals.  

� The principle of irreversibility should also be reaffirmed, with commitments by the 
states with nuclear weapons to progressively eliminate and, importantly, not to 
increase or modernize their nuclear capabilities.  

� It will also be important to reaffirm the principles of transparency, verification and 
accountability in fulfilling NPT obligations and agreements. With the US-Russian 

START follow on treaty signed, the Review Conference will of course be expected 
to endorse this treaty and call for it to be ratified without delay.  

� Support should also be pledged for further US-Russian negotiations and 
agreements, which should take into account the need to eliminate tactical nuclear 

weapons and reduce aggregate numbers of weapons (strategic and non-strategic) 
counting those that are stored as well as deployed.  

� The Review Conference should also encourage all nuclear-armed states to 
undertake unilateral reductions in their respective arsenals, with a view to 
commencing multilateral disarmament negotiations.  

� Even though there will be disappointment that the United States has not yet 

managed to get the CTBT ratified, it will be a no brainer for the NPT to call for 
ratification by the remaining Article XIV states without conditions.  

� Perhaps they could go further by setting a target date for entry into force no later 
than 2015, and also call for nuclear test sites to be dismantled and 
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environmentally cleaned up, a long-standing proposal that France has recently 
added its name to.  

� While the Fissile Materials (Cut-Off) Treaty remains dead in the paralysed 
Conference on Disarmament, the NPT needs some recommendation to think 

beyond that deadlock and consider ways and means to make progress on the 
commitment to ban the production of fissile materials for weapons purposes, 

taking into account the need to cap, reduce and ultimately eliminate stockpiles of 
high-enriched uranium and plutonium.  

� The Egyptian and Arab League proposals offer ways to take forward the 1995 
Resolution on the Middle East.  

� Whether feasible or not these days, the 1960s promise to enable nuclear energy 
programmes is currently part of the NPT ‘bargain’. It will be important to explore 

energy alternatives and also practical initiatives to provide safe and secure 
multinational alternatives to national fuel cycle facilities.  

� Universalization of the IAEA Additional Protocol, in conformity with Article III of the 
NPT will be important to encourage, but some governments will resist this being 

made mandatory or a condition of supply.  

Since 1995, the Acronym Institute for Disarmament Diplomacy has advocated 
practical initiatives such as: 

• the Irish-Canadian proposal for instituting annual decision-making meetings 
instead of PrepComs,  

• ideas for a small secretariat or some kind of implementation support unit 
under UN auspices, and  

• various other means to improve NPT governance and accountability.  

Regrettably, however, calls for strengthened compliance mechanisms, universality 
and nuclear disarmament in the NPT context have the ring of wishful thinking, 
since few expect that the Review Conference will be able to agree on the necessary 
political and institutional measures and powers to act on 
them within the existing regime. The signs are that this 
year, again, important proposals will get little air time and 
be pushed aside as too difficult to get agreement on.  

� Instead of knocking at this firmly locked door, the 
Review Conference needs now to commit to commencing 

preparatory work leading to negotiations on a universal 
nuclear weapons convention or framework of 

instruments for the sustainable, verifiable and 
enforceable abolition of nuclear weapons worldwide. 

Following from President Obama’s speech in Prague in 
April 2009, many leaders have been lining up to endorse 
his goal of security in a world without nuclear weapons.  

� To move from rhetoric to reality, leaders need now to set the practical goal of 

negotiating a treaty or framework agreement for the comprehensive prohibition of 
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the use, development, production, acquisition, stockpiling and transfer of nuclear 
weapons and military nuclear technologies and components.  

Such a treaty, as recognised by the UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-Moon and a 
growing number of eminent figures and governments, would not only establish a 
framework and target dates for the prohibition and elimination of nuclear weapons, 
but would provide a mechanism for fulfilling the security purpose outlined in the 
NPT’s opening paragraph, by reconstituting the norms, reinforcing existing rules 
and institutions, and engaging nuclear-armed and non-NPT states with NPT parties 
in order to construct a universally applicable nuclear restraint and prohibition 
regime.  

The very process of working towards the abolition of nuclear weapons would be 
likely to help the current non-proliferation and nuclear security rules and 
instruments to function more coherently and effectively than they do at present. 
Our vision might have been obscured by clouds in 1995, but in 2010 we have 
reached the “vantage point” where we can see the roads to the mountain top. The 
step-by-step process endorsed in 1995 no longer looks like the most effective road to 
our shared security objectives. The Additional Protocol looks prematurely out-dated 
and the CTBT is stuck in a hole 13 years after it was opened for signature, while the 
fissile materials treaty that received a negotiating mandate in 1995 seems to have 
fallen off a cliff. The annual rituals of calling for India, Pakistan and Israel to accede 
to the NPT as non-nuclear-weapon states are no substitute for practical policies. In 
view of these countries’ positions, the only feasible mechanism to draw them into a 

universal non-proliferation regime is through the process of 
negotiations on an international nuclear abolition treaty.  

The biggest challenge for 2010 will be to summon the political will to put a 
nuclear weapons convention on the agenda. The challenge after 2010 will 
be to turn this goal into a serious undertaking and then build a 
partnership group of nations and civil society to get the negotiating process 
underway. 
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Prospects for the 2010 NPT Review Conference 

Deepti Choubey 57 

 

Summary 

Conventional wisdom states that the nuclear non-proliferation regime is on the 
verge of collapse and that the May 2010 NPT Review Conference will determine its 
fate. This overstates the impact of a meeting held once every five 
years. Casting the Review Conference within this make-or-break 
context is misleading and a mistake. The Review Conference is 
crucial to the non-proliferation regime, but it is in jeopardy of being 
overloaded by expectations. It cannot solve all that ails the broader 
non-proliferation regime. Vital progress can be made during the 
Review Conference, but it is also a paradox. Achieving even modest 
results will require many states to expend enormous amounts of political will and 
effort. However, failure will also have a large impact, so it is worth making an effort 
to prevent such an outcome.  

� Policy makers in home capitals, diplomats at the Review Conference, NGOs, and 

the media all need to set realistic expectations of what can be achieved by the end 
of the 2010 Review Conference.  

It should be approached as an opportunity for those states that are party to the NPT 
to stabilize the regime, restore their faith in its value, and to demonstrate positive 
momentum for strengthening the regime after the Review Conference ends.  

The context 

On April 5, 2009, President Barack Obama’s Prague speech reinvigorated US–
Russian negotiations to reduce nuclear arsenals, the US commitment to seek 
ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), and other initiatives that 
clearly demonstrate his administration’s resolve to reclaim leadership of the nuclear 

non-proliferation regime.58 In the year since that speech, the United 
States has chaired a historic session of the United Nations Security 
Council focused exclusively on nuclear issues, negotiated an arms 
reduction agreement with the Russian Federation, completed a 
review of US nuclear weapons policy and convened over 40 heads of 
state to reenergize efforts to prevent nuclear terrorism and secure 
vulnerable fissile material. The United States clearly recognizes that 
this regime is ailing and needs restoration. US leadership and 
engagement is a necessary, but not sufficient condition for 
progress. The regime may be fraying and possibly may be subject to 
further strain in the near future, but steps can be taken now by 

                                              

57 Deepti Choubey is the Deputy Director of the Nuclear Policy Program at the Carnegie Endowment for 
International Peace in Washington, DC. This summary is adapted from a Carnegie Report titled, Restoring the 
NPT: Essential Steps for 2010 (November, 2009), available at 
http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/restoring_the_npt.pdf. 
58 US Embassy in Prague, “Remarks of President Barack Obama, Hradčany Square, Prague, April 5, 2009,” 
http://prague.usembassy.gov/obama.html. 
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both nuclear-weapon states and non-nuclear-weapon states to seed much-needed 
efforts to shore up the regime.  

Restoring confidence 

The signs of the non-proliferation regime’s ailments are evident. In the last decade 
alone, North Korea withdrew from the NPT and conducted two nuclear tests, Iran is 
suspected of cheating from within the regime, Syria attempted to construct a 
nuclear reactor without informing the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), 
and the discovery of the A. Q. Khan illicit network and al-Qaeda’s nuclear ambitions 
have highlighted the threat from non-state actors. These headline-making 
headaches—along with the spread of commercially available sensitive nuclear 
technology and vulnerable nuclear materials, and shortcomings in detecting 
cheaters and punishing them—have contributed to a regime suffering a crisis of 
confidence. 

Non-nuclear-weapon states charge that nuclear-weapon states have not done 
enough to eliminate their arsenals, whereas nuclear-weapon states claim that non–

nuclear-weapon states are not doing enough on non-
proliferation. Faith in the security benefits derived from the 
NPT has eroded, and more states, nuclear and non-nuclear 
alike, seem to be hedging their bets against the uncertainties 
of tomorrow’s security threats. Some non-nuclear-weapon 
states have announced a sudden interest in civilian nuclear 
energy programs, and others require constant assurance of 
their relationship with nuclear-weapon states. Nuclear-
weapon states say they take seriously the goal of a world free 
of nuclear weapons, but doubts abound as to whether they 
will revise their nuclear doctrines and policies regarding the 
modernization of warheads or delivery systems. The 
oppositional nature of these arguments is counterproductive.  

Why the Review Conference matters 

Review Conferences are opportunities to assess the implementation of the NPT and 
to chart a course forward. Their function as a barometer of the health of the nuclear 
non-proliferation regime is crucial, but it is a mistake to treat the relative success or 
failure of these proceedings as the decisive factor in the regime’s fate. The regime is 
far broader than just the NPT. It is a “network of interlocking treaties, organizations, 
inspections and unilateral, bilateral and multilateral arrangements aimed at halting 
the spread of nuclear weapons.”59 However, because the NPT is widely considered 
the cornerstone of the regime, many of the skeptical non-nuclear-weapon states that 
agreed to its indefinite extension in 1995 view Review Conferences as the best 
chance for voicing concerns. Review Conferences are the only forum in which all 
188 countries subscribing to the NPT have an opportunity to create accountability 
and voice their concerns.60 The vast majority of these states are otherwise 
disenfranchised from the other decision making bodies of the regime (e.g., UN 
Security Council, IAEA Board of Governors, Nuclear Suppliers Group, Conference 
on Disarmament, etc.). To the extent that the political will of non–nuclear-weapon 

                                              

59 Joseph Cirincione, Jon B. Wolfsthal, and Miriam Rajkumar, Deadly Arsenals: Nuclear, Biological, and 
Chemical Threats, second edition (Washington, D.C.: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2005), 27. 
60 The count of 188 countries does not include North Korea as a party to the NPT. 
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states is required to shore up the non-proliferation regime and restore the promise 
of the NPT, it is worth, as a first step, engaging in forums they deem legitimate. 

Limitations of the Review Conference 

The Review Conference and its process are not without flaws. There are serious 
limitations that can hinder the Review Conference functioning effectively such as: 

• institutional deficits (e.g., there is no standing secretariat),  

• substantive lacunae (e.g., such as a lack of enforcement provisions), and  

• procedural politicking (e.g., such as the challenge of universal consensus 
rules and how they can facilitate spoiling behavior).  

The vast array of institutional, procedural, and political challenges identified above 
underscores the need for realistic expectations about what can be achieved at the 
2010 Review Conference. Expectations are extremely high. Considering the endemic 
challenges to achieving success, three conditions are required to avert failure at the 
next Review Conference:  

1. the early emergence of leadership from groups of states,  

2. a strategy for addressing potential spoilers, and  

3. the presence of a strong chair for the proceedings. 

These are necessary, though not sufficient, conditions.  

If past experience is any indicator of what is required for success, much time has 
been lost for group leadership to emerge. Such leadership will be required to 
overcome ideological divides when the time is right. As of yet, no group has clearly 
emerged to play this role in 2010. This does not bode well for the prospects of any 
ambitious breakthroughs. Only time will tell whether states will counteract spoiling 
behavior and whether the President of the Review Conference will be able to 
shepherd states toward more productive outcomes. There 
are still opportunities, however, for coordinated positions 
and strategies to unfold. 

What can be realistically achieved? 

With concerted effort, tough negotiations, sufficient 
political will at the highest level of government and an 
appetite for some political entrepreneurism, some progress 
is still possible, although it may have to be captured in 
untraditional ways.  

� As a first step to reset the tone of discussions, states can reaffirm the vitality of 
the NPT through individual or group statements such as a coordinated P-5 
statement.  

� Beyond that, nuclear weapons states could also reiterate the unequivocal 

undertaking to eliminate arsenals. This would show some sensitivity to the 
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current political moment and address the credibility problem they are facing from 
non-nuclear weapon states.  

� There is also an opportunity to wipe the slate clean on Article IV debates. There is 
confusion and concern about possible infringements on rights, but as all proposals 

are now voluntary affirming Article IV commitments in conformity with Articles I, II, 
and III can alleviate suspicions.  

� Debates about fuel-cycle proposals should be based on the common 
understanding that the NPT does not confer the right to peaceful uses of nuclear 

energy, but acknowledges it. The NPT does, however, set the conditions for how 
assistance will be offered to states that want it.  

� The Review Conference is an opportunity for states to forge an agreement that a 
world with a great deal more nuclear enrichment or reprocessing facilities would 

heighten insecurity, undermine the spread of nuclear industry in the developing 
world, and lessen the possibilities of nuclear disarmament.  

� In terms of the 1995 Middle East Resolution and creation of a WMD Free Zone in 
the region, small but concrete steps such as a Special Representative and a 

conference to begin discussing steps towards this ambitious goal. States could 
also further encourage the universalization of the Additional Protocol.  

� Finally, this may be the most challenging outcome to achieve, but it would signify 
great progress if states could agree about consequences for NPT violators who 
then withdraw from the NPT, by affirming the principle that “in accordance with 

international law, a State that withdraws from the NPT remains responsible for 
violations committed while still a party to the treaty.”  

Measuring success 

The customary practice of adopting a final declaration by consensus is both a 
strength and a weakness of the Review Conference. The text of the NPT neither 
mandates nor provides guidance for how to indicate Review Conference results. 
Changing the practice of reaching a universal consensus that is expressed in a final 
declaration seems anathema to many states, even though, in more politically 
charged Review Conferences, it has enabled one or a few states to block meaningful 
progress. 

A meaningful final declaration presenting an action plan addressing all three pillars 
of the NPT would be the outcome desired by most states. Time is running out and it 
is unclear whether key states will muster the political will to 
find common ground. States should plan for alternative ways 
in which to restore and demonstrate the vitality of the regime.  

Such measures become more apparent when one asks what 
happens the day after the Review Conference concludes. The 
reality is that much of the day-to-day operations of the regime 
occur through other mechanisms and unilateral, bilateral and 
multilateral activities. Moreover, because the non-proliferation 
regime covers a raft of issues, this provides states with many 
opportunities to act by themselves or in concert with others. 
For instance: 
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� If the President of the Review Conference could devise a statement that captured 
areas of broad agreement, short of the support of a few states, the other states 

could choose to use that as guidance toward the next Preparatory Committee 
meeting or even as a road map to the 2015 Review Conference.  

One caveat, though, is that the Review process itself requires modification to make 
it more effective. As it currently stands, during three PrepComs held over the last 5 
years, only an agenda for the 2010 Review Conference was produced.  

� Addressing the institutional deficits of the regime and revising the Review process 

could support conditions for progress on substantive issues during intervening 
years between Review Conferences. 

Even smaller groups of states can contribute to the sense that there is positive 
momentum to strengthen the regime after the Review Conference. For instance:  

� A coordinated statement from the P-5, the acknowledged nuclear weapons states 
under the NPT, would be seen by many states as a significant achievement, 
particularly it expressed their common commitment to a vision of world free of 
nuclear weapons.  

Both the United States and China are the only P-5 members to not ratify the CTBT. 
Obama has announced his desire to secure US ratification, but that will entail a 
long and tough political fight domestically.  

� Other states, both those that are and are not required for the treaty to enter into 
force, could express their support for the CTBT and to seek ratification in their own 
states.  

� Countries that have not adopted the Additional Protocol could announce at the 
Review Conference their intention do so afterwards.  

� Even on more challenging issues such as clarifying the consequences of a 
noncompliant state withdrawing from the NPT, a group of states could commit 

themselves to evaluating current proposals and offering their own proposals and 
an assessment at the first PrepCom for the 2015 Review Conference.  

� There is an additional measure that is more oblique in nature – how are would-be 
spoilers treated by other states? In light of the revelation of a second secret 

enrichment facility and other developments since September 
2009, is Iran’s narrative about being unfairly targeted by the 
West accepted by other NAM states or greeted with skepticism? 

The latter reaction could be another important signal for Iran to 
rebuild faith with the international community and to return to 

negotiations and accept the deal to create fuel for the Tehran 
Research Reactor as a first step.  

All of these steps would be “good news” stories that demonstrate 
the resilience of the regime and the dedication of many states to 
further strengthen it. 
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The day after the Review Conference 

The relative success or failure of the Review Conference will largely depend on what 
happens the day after the Review Conference concludes.  

• Is there a sense that positive momentum has been created to further 
strengthen the non-proliferation regime?  

• Have all states or in group or individually committed themselves to further 
action?  

Although a lot of emphasis has been placed on the role the United 
States will play, other states have just as much to contribute in 
raising prospects for the Review Conference. Many states view all 
three pillars of the NPT as mutually reinforcing. In the same way, 
stabilizing and strengthen the regime is a joint endeavor that will 
require all states, nuclear and non-nuclear alike to act to increase 
the prospects for success. States will have to strike a balance 
between acting urgently on what is achievable today while 
keeping an eye on how to garner even greater progress in years to 
come. 
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The importance of political leadership 61 

Des Browne ∗∗∗∗ 

 

The NPT is under serious pressure as member states face a crisis of confidence in 
the grand bargain at the heart of the treaty. This crisis coincides with increased 
demand for both peaceful nuclear technologies and an effective counter to regional 
and global security concerns.  

Today’s nuclear powers can no longer afford to ignore the 
demands of non-nuclear weapon states to make good our 
disarmament commitments. Only by doing this can we both 
ensure the future of the NPT and lead the way for the other 
nuclear-armed states. These multi-polar problems necessitate 
decisions and new approaches from the highest level of political 
leadership in order to adapt these instruments to match the 
current threats to stability.  

Why is political leadership important? 

For too long, effectively decisions about nuclear strategy have been left to the 
military and senior civil servants. Their choices, due to a lack of consistent political 
leadership, have been mostly conservative. We should expect nothing else. We bore 
witness to the consequences of weak political leadership after the 2000 NPT Review 
Conference produced a final document setting out “13 steps” towards nuclear 
disarmament. Although the “13 steps” were agreed by the diplomatic teams of all 
parties, the lack of real political commitment led to few of these measures being 
implemented.  

In 1995, when the NPT Review and Extension Conference 
agreed the indefinite extension of the treaty, Egypt was a 
key broker of that deal. Essential to their leadership of the 
Non-Aligned Movement was an undertaking to pursue a 
Middle East Weapons of Mass Destruction Free Zone. The 
lack of any progress towards that objective has left Egypt 
feeling deceived. As they still occupy a significant 
leadership role, for the NAM, that feeling of deceit will now 
need to be addressed in a very convincing manner by the 
P5 in New York in May.  
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Prime Minister’s Special Envoy to Sri Lanka 2009-2010.  He is the convener of the Top Level Group of UK 
Parliamentarians for Multilateral Nuclear Disarmament and Non-Proliferation, which includes 16 former UK 
ministers and he is convening a similar network across Europe, the European Leadership Network.  See 
www.toplevelgroup.org for more information. 
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Strong political leadership is essential in producing the binding commitments for 
states to make the prerequisite steps allowing disarmament, as well as for 
disarmament itself. Leaders have the authority to direct strategists and defence 
planners to devise postures without these weapons – and with such leadership 
strategists and planners will fashion a policy in which our reliance on nuclear 
weapons can be reduced whilst maintaining our security. Only by devaluing nuclear 
weapons as the “ultimate currency of power”62, reducing both their role in military 
strategy and reducing their numbers, will we be able to move towards a nuclear 
weapons free world. By delegitimizing the role of nuclear weapons in security, we 
also decrease the incentive for other states to acquire them. Finally, only political 
solutions can provide a secure environment for all states by addressing other areas 
that have impacts upon nuclear weapons.   

It is not only government that bear these responsibilities. The 
initiative by Shultz and others in the US has been echoed 
across the world. The UK has its own “gang of four” - Lords 
Hurd, Robertson, Owen and Sir Malcom Rifkind who wrote a 
letter in The Times in 2008.  Then, in October 2009 with fifteen 
prominent British politicians, including three of our gang of 
four, I launched the Top Level Group of UK Parliamentarians for 

Multilateral Nuclear Disarmament and Non-Proliferation’ a cross-
party parliamentary initiative. This Top Level Group includes 
former Chiefs of the Defence Staff; several former Defence and 
Foreign Secretaries of State including a former NATO Secretary-
General and other prominent senior parliamentarians who 
individually and collectively held responsibility for British foreign and defence policy 
for the last twenty years. In coming together the members “share the vision of 
multilateral nuclear disarmament, a world free of nuclear weapons.” That is what 
binds them together. 

The initial manifesto of the group is threefold: 

• First, to inform political and public debate about the issues involved in 
achieving the objective that we believe that all sane human beings share. 
The fact that these issues have been absent from the political agenda for the 
best part of 20 years has deskilled and desensitized a generation of 
politicians to the complex and inter-related issues that inform the decision 
making process. Candidly, there are fewer than a handful of elected 
politicians or members of the House of Lords who have the confidence to 
engage in debate on these matters.  

• Second, the Top Level Group, trading on the individual histories of its 
membership set itself the objective of providing a credible and persuasive UK 
voice in the debates and discussions that take place on this subject in the 
US.  

• Third and finally, we have set ourselves the task of encouraging the 
proliferation of our initiative across Europe, where already a high level 
support has been expressed for the goal of a nuclear weapons free world. 
This support has included important national opinion pieces, written by 

                                              

62 Dhanapala, Jayantha, “Rebuilding an Unraveled Consensus for Sustainable Nonproliferation,” in Breaking the 
Nuclear Impasse: New Prospects for Security against Weapon Threat, ed Jeffrey Laurenti and Cal Robichaud 
(New York: The Century Foundation, 2007), p30. 
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prominent statesmen in Belgium, the Netherlands, Germany, Italy, Norway, 
Poland, France, and Sweden, again emulating the message of the original US 
four63. These articles demonstrate the existence of forces of political will 
present for multilateral nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation across 
NATO Europe. In the broader context of renewed nuclear security and a 
revitalised NPT, evidence is emerging that multilateral disarmament is in the 
centre ground of European political thought. 

The European Leadership Network which has grown out of the TLG is an attempt to 
give expression to that political phenomenon. It is gathering significant support 
from across Europe, including Russia, and offers a strong collective European voice 
to contribute to both the debate in the US and also to provide a platform for 
engagement on these issues more widely across the world.64 

Political leadership and the NPT Review Conference 

Previously, too little responsibility has been taken by politicians, leaving the detail of 
nuclear policy to be agreed by technocrats and diplomats at Review Conferences. 
There has been no significant political leadership in this area for the last two 
decades. This is part of the reason why Obama stands so tall.  

Diplomats and negotiators do an important job in setting the 
framework, but decisions ultimately should be taken by their 
political masters. In this way, political leaders can be held to 
account not only for their decisions but also for their 
implementation. 

When it comes to the NPT Review Conference this process is 
both negotiated and signed off by diplomats.  No President or 
Prime Minister comes forward to sign off the conclusion of a 
Review, despite the fact that there is a growing international 
political momentum for serious discussion about nuclear 
disarmament and non-proliferation. This must change. This is 
also true of the NATO Strategic Concept Review process which has happened, so far, 
with little or no input from any NATO national parliament; and entirely without 
political scrutiny. The issues involved in guaranteeing Europe’s security in the 21st 
century are simply too important to be dealt with behind closed doors. 

Prioritising reductions in the numbers and salience of nuclear weapons, whilst 
maintaining our security, is a necessary precursor to working towards 
disarmament. The decisions for deploying nuclear weapons are not the sole 
responsibility of the military. The formulation of a nuclear posture should not be 
their responsibility either. 

                                              

63 These statements are available at: http://www.pugwash.org/reports/nw/nuclear-weapons-free-
statements/NWFW_statements.htm  
64 For example, in April 2010, 41 influential European policy makers and former leaders signed a joint letter on 
nuclear dangers, which said “Europe can and must play a vital role in building the cooperation necessary for 
meeting the global nuclear challenge. All our futures depend on it”  Text is available here: 
http://toplevelgroup.org/events/europeanstatement/  
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Conclusion 

With the recent reinvigoration of nuclear disarmament, a 
genuine opportunity has been presented to the world. Articles of 
support from Prime Ministers, Foreign and Defence Secretaries 
have been published internationally, creating a global policy 
agenda towards disarmament and improved non-proliferation. 
The threats that the world faces place us at a key junction. 
Persuasion, action and - above all – leadership is required to 
move towards a more secure world, rather than a less stable 
one. 

The power of a single leader has been shown by the immense hope and optimism 
engendered by President Obama’s declared aims. We recognise the potential that he 
embodies, but have also borne witness to the challenges that must still be faced. 
Political leaders that are both willing and capable of driving forward global nuclear 
disarmament are rare. We must ensure that this opportunity is not squandered.  A 
different, dynamic and multi-lateral form of leadership is required. 

The debate will be going on for a very long time. A nuclear 
weapons-free world is unlikely in our lifetime but it doesn’t 
mean that our actions can be postponed indefinitely. Nuclear 
weapons remain one of the gravest threats to our planet, and 
one which continues to increase and it is critical that we are 
proactive in our attempts to improve and secure the strategic 
environment rather than passively respond to it with too little 
action, too late. Our aim is to enhance the security of all 
continents, nation-states and peoples. This is a complex and 
ambitious task, but we shall achieve it by acting in concert with 
other leaders to remove from humanity the threat of nuclear 
annihilation. 
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Providing independent scientific advice to policy m akers 65  

Royal Society  

 

Renewed political support for nuclear arms control and disarmament provides the 
scientific community with an opportunity to advise the international community 
about the technical challenges involved, and to identify the research and 
international cooperation necessary to address them.  

A priority is to ensure that this scientific advice is independent and 
reliable, and that mechanisms are available for it to effectively inform 
policymakers. National academies, learned societies, scientific 
organisations, and individual scientists are a valuable source of this 
independent advice.66 

For example, the Royal Society has been advising the UK government 
for over a decade on the management of its civilian stocks of fissile 
material, which is a key component of the nuclear arms control and 
disarmament agenda. At over 100 tonnes, the UK has the world’s 
largest civilian stockpile of separated plutonium, and until now this stockpile had 
grown without any strategy for its long term management. In 2007, the Royal 
Society published Strategy options for the UK’s separated plutonium, and it remains 
actively engaged with the UK Government as it deliberates about how to manage 
this stockpile.67   

Similarly, the AAAS Centre for Science, Technology and Security Policy (CSTSP) 
helps policymakers gain access to the latest technical thinking on a broad range of 
issues relating to science and national security. The recent CSTSP study, The United 
States Nuclear Weapons Program: The Role of the Reliable Replacement Warhead, has 
had a significant impact on the US Congress and government agencies.68 

� The science community needs to present a range of verification options to 
policymakers and explain the various tradeoffs involved, including the complexity, 

vulnerability, cost, levels of confidence, and time needed to develop them.  

� It also needs to identify where uncertainties exist or where the evidence base is 
inadequate.  

                                              

65 This is an excerpt reprinted with permission from “Scientific Cooperation to Support Nuclear Arms Control and 
Disarmament,” March 2010, Policy Document 03/10, Royal Society.  This document was drafted by Dr Neil 
Davison and Ben Koppelman, Senior Policy Advisers in the Science Policy Centre at the Royal Society, with Dr 
Benn Tannenbaum, Program Director, Center for Science, Technology and Security Policy (CSTSP), American 
Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS), and was reviewed and approved by Lord Rees, President of 
the Royal Society.  The full report is available at: http://royalsociety.org/nuclear-disarmament/ .   
66 Finney J and Slaus I (eds) (2010). Assessing the Threat of Weapons of Mass Destruction: The Role of 
Independent Scientists. Amsterdam: IOS Press. 
67 Royal Society (2007) Strategy options for the UK’s separated plutonium, http://royalsociety.org/Strategy-
options-for-the-UKs-separated-plutonium/ 
68 AAAS (2007) The United States Nuclear Weapons Program: The Role of     the Reliable Replacement 
Warhead. Washington, DC: AAAS. 
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For example, after the US Senate failed to provide its consent for ratification of the 
CTBT in 1999, the National Academy of Sciences was asked to review the technical 
concerns raised during the debate. These focused on a lack of confidence in the 
verification system for the CTBT and uncertainty about the ability to maintain the 
safety and security of the US nuclear stockpile in the absence of nuclear testing.69 
The NAS was asked by the White House to review and update this report so it can 
be used to support debate when the Senate considers ratifying the treaty again. 

Since these uncertainties have the potential to undermine international 
negotiations, cooperation between nations is crucial to bridge knowledge gaps and 
minimise ambiguities. For example,  

� the NAS and the Chinese People’s Association for Peace and Disarmament 
recently collaborated on the first English-Chinese, Chinese-English nuclear 
security glossary “...to reduce the likelihood of misunderstanding, and to remove 

barriers to progress in exchanges and diplomatic, cooperative, or other activities 
where unambiguous understandings are essential.”’70 Such an activity could be 
expanded to other countries. 

It is important to manage political expectations by communicating not just the 
potential but also the limitations of technology.71 There is scope for collaboration 
between the natural and social sciences since the challenges posed by nuclear arms 
control and disarmament will need technical and non-technical 
issues to be considered together.72  

The capacity of the scientific community to advise national 
governments can be affected by issues of classification. Some 
commentators point out that different cultures of secrecy exist in 
different countries.  

� One option would be to reappraise the types of information that 

need to be kept secret in each country.  

Increasing openness in a responsible way could improve security, and nuclear 
secrecy can even lead to greater insecurity.73  

However, scientists may need to be prepared to work in a classified environment to 
make credible arguments about declassifying certain information.  

� Another option is to make use of independent scientists who have security 
clearances.  

The NAS is perhaps unique among national academies of science because it carries 
out classified work. Members of the relevant NAS Working Groups have security 
clearances and the academy works closely with the government agencies concerned 
to carefully manage the process. However, the NAS is keen for unclassified versions 

                                              

69 NAS (2002) Technical Issues Related to the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. Washington, DC: NAS. 
70 NAS (2008) English-Chinese, Chinese-English Nuclear Security Glossary. Washington, DC: NAS. 
71 Carnegie Endowment (2009) Workshop on Technical Approaches to Support Nuclear Arms Control and 
Nonproliferation, April 8-9, 2009. Washington, DC: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. 
72 Watson C (2008) Developing the Disarmament Laboratory Concept. London: British Pugwash Group. 
73 Levi M (2008) Secret Science. SEED magazine, 18 February 2008. 
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of studies to be made publicly available to ensure transparency and build 
confidence in the advice provided.  

Similarly, the JASON Advisory Group provides independent scientific advice to the 
US government on highly classified issues, including nuclear weapons, and it strives 
to provide unclassified summaries of its reports. It sets a useful model for other 
countries. For example, in the UK there has been debate 
about whether a JASON-like body should be established.74 A 
multinational JASON Group could help advance multilateral 
nuclear disarmament. 

Scientific advice at the international level  

� No international group focuses specifically on the scientific and technical 
challenges of nuclear disarmament, and so there have been some calls for a high-
level group of international experts to advise governments and develop a 

framework for international cooperation.75 

One of the best known examples of such a mechanism is the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). It does not carry out its own research but 
produces periodic assessments of the latest scientific, technical and socio-economic 
research, drawing on contributions from scientists and other experts from all over 
the world.  

� For example, in 2008 the Norwegian Minister of Foreign Affairs recommended the 
establishment of an Intergovernmental Panel on Nuclear Disarmament based on 

the IPCC model.76  

Such a panel could draw on the experience of the GSE. However, 
more analysis would be required to develop a concept appropriate 
for nuclear disarmament.77 It should also learn from other 
nuclear disarmament activities, for example, in Belarus, North 
Korea, South Africa and Ukraine. Given the political sensitivities 
around nuclear arms control and disarmament, national 
academies of science and other scientific organisations could 
undertake initial Track Two activities.  

                                              

74 Brumfiel G (2009) Britain sets up defence advisory group.  Nature, Vol 462, No 151; Block S (2009) UK 
defence group's structure could limit its usefulness. Nature, 462, No 847. 
75 Pregenzer A (2008) Advancing the Goals of NPT Article VI: Near-Term Opportunities through International 
Technical Cooperation. The Nonproliferation Review, Vol. 15, No. 3, pp 529-538. 
76 Støre J (2008) Keynote Address to the 2008 Oslo Conference on Nuclear Disarmament. Oslo, Norway, 26 
February 2008. 
77 Carnegie Endowment (2009) op. cit. 

 

The US JASON Advisory 

Group sets a useful model 

for other countries. 

National academies of 

science and other 

scientific organisations 

could undertake initial 

Track Two activities. 



Perspectives for Progress: Options for the 2010 NPT  Review Conference and Beyond 

Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs - 110 

Societal verification 78 

Joseph Rotblat 

 

[T]he intellectual debate about the desirability of a nuclear-weapon-free world has 
been won. The opponents of such a world have now shifted their main criticism to 
the feasibility aspect. Even if such a world were desirable - they say 
- it would not be feasible, because it would be impossible to ensure 
that the Convention banning nuclear weapons would not be 
violated, by some nuclear states retaining a few nuclear weapons 
clandestinely (the bomb in the basement scenario), or by some 
rogue state building up a nuclear arsenal in secret at some future 
date (the breakout syndrome). It is the task of those who advocate 
the elimination of nuclear weapons, to show that it is possible to set up a robust 
safeguards system. 

Before discussing the verification systems needed to safeguard the Nuclear Weapons 
Convention two points need to be made. The first is about relative risks. The goal of 
the verification systems is not to make the Convention one hundred percent 
foolproof. The world can never be made absolutely safe; there will always be risks, 
and the objective is to make the risks of a NWFW smaller than the risks in the 
alternative scenario in which nuclear arsenals would be retained in perpetuity.  

[S]omething more than reliance on a technological verification system is required, if 
the Convention is to be made acceptable. This is where Societal Verification fits in 
as a supplementary system. 

The assumption is that the hiding away of a number of nuclear weapons cannot be 
kept completely secret for long. These bombs need maintenance, they need people to 
look after them, and these people cannot be kept in isolation. They, or their families, 
are likely to talk to others. There will always be some who know about the “bombs 
in the basement.” 

This would be even more the case if a government attempted to build up in secret a 
nuclear arsenal from scratch. A special industrial plant, highly specialized materials 
and equipment, an expert staff of scientists and engineers, would be needed. All of 
this could not be done without a number of people getting to know about it. It is to 
these people that societal verification is addressed. 

The concept of societal verification is not new. One part of it has been known since 
the late fifties under different names: “citizen's reporting,” or “inspection by the 
people.” In those days the issue of general and complete disarmament was very 
much on the agenda of the United Nations, and it was in this connection that 
citizen's reporting was discussed as a means of ensuring compliance with a General 

                                              

78 This is a speech delivered by the late Joseph Rotblat, a founder and former president of Pugwash to The Hague 
Appeal for Peace in May 1999. Joseph Rotblat shared the 1995 Nobel Peace Prize with the Pugwash Conferences. 
He wrote a chapter on “Societal Verification,” in the seminal Pugwash study, A Nuclear Weapon-Free World: 
Desirable? Feasible? (Westview Press, 1993), pp. 103-118. There is a good treatment of societal verification in 
Chapter 9, International Panel on Fissile Material, Global Fissile Material Report 2009: A Path to Nuclear 
Disarmament, http://www.fissilematerials.org/ipfm/site_down/gfmr09.pdf.  

The intellectual debate 

about the desirability of 

a nuclear-weapon-free 

world has been won. 



Perspectives for Progress: Options for the 2010 NPT  Review Conference 

Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs - 111 

and Complete Disarmament (GCD) Treaty. When it became clear that the political 
climate was not ripe for GCD, citizen's reporting ceased to be a topic of interest. 

After the end of the Cold War, when Pugwash initiated the project of a nuclear-
weapon-free world, we revived the idea. We coined the name “societal verification,” 
rather than use citizen's reporting, because we envisaged two types of activities to 
disclose attempts at cheating: one by individuals, corresponding to the old idea of 
citizen's reporting, and the other by groups of people with specialized knowledge, set 
up for the specific purpose and acting jointly. 

The basic idea about societal verifications is that the duty of each citizen to supply 
information about any violation of a treaty to eliminate nuclear weapons, should be 
an integral part of that treaty and be spelled out clearly in the terms of the treaty. 
Thus, disclosure to a designated international body of information about sensitive 
security matters inside one's own country, would not only cease to be considered as 
a crime, an act of treason, but would in fact become part of the laws of one's own 
country. 

� To make societal verification realistic and workable, the specific requirement is 
that the international treaty, or convention, on the elimination of nuclear weapons, 

would contain a clause, making it mandatory on the signatory countries to enact 
national laws that would make it the right and the duty of its citizens to notify the 
relevant authority of any suspected breach. 

The inclusion of such a clause in an international treaty is likely to be seen as an 
infringement of sovereignty, which is still recognized generally as an essential 
element of the nation-state. But some surrender of sovereignty is implicit in every 
international treaty. By signing an international treaty, the state commits itself to do 
- or not to do - certain things within its territory, for example, prohibiting its own 
citizens from carrying out activities not otherwise prohibited by national law. The 
requirements of the international treaty take precedence over national laws, if in 
conflict with them. 

Actually, elements of societal verification already exist in the two conventions on 
chemical and biological weapons. Thus, Article VII of the CWC reads:  

"Each state party shall...adopt the necessary measures to implement its 
obligation under the Convention. In particular, it shall...prohibit natural and 
legal persons anywhere on its territory...from undertaking any activity 

prohibited to a State Party under the Convention, including enacting penal 
legislation with respect to such activity". 

What we propose goes a step further: to make it the duty of citizens to exercise 
vigilance in preventing violations. 

Would societal verification be effective? In democratic countries, which now are the 
great majority of nations, it would be very effective, but in such countries societal 
verification is the least needed, because they are unlikely to breach international 
treaties, particularly on nuclear weapons. There is much abhorrence of such 
weapons among the general public, and many people would be eager to ensure that 
no untoward activities are going on. The existence of national legislation would 
make it easier for them to fulfil this function without being accused of disloyalty to 
the nation. 
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The main problems are countries with un-democratic regimes, particularly those 
labelled as “rogue states.” They may harbour ambitions to acquire military or 
political might by building up a nuclear arsenal clandestinely, even though they had 
signed the Convention or the NPT. But even in such countries the existence of 
national laws would mean that the whistle-blower would not be liable to prosecution 
in open courts. Of course, the whistle-blower may still be at risk of being dealt with 
in some other, unpleasant manner, and ways will have to be found to minimize such 
risks.  

� The international authority that will supervise the verification arrangement, should 
have offices in many cities, with guaranteed access to them by citizens. The 
provision of full information about the existence of those offices, and how to 

contact them, should be part of the national law called for under the treaty.  

It has been suggested that some sort of inducement should be offered to citizens to 
come forward: a financial reward, or provision of asylum in another country. This 
may have its drawback, as it may encourage false reporting. I would prefer reporting 
to occur as a response to one's deeply felt moral obligations, but in some cases a 
financial reward may prove necessary. 

Richard Garwin has made an interesting suggestion in this respect. He calls for the 
setting up of a World Transparency Foundation, with the task of informing citizens 
of the treaties signed by their own government. It would explain the rights of the 
individual under those treaties, and how to fulfil them. He suggested a draft of a 
web page, with the text including the following:  

"Under international law and custom, a treaty ratified by a country, has the 
force of law and supersedes any conflicting national laws and regulations. It 

is the right and duty of citizens of any country to bring to the attention of the 
world any governmental activity that violates international treaties. The goal of 
the World Transparency Foundation is to reward such individuals, by cash 

awards, ownership in assets abroad, or by resettlement (with their families) in 
a new country". 

The ever-increasing availability of electronic communication, via the internet, does 
of course make it much easier to provide information to a large audience, thus 
perhaps prompting other individuals to come forward. But in some countries the 
provision of encrypted communication is already prohibited. The potential of such 
measures needs further study. 

As intimated earlier, apart from the sporadic reporting by individuals, we also 
envisage systematic action by groups.  

� Organizations of scientists and technicians could be set up for the specific purpose 

of acting as a watchdog of compliance with treaties.  

This could be done, for example, by monitoring the activities of individuals likely to 
become involved in illegal projects. This does not mean spying on one's colleagues; 
rather it would involve keeping a register of scientists and engineers, noting changes 
of place of work, and - very important - sudden discontinuance of publications from 
scientists who used to publish their work. The monitoring would also include: the 
start of new projects at universities or academies of sciences, without proper 
justification; recruitment of young scientists and engineers in numbers not 
warranted by the declared purpose of the project; or the procurement of certain 
types of apparatus, equipment or materials. Any such activities would indicate that 
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there is an attempt to start an illegal project for the acquisition of weapons of mass 
destruction. 

There would be no need for a government to take such clandestine measures, if it 
already had establishments, such as Los Alamos or Livermore, where work is 
carried out in secret. But such establishments would not be allowed to exist if a 
treaty banning nuclear weapons came into force; they would have either to close 
down, or to carry out research in the open, with free access to inspection by 
international monitors. 

Summary 

The feasibility of a nuclear-weapon-free world depends to a large extent on the 
existence of an effective verification regime. Due to the enormous destructive 
potential of nuclear weapons, such a regime would have to be nearly one hundred 
per cent effective, when one considers the large numbers of weapons in the nuclear 
arsenals, and the huge amounts and wide distribution of plutonium and highly 
enriched uranium. The technological system of verification cannot convincingly 
provide such a degree of effectiveness. For this reason a system of societal 
verification will be needed in which:  

• All members of the community, as well as specific groups in it, would have 
an active role, as an essential complement to technical measures.  

• All citizens should be given the right and the duty to provide information to 
an international authority about attempts to violate the terms of the treaty 
on the elimination of nuclear weapons.  

• Legislation should be enacted to safeguard 
this right and duty. 

The combination of both verification systems, 
technological and societal, would reduce the risk of 
violating the treaty to such a low value that the 
nuclear weapon states would be able to sign the 
treaty with confidence. 

 

Box: Establishment of voluntary code of conduct of the nuclear industries and 
foundation of a nuclear non-proliferation and disar mament fund  

The nuclear industries around the world shall, as its voluntary “nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament 
code of conduct,”, establish the three principles of (i) not to participate in the research and development, 
production, acquisition or use of nuclear weapons, (ii) not to transfer sensitive technologies, (iii) to aim at 
the best practice for securing nuclear material control and safety. [Countries]* shall establish a “nuclear non-
proliferation and disarmament fund” which will provide loans to only the companies observing this code. 

Source: “Towards Nuclear Disarmament and Non-Proliferation: 10 Proposals from Japan, Japan’s Initiative for Mutual Assured Dependence,” December 2009, http://a-

mad.org/download/A-MAD_EN-JPN.pdf. * Editor’s note: the original proposal calls for Japan to establish a nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament fund, but this model might 

be adopted by other countries as well. 
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Connecting inconvenient truths: the urgency of nucl ear 
disarmament in a world of pressing problems 79

 

Jayantha Dhanapala * 

  

We now have an opportunity to ‘reboot’ the global system and change the narrative 
of international relations radically. 

Global inter-dependence has long been established as a universally acknowledged 
truth. The findings of the Inter-governmental Panel on Climate Change only proved 
this irrefutably. No state however powerful and wealthy can solve the problems 
facing its citizens without global co-operation. That co-operation, as the UN 
Millennium Summit Declaration said, must be based in this century on the 
fundamental values of freedom, equality, solidarity, tolerance, respect for nature 
and shared responsibility as lessons gleaned from the pages of history.  

The holistic approach to international peace and security that has now evolved 
compels us to recognize that there can be no security without development, no 
development without security and no security or development without human 
rights. There has also got to be a convergence of national 
security and human security. We are thus more ready to 
see the inter-connection among the problems facing our 
global community from nuclear weapon possession and 
proliferation, the risks in the peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy, the problems of climate change, the escalation of 
world military expenditure to levels exceeding those of 
the Cold War and the conflicts they fuel, the poverty of 
the Bottom Billion, international terrorism and the danger of non-state actors 
acquiring weapons of mass destruction, the widespread violation of human rights 
and other issues.  

The global chain connecting us all is as strong as its weakest link. 

While the end of the Cold War must rightly be celebrated, so also must we hope for 
the end of all ideological or civilizational confrontation. Terrorism, nationalism and 
consumerism have emerged as challenges perhaps facing the entire global 
community today. Unless global responses are forged as a common approach to 
them, we are likely not just to return to the “Great Games” of the 19th century and 
its balance of power politics but also, more dangerously, to endanger the future of 
our planet through nuclear annihilation or disastrous climate change or both. 

                                              

79 This address is excerpted from a talk delivered during a special evening sponsored by the President of the Royal 
Society and Trustees of the Polden-Puckham Charitable Foundation, with the support of the Association of 
Charitable Foundations, 1 December 2009, The Royal Society, London, England. It has been slightly updated 
from the original. The full text of the original presentation is available here: 
http://www.pugwash.org/uk/documents/CONNECTING_INCONVENIENT_TRUTHS_Dhanapala.pdf 
*Jayantha Dhanapala is a former United Nations Under-Secretary-General and a former Ambassador of Sri 
Lanka. He is currently President of the Pugwash Conferences on Science & World Affairs.  
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Terrorism 

The first of those ‘-isms’ is terrorism. Although terrorism predated 9/11, the global 
reach of modern international terrorism with its complex network of funding, arms 
purchases and supplies, training and planning is new and 9/11 represents its 
epitome. It has resulted in a global consensus condemning terrorism in all its forms 
and manifestations and a recognition that no cause justifies the use of terrorism. 
Thirteen international conventions have been agreed upon as a bulwark against 
terrorism. Evidence of terrorist groups seeking weapons of mass destruction has 
emerged. The discovery of the network of clandestine nuclear proliferation activities 
of Dr. A.Q. Khan enhances the danger of nuclear terrorism. International 
cooperation is the key to combating terrorism as a nihilistic and hate-driven global 
problem threatening the orderly conduct of international relations. 

Nationalism 

That cooperation is undermined by another “-ism” – nationalism. Today, in this 
post-Cold War phase, nationalism is alive with a multiplicity of ethno-nationalist 
groups, all seeking to achieve statehood – even in developed countries like Belgium. 
It is also evident in the actions of large countries defending their national security 
interests. This trend cannot be underestimated. Dangers arise from the covert 

support for terrorism by some countries to groups elsewhere 
in support of irredentist claims or inter-national rivalries. 
Examples abound but the lessons are not learned as 
surreptitious means are found to finance, arm and 
otherwise support groups to destabilize neighbors or 
opponents in the perceived national interest. And so the 
unbridled nationalism of some countries is in conflict with 
the common interest of stamping out terrorism in terms of 
the UN strategy agreed upon in 2006. We have to ensure 

that the legitimate pursuit of national security interests meshes with common and 
co-operative security and a norm-based structure that serves all our interests. 

Nationalism also acts as a spur to nuclear weapon possession since nuclear 
weapons are identified both as an insurance policy for national security and as a 
symbol of global power status. It is argued that nuclear deterrence cannot be good 
for some and bad for others.  

Consumerism 

Finally, with globalization we have consumerism as a very important driver of the 
international economy. Since the invention of mass production in the Industrial 
Revolution consumerism is now a global phenomenon. Consumerism is what 
lubricates markets and creates a demand for commodities and brands. Economic 
nationalism drives protectionism obstructing free and fair 
trade. We need to move rapidly for equality in the terms of 
trade so that developing countries can have access to 
markets and to commodities that their people seek in an 
increasingly inter-dependent world. We cannot continue 
the use of fossil fuels to satisfy the consumer demands of 
the world. The reports of the Inter-governmental Panel on 
Climate Change (IPCC) argued that case. To ignore them 
would be a supreme, self-destructive folly. 
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But the case against the use of carbon emitting fuels is leading to a fresh demand 
for peaceful uses of nuclear energy – the ‘nuclear renaissance’ that is being talked 
about. Although Article IV of the NPT guarantees that non- nuclear weapon state 
parties will have an ‘inalienable right’ to the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, the 
world has suddenly woken up to the perils of this. It is less the threat of massive 
radiation leaks or accidents, like Chernobyl and Three Mile Island, to human lives 
and the environment that lies behind this concern now. It is more the fact that there 
are no credible firewalls between the peaceful uses of nuclear energy and the 
development of nuclear weapons.  

The signing of the Additional Protocol of the IAEA, which is purely voluntary, is no 
longer the confidence building measure it was thought to be. A slew of proposals for 
the multilateralization of the fuel cycle have been placed before the international 
community. While some states will opt not to have their own enrichment facilities 
others will not want to be dependent on foreign supplies of nuclear fuel to meet their 
development needs. The dilemma could be resolved through innovative technology 
in the form of proliferation-resistant reactors and the elimination of highly-enriched 
uranium. The discovery of other cheaper and safer sources of energy and greater 
investment in wind and solar power could also lower the demand for nuclear power. 

Interconnectedness 

The inter-connectedness of these ‘isms’ is self-evident. 
So also is their link with prevailing crises and the 
solutions. The first crisis is, of course, the possible use 
of the 8392 nuclear weapons deployed by the nine 
nuclear weapon states (out of their combined arsenals of 
23,300 warheads) either by accident or through intent in 
accordance with their nuclear doctrines. President 
Obama said in Prague that “One nuclear weapon 
exploded in one city – be it New York or Moscow, 
Islamabad or Mumbai, Tokyo or Tel Aviv, Paris or Prague 
– could kill hundreds of thousands of people. And no 
matter where it happens, there is no end to what the 
consequences might be – for our global safety, our 
security, our society, our economy, to our ultimate 
survival.” Building on the 1980s studies of a “nuclear 
winter” caused by the use of nuclear weapons, more recent research has concluded 
that even a minor nuclear war with 0.03% of the current global arsenals will 
produce catastrophic climate change. 

Nuclear weapon proliferation arises largely from the strong demand for national 
security in a world of competing nationalisms where some nations are permitted to 
have these weapons and others are not. Neither the NPT nor the Nuclear Terrorism 
Convention together with UN Security Council Resolution 1540 which seeks to 
prevent terrorist groups acquiring weapons of mass destruction, can hold this 
demand in check as long as nuclear weapons are held by some states and vast 

amounts of enriched uranium and separated plutonium 
lie around.  

The second crisis confronting us all is climate change 
caused by our consumption patterns globally, the 
prevailing structure of international trade and our failure 
to invest in and cooperate in the search for new 
environmentally friendly sources of energy. Lord Rees in 
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his lecture last year “Science: the Coming Century” said it eloquently – “We are 
destroying the book of life before we have read it.” 

Both crises have the best chance of being resolved through a nuclear weapon free 
world - consistently espoused by Pugwash and others and more recently endorsed 
by the influential Wall Street Journal op-eds of George Schultz, Henry Kissinger, 
Sam Nunn and Bill Perry and similar groups writing in editorial pages in Australia, 
Belgium, Canada, France, Germany, Italy, The Netherlands, Norway, Poland, 
Sweden, and the UK . It is the vision being pursued by President Obama. Any 
hesitancy or delay in implementing President Obama's nuclear disarmament and 
nuclear non-proliferation policies can be dangerous even though Obama himself 
hedges on a time table for achieving his vision. Clearly though there are miles to go 
and campaign promises to keep before we begin to cheer. The Republican right in 
the US has not been idle.  

But the unfulfilled agenda is huge as is the task of setting the right conditions for a 
successful NPT Review Conference in May 2010. A new  START with its 30% 
reductions in deployed strategic weapons and a new US Nuclear Posture Review de-
emphasizing the role of nuclear weapons in US defense strategy have disappointed 
some who expected more. The US Senate must “advise and consent” to two Treaties 
- the US-Russian START and the CTBT. This will require 67 Senators. They will 
have to include Republicans some of whom may have voted negatively the last time 
the CTBT came up for ratification. A well-organized campaign is thus needed with 
compromises being reached that are not so Faustian as to vitiate the final 
achievement and lose Obama the domestic and international support he now has. 

This is where the international community has a role to play. Already the Nobel 
Peace Prize Committee has clothed Obama with added moral authority to continue 
to pursue his, and I quote from their citation, "vision of a world free from nuclear 
arms (which) has powerfully stimulated disarmament 
and arms control negotiations.” Western European 
leaders, especially those in NATO, and leaders of 
countries enjoying the shelter of the US nuclear 
umbrella must step up to the plate and help persuade 
US Senators of the global importance of ratifying the 
new START and the CTBT. Clear-headed strategizing and a reaching out by political 
leaders, parliamentarians and eminent civil society figures in countries with close 
ties to the US Senate could help especially through the hearings that the US Senate 
plans to hold. There is, as I have often said, an international responsibility to 
protect the vision of Obama. The new German Government has called for the 
elimination of US nuclear weapons on its soil. There have been voices rising in 
countries around the world, including former ministers and former leaders who are 
joining together to urge progress on disarmament via opinion pieces in national 
papers and via networks such as the new Top Level Group of UK Parliamentarians 
for Multilateral Nuclear Disarmament and Non-Proliferation and the emerging 
parallel European Leadership Network. 

Governments of other nuclear weapon states must take more practical steps 
towards realizing this vision, or a credibility gap will remain between the nuclear 
weapon states and non-nuclear weapon states within the NPT.  

� The simplest and most direct route would be to negotiate a verifiable Nuclear 
Weapon Convention to outlaw nuclear weapons in the same way the world 
outlawed Biological and Chemical weapons. This is not naiveté.  
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A draft Convention is before the UN proposed by Malaysia and Costa Rica and 
recommended by the Secretary-General in his 5-point plan of October 2008. It will 
contribute towards easing global tensions and resolving the burning issues of our 
times - nuclear weapons, climate change, terrorism, poverty, international finance 
and human rights which intersect. With the elimination of nuclear weapons we 
have, in the words of UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon, "a global good of the 
highest public order".  

The Russell-Einstein Manifesto of 9 July 1955 said, “We appeal, as human beings, 
to human beings: Remember your humanity, and forget the rest.” 

It is time to follow this advice before it is too late. 



Perspectives for Progress: Options for the 2010 NPT  Review Conference 

Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs - 119 

 Further information  
Please note, for reasons of space, this is only a selection of the many fine resources available, many of 
which are mentioned in footnotes throughout this Briefing Book. 

ACRONYM Institute for Disarmament Diplomacy, NPT Review Conference 2010, online resources, 
available at, http://www.acronym.org.uk/npt/npt2010.htm.  

Deepti Choubey, Restoring the NPT- Essential Steps for 2010, Carnegie Endowment, 2009, available 
at http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/restoring_the_npt.pdf  

Cole Harvey et al, Major Proposals to Strengthen the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty: A Resource 
Guide for the 2010 Review Conference, Arms Control Association, March 2010, available at 
http://www.armscontrol.org/system/files/Proposals%20to%20Strengthen%20NPT.pdf 

International Panel on Fissile Materials, Global Fissile Material Report 2009: A Path to Nuclear 
Disarmament, available at http://www.fissilematerials.org/ipfm/site_down/gfmr09.pdf.  

Middle Powers Initiative, “A Global Undertaking: Realizing the Disarmament Promise of the NPT. 
Briefing paper for the Atlanta Consultation III, “Fulfilling the NPT”, January 21-22, 2010, 
available at: http://www.gsinstitute.org/mpi/pubs/Atlanta_Briefing_Paper_2010.pdf 

NPT Briefing Book - Mountbatten Center for International Studies, University of Southampton and 
James Martin Center, Monterey Institute of International Studies, available at. 
http://cns.miis.edu/treaty_npt/npt_briefing_book_2010/index.htm.  

NPT Resource Page – James Martin Center, Monterey Institute of International Studies. 
Comprehensive coverage featuring articles and documents related to the NPT Review Process is 
available at: http://cns.miis.edu/treaty_npt/index.htm . 

 Reaching Critical Will, NPT Resources. This site will be regularly updated during the Review 
Conference, with statements, working papers, and other resources: 
http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/legal/npt/nptindex1.html  

Jean Pascal Zanders (edit), Nuclear weapons after the 2010 NPT Review Conference, Chaillot Paper - 
n°120, April 2010 (Ian Anthony, Camille Grand, Lukasz Kulesa, Christian Mölling, Mark Smith) 

Recent Pugwash Publications: 

Jayantha Dhanapala, Planning for the 2010 NPT Review Conference: A Practitioner’s Overview, 
Pugwash Issue Brief, Vol. 6, No. 1, March 2010, http://tinyurl.com/pugwash-org-dhanapala-
Mar2010.  

Martin Butcher and Shata Shetty, Report on Consultations, Delegation of Former European Ministers, 
Led by the Rt. Hon. Des Browne MP, Washington, DC, 1-4 March 2010, 
http://tinyurl.com/Pugwash-BrowneDeleg-Mar2010.  

Moeed Yusuf, Paolo Cotta-Ramusino, Sandra Butcher, Composite Report of Pugwash Consultations 
on Pakistan, June – October 2009, March 2010, http://tinyurl.com/pugwash-org-pakistan-
Mar2010. 

Paolo Cotta-Ramusino and Sandra Butcher, Report of Pugwash Consultations on CTBT Entry Into 
Force, January 2010, available at: http://tinyurl.com/pugwash-org-CTBTEIF-Mar2010. 

Martin Butcher, Rapporteur’s Report, Roundtable on Nuclear Weapons Policies and the NATO 
Strategic Concept Review, hosted by Des Browne MP,  House of Commons, London, January 13, 
2010, http://tinyurl.com/pugwash-org-NATO-Jan2010. 
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Status of World Nuclear Forces 2010* 

Country Strategic Non-Strategic Operational Total Inventory 

 Russia  2,600 2,050a  4,650  12,000b 

 United States  2,126 500c  2,626d 9,400e 

 France  300 n.a. ~300 300f 

 China  180 ? ~180 240g 

 United Kingdom 160 n.a. <160 185h 

 Israel  80 n.a. n.a. 80i 

 Pakistan  70-90 n.a. n.a. 70-90i 

 India  60-80 n.a. n.a. 60-80i 

 North Korea  <10 n.a. n.a. <10j 

Total:   ~5,600k ~2,550k ~7,900k  ~22,300k 

* All numbers are estimates and further described in the Nuclear Notebook in the Bulletin of the Atomic 
Scientists, and the nuclear appendix in the SIPRI Yearbook. Additional reports are published on the FAS 
Strategic Security Blog. Unlike those publications, this table is updated continuously as new information 
becomes available. Current update: April 6, 2010. 
 

a Russia's estimated total inventory of non-strategic warheads is approximately 5,390 warheads, down from 
15,000 in 1991. 
b The estimate for the size and composition of the total Russian inventory comes with considerable 
uncertainty but is based on Cold War levels, subsequent dismantlement rates, and official Russian 
statements. Perhaps as many as a quarter (~3,000) of the weapons listed may be awaiting dismantlement. 
An estimated average of 1,000 retired warheads are dismantled per year. 
 c Approximately 200, probably including some inactive warheads, are deployed in Europe. 
 d An additional 2,500 warheads are spares and in central storage and not counted as operational. 
 e In addition to the 5,200 warheads in the DOD stockpile, approximately 4,200 retired warheads are 
awaiting dismantlement. In addition, more than 12,000 plutonium cores (pits) and some 5,000 Canned 
Assemblies (secondaries) are in storage. See here for breakdown of U.S. warhead inventory. 
 f France is thought to have a small inventory of spare warheads but no reserve like the United States and 
Russia. An additional reduction announced by President Sarkozy in March 2008 will reduced the inventory 
to slightly less than 300 warheads in 2009. 
 g Many "strategic" warheads are for regional use. The status of a Chinese non-strategic nuclear arsenal is 
uncertain. Some deployed warheads may not be fully operational. Additional warheads are in storage, for a 
total stockpile of approximately 240 warheads. 
 h Only 50 missiles are left, for a maximum of 150 warheads. “Less than 160” warheads are said to be 
"operationally available," but a small number of spares probably exist too. Forty-eight missiles are needed to 
arm three SSBNs with a maximum of 144 warheads. One submarine with “up to 48 warheads” is on patrol 
at any given time. In addition to the operationally available warheads, Britain probably has a small inactive 
reserve. 
 i All warheads of the four lesser nuclear powers are considered strategic. Only some of these may be 
operational. India and Pakistan are increasing their inventories, with Pakistan thought to have a slight lead. 
 j Despite two North Korean nuclear tests, there is no publicly available evidence that North Korea has 
operationalized its nuclear weapons capability. A 2009 world survey by the U.S. Air Force National Air and 
Space Intelligence Center (NASIC) does not credit any of North Korea's ballistic missiles with nuclear 
capability. 
 k Numbers may not add up due to rounding and uncertainty about the operational status of the four lesser 
nuclear weapons states and the uncertainty about the size of the total inventories of three of the five initial 
nuclear powers.    

SOURCE: Federation of American Scientists : 

http://www.fas.org/programs/ssp/nukes/nuclearweapons/nukestatus.html 
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About Pugwash 

 

“We recognize that the accumulation of large stocks of nuclear weapons has made a 

completely reliable system of controls for far-reaching nuclear disarmament extremely 
difficult, perhaps impossible. For this disarmament to become possible, nations may 
have to depend, in addition to a practical degree of technical verification, on a 

combination of political agreements, of successful international security arrangements, 
and of experience of successful cooperation in various areas. Together, these can 

create the climate of mutual trust, which does not now exist, and an assurance that 
nations recognize the mutual political advantages of avoiding suspicion.”  

The above statement comes from the Vienna Declaration, a document described as 
the ‘tenet of Pugwash’ issued at the third Pugwash Conference, 14-20 September 
1958. 

For the past 52 years, Pugwash has been a groundbreaking force in creating 
international networks that address and alleviate the root problems of arms control 
and disarmament. Our emphasis on private meetings that address the interrelated 
issues of nuclear disarmament, non-military resolution of conflict, and the social 
responsibility of scientists derives from the famous Russell-Einstein Manifesto of 
1955—the last public statement from Albert Einstein.  

Our name comes from Pugwash, Nova Scotia, where the landmark meeting of 
scientists from East and West took place in 1957 during some of the darkest days of 
the Cold War. Throughout its history, Pugwash has won private and public acclaim 
from world leaders such as Mikhail Gorbachev and Kofi Annan.  

The success of our approach was reinforced by the awarding of the 1995 Nobel 
Peace Prize jointly to Pugwash and one of its leading spirits, the late Joseph Rotblat.  

Current Secretary General Paolo Cotta-Ramusino has also prioritized conflict 
resolution in regions where nuclear proliferation risks are present in the Pugwash 
remit. 

www.pugwash.org 
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