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Senator Bob Casey

by Hand

Dear Senator Casey,

sSpr i ngo sntama dolowingsnpghe oatdeps oFPresidemt ¢
Reagan called for the complete abolition of nuclear weapons. These dangerous, exp

nds Defense Fund i
weapons, which have been called doomsday weapons, have caused profound insect

I n | ast

rather than security, to the Wed States and the world.

Especially with the growing danger of nuclear terrorism, they are a catastrophe waitir
happen. And in light of their huge annual cost, estimated at $52 billion, they are a ma
detriment to economic security. It is timetédke concrete steps toward globally abolishir
nuclear weapons.

For this dream to be realized, we need to succeed in efforts, such as Treaty ratificatic
the US Senate that you are well aware of. To that end we, and others in the national
ng

steps necessary to advance the abolitionist agenda. We strongly encourage you to te

weapns abolition movement, are seeki

a role. We very much need you to be a Senate Champion for Nuclear Abolition.

We offer you this briefing packet as eager partners in our common efforts to rid the w
of these dangerous weapons. We hope that this will be the first in an ongoing partnet
this cause to benefit your office, our organization, and ultimately, outitamgs in
Pennsylvania, and, most importantly, the people of the world.

The Rev. Robert Moore,

Executive Director, Coalition for Peace Action

Working for the global abolition of nuclear weapons, a peace economy, and a halt to
weapons trafficking



Takin 0 the Ri g ht Road on Nukes Constitution requires a 2/3 majority in the Senate for treaty

e

~ [ EOREIGH POLICY N FOCUS ratifications). The administrigin, wisely, isn't putting all its eggs
, R VLly LI )

-

in the CTBT basket. Instead, it's pursuing a treaty for further
Kevin Martin, National Peace Action | April 9, 2009 nuclear arms cuts with Russia and strengthened nuclear
nonproliferation policiesWe're on the verge of retracing our
Foreign Policy In Focus Editor: John Feffer steps to that critical fork in th@ad. Will the United States lead

the world down the road not taken?
Longtime New York Timescolumnist Tom Wicker, at a 1992

Peace Action national conference, spoke about "the roads not RevCon Coming Up
taken" on nuclear arms control and disarmament. His

remarks made the gathered peace activists wistful about the In April and May 2010, over 180 countries will send

many near-misses or forks in the road when more public representatives to the United Nations in New York City for the

pressure or bolder presidential leadership might have led us Nuclear NorProliferation Treaty (NPT) Review Confer

down a path toward ridding the planet of the scourge of (RevCon in United Nations parlance), a gathering that convenes

nuclear weapons. One story in particular was very poignant every five years. Since the treaty, which entered into force in

and remains relevant today. 1970, was made permanent at the 1995 Review Conference, non

nuclear states have been justifiably frustrated by the lack of

President John F. Kennedy embarked on a tour of the United ~ Progress by the United States and other nuclear weapons states
States sbrtly after the successful 1963 negotiations with the toward the elimination of their nuclear arsenals, as the treaty's
Soviet Union and United Kingdom on the Limited (Nuclear) Test Article VI requires. The last two review conferences in 2000 and
Ban Treaty (LTBT). The treaty outlawed nuclear weapons test 2005 have affirmed a series of 13 steps toward nuclear
explosions in the atmosphere, under water, and in outer space. disarmamen on which almost no progress has been made.

On his speakingpur, Kennedy was surprised by the Many arms control and disarmament advocates hoped the Senat
overwhelmingly enthusiastic response he received from grateful would ratify the CTBT before the NPT Review Conference, and
Americans, so much so that he wished he had pushed harder fotereby help speed its entry into force, the first of the 13 key
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) to outlaw all nuclear ~ Steps. Since that appsamcertain, Obama needs an arms

tests. The LTBT didn't stop the armae; it just pushed nuclear reduction treaty with Russia so that the United States doesn't
testing underground. Although world leaders, including Presiden€ome to the review conference empignded. A pledge to seek

Bill Clinton, signed the CTBT in 1996, the U.S. Senate has yet to>€nate ratification of the tebtin treaty before the end of his first
ratify it, and the treaty hasn't gone into effect. We are still payingterm would also help.

for the road not takenytKennedy in 1963 and by successive

presidents, though the world has far fewer nuclear weapons tharf\nOther significant and hopeful sign is the recent statement by
in 1963 Obama and Russian President Dimitry Medvedev on their intent

to achieve a treaty cutting nuclear weapons to no more than 1,50

President Barack Obama, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, andfor each side before the end of this year. Their statement

Senate Foreign Relations Committee Chair John Kerry have  explicitly mentioned the Article VI obligation to pursue nuclear
stated, consistently and their credit, that they will seek Senate  disarmament.

ratification of the test ban treaty. But at present, it remains However, the NPT Review Conference presents an opportunity tc
uncertain whether 67 senators support ratification (the go beyond incremental arms control and nonproliferation steps.



The goal shouldn't just be to mollify nonuclear states' conces,

elimination talks now could also help detour around a host of

but rather to take the road toward abolishing all nuclear weapongotentially thorny issues that could consume much time, energy

worldwide. Obama should announce, at the NPT Review
Conference or even before, the initiation of midteral

negotiations for a treaty or convention to abolish nuclear
weapons, similato the Chemical and Biological Weapons

Conventions.Given the ambitious nature of eliminating all

and money, such as amciease in funding for nuclear research by
U.S. weapons laboratories, the question of extending the lifetime
of our existing nuclear stockpile, possibly developing new nucleatr
warheads, and others.

nuclear weapons worldwide, the negotiations might take several\We can create the necessary institutions and negoteate th
years, so why not get started as soon as possible? There is no Necessary treati€s such as a fissile materials ban or an
good reason to delay initiatithese negotiations, and they could International Renewable Energy Agency (IRENA)within the

be done in any of a number of international forums. The UN
Conference on Disarmament, the NPT review procesad dnoc
negotiating process the forum doesn't particularly matter.

Bold vs. Incremental

According to théncrementalists, abolition should come later.

larger framework of arms elimination talks. As a veteran of the
nuclear disarmament community once said to me about nuclear
weapons, "just want to get rid of the damned things. All the rest
of it bores me." Indeed, most people have no interest in the nitty
gritty of nuclear weapons policy and technology, and would just
be happy to be rid of them.

Other, more incremental arms control measures should come fir%e have a president committed to thelggiayetting rid of

0 the testhan treaty ratification, the arms reduction treaty with
Russia, a treaty to ban the production of fissionable materials

(enriched uraiwm and plutonium for nuclear warheads), or

others.

nuclear weapons and the opportunity of the NPT review process.
We shouldn't make the same mistake that Kennedy did by going
down the incremental path. Instead, let's seize on "the fierce
urgency of now" as Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.passionate
advocate of abolishing nuclear weapons, urged us in a different

But there is a danger that such an incremental path will throw up

context in 1967. We don't want to look back in another 30 years

innumerable hurdles that must be cleared before negotiations on

nuclear weapons abolition can even begin. Given serious

concerns about milear proliferation and even nuclear terrorism,

would be imprudent to wait. Embarking on nuclear weapons

Foreign Policy In Focus

contributor Kevin Martin is Executive Director of

Peace Actionww.peaceaction.org.

and regret, once again, the road not taken.
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A World With  out Nuclear Weapons

Six Wrong -Headed Cliches
about Disarmament

By Oliver Thranert
Edited for length by D. E. Gibson

With President Obama's Prague speech

on "global zero" and the Nuclear Non -
Proliferation Treaty Review Conference
scheduled for May 2010, nuclear

disarmament is a pressing issue that is
unfortunately plagued by old

stereot ypes.

The Nuclear Non - Proliferation Treaty
(NPT) is a Cold War relic.

Wrong. The treaty that came into force in

1970 was largely the work of the

superpowers: the United States and the

Soviet Union However, the NPT also serves
the national interests of the nuclear have -
nots, whose main concern is to prevent
dangerous nuclear arms races in their

regions.

Currently, in the wake of the renaissance of
atomic energy, nuclear technology for both
peaceful and military applications is becoming
accessible to increas ing numbers of states.
Thus the NPT is more important than ever. It
guarantees at least three things:

1) Transparency

The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) carries
out more than 2000 inspections in nuclear installations
annually. The aim is to pvent the misuse of such
technology for military purposes. Through these

inspections, a clearer picture is obtained of peaceful
nuclear programs. States parties that already ratified the
Additional Protocol to the IAEA Safeguards are subject to
more comprénensive notification requirements and are
now obliged to report on all of their nuclear activities,
including research and development projects. The IAEA
inspectors have improved access rights and are even
authorized to take environmental samples at angiqa of
their choosing.

Around half of the signatories to the NPT have not yet
implemented the protocol. These countries must be
convinced to join. However, in the total absence of IAEA
inspectors there would be a great deal of uncertainty as
to whether abmic programs, declared peaceful, were

not being secretly abused for armament purposes. It
could prove easier for terrorists to obtain access to fissile
material. It is only on the basis of inspectors that states
are forced to comply.

2) Formation of Inter national Coalitions

The NPT is the precondition for the formation of
international coalitions against potential nuclear
proliferators. Without the NPT the formation of theZE
plus 3--the coalition of France, Great Britain, Germany,
the United States, Bssia, and China established to
counter the threat of Iranian nuclear armamentwould
have been much harder, if not impossible. These states
pursue different interests in respect of Tehran, however
they are united in their determination to uphold the nen
proliferation norm. Without the NPT many of the major
powers would probably support the nuclear weapons
programs of states that they are favorably disposed
toward, while other major powers would attempt to
combat such developments. This would lead to a
considerable increase in international instability.



3) Political Style

April 2009 speech in Prague, President Barack Obama
announced a general change of course: the American

The NPT is frequently described as the cornerstone of thegoal is now, called "global zero," isetiminate all

entire international norproliferation regime. And rightly
so. It would be virtually impossible to uphold the treaties
on the kanning of biological as well as chemical weapons
if it was not for the NPT. In its absence, the concept of
limiting access to the world's most dangerous weapons
by cooperative, diplomatic means, would be completely
lost.

Thus the NPT proves to be far fr@amelic of the Cold
War. On the contrary-in a globalized world where dual

nuclear weapons worldwide. (The international
community confirmed this vision, with the UN Security
Council approving a historic resolution in a unanimous
vote on September 24, 2009.) As a first step on this new
course, Washington and Moscawe working on a new
treaty on the limitation of strategic nuclear weapons to
be concluded by the end of 2009.

Aside from this, NATO has already implemented a
concept of minimum nuclear deterrence. While at the

use technologies can easily be used for military purposes height of the cold war the United Statesdhanore than

and are becoming increasingly accessibleis
indispensable.

The NPT is in Crisis Because the Nuclear

Powers are not Disarming Enough.

True, in a limited sense. In fact, the NPT is built on three
main pillars. In addition to the neproliferation norm--

i.e. the permanent relinquishment of nuclear weapons by
over 180 stateg [under Article 6] the treaty also
commitsthe nuclear powers that are the United States,
Russia, France, Great Britain, and China, to serious
nuclear disarmament within the framework of general
disarmament for which all states are responsible. The
third pillar is the free access to the peacefuéud

nuclear energy.

For some time, many nenuclearweapons states have
complained of an imbalance in the emphasis placed on
these three pillars by the major powers. Above all, the
Bush administration had been heavily criticized for
continually indictingootential norm violators such as Iran
or Syria, while appearing to neglect the issue of its own
disarmament. In fact the Bush administration showed
little interest in disarmament treaties. However, it
reduced the United States' arsenal of nuclear weapons

7,000 nonstrategic nuclear weapons on a range of
different carriers stationed throughout Europe, today
only approximately 200 American airborne bombs
remain in Europe.

But is there actually any empirical connection between
nuclear nonproliferation and nuclear disarmament? In
the 1980s, as Ronald Reagan and Michail Gorbachev
finally began to massively reduce the American and
Soviet nuclear arsenals in the course of the INF
(intermediate range weapons) and START (strategic
weapons) treaties, amtries such as Iraq under Saddam
Hussein, Iran, Libya, and North Korea, began their
nuclear programs. The determining factors were
ambitions of supremacy (Iraq), security needs (Iran in
respect of the then wartime enemy Iraq), prestige (Libya)
or the pursiit of a form of life insurance policy and the
extortion of economic aid (North Korea). Whether
Moscow or Washington made progress in terms of
nuclear disarmament was irrelevant to these countries.
Even today, no one would seriously maintain that Kim
Jongll or Mahmoud Ahmadinejad would relinquish
nuclear weapons or a corresponding option simply
because the United States and Russia had reduced their
numbers of nuclear weapons.

a level deemed necessary by Washington, resulting in the However, there is a political connection between

decommissioning of several thousand warheads. In his

disarmament and nowproliferation: The greater the



progress in disarmament, the easier it will be to convince is similar in the case of India, where indications have

previously reluctant countries at the forthcoming NPT
Review Conference in May 2010 to take the measures
necessary to strengthen the treatysuch as the
implementation of thelAEA Additional Protocol.

The Nuclear Test Ban Treaty Cannot
Come into Force Because it has Not Been
Ratified by the United States

been mounting that a suppedly successful hydrogen
bomb test in 1998 failed to yield the expected results. In
order to check the design of its hydrogen bomb it is
possible that further tests will be required. As long as
India fails to enact the Test Ban Treaty, ratification on the
part of Pakistan is ruled out. Islamabad's decision is
strictly linked to India's actions. In light of their
uncooperative behavior, test ban ratifications on the part
of Iran and North Korea are unlikely. And even Israel is

Also true, in a very limited sense. In 1996 the UN General hardly likely to ratify, havig fought shy of all multilateral

Assembly voted for the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, which
forbidsall nuclear weapons tests as well ascsdled
peaceful nuclear explosions. The test ban is seen as an
important symbol of nuclear disarmament by many non
nuclearweapons states. In order that the treaty be
enacted under international law it has to be fad by

44 countries listed in a treaty annex which are in
possession of nuclear power stations or research
reactors.

Naturally, the United States is part of this group. The
Clinton administration submitted the Test Ban Treaty to
the United States senatier ratification. However it
rejected the treaty in October 1999 by 51 to 48 votes.
The Bush administration rejected a renewed submission
to the senate. In contrast, President Obama is soon to
undertake a new attempt. Although the Democrats now
have a majaty in the senate, at least seven Republicans
must support the Test Ban Treaty in order to reach the
required twothirds majority. Even if this is achieved, the
Test Ban Treaty would still be a long way from
enactment. Further states such as China, InBekistan,
Iran, North Korea, and Israel still have to submit their
instrument of ratification. Following U.S. ratification the
political pressure on these countries would increase
enormously, however this would be a long way from
guaranteeing their agreeemt.

Bejing's intention is to keep open the nuclear test option
in order to develop its nuclear weapons arsenal and
strengthen its position as a nuclear power. The situation

arms control treaties to date. As esite inspections are
also inscribed in the Test Ban Treaty, Israel will be
required to radically alter its policy of rejecting such
monitoring measures out of a fear of revealing miltar
secrets; however, this is not to be expected.

In conclusion, an American ratification of the Nuclear
Test Ban Treaty would be at best a political signal from
Washington that disarmament is to be taken more
seriously again. However, in no sense would gloidiand
in hand with an enactment of the treaty.

Does Iran Have the Right to Enrich
Uranium?

Iran has a right to the peaceful use of
nuclear energy, in particular uranium
enrichment.

Yes, but not unconditionally. The NPT does indeed
specify free accesstthe peaceful use of atomic energy,
although specific technologies such as uranium
enrichment or reprocessing are not mentioned in the
treaty. However, within the terms of the NPT the right to
the civil use of nuclear energy is strictly linked to the
categorical exclusion of all forms of military
misappropriation. This is not the case with Iran. As a
result of Tehran's nontransparent behavior over the
course of many years, the IAEA is not in a position to
provide credible assurance about the absence of
undeclared nuclear material and activities in Iran. Rather,



the IAEA is concerned with the existence of a possible
military dimension to Iran's nuclear program.

Furthermore, in five resolutions thus far, the UN Security
Council has called on Iran to ceaseuitanium
enrichment activities as well as its heavy water program

as these two technologies are especially suited to misuse

for military purposes and do not comply with
international law. To date, the appeals have had no
success.

Though Iran has forfeiteitis right to unrestricted access
to civil nuclear technology through its misconduct, it was
never the aim of the United States or its European
partners to deny Tehran such accessither as a matter

of principle or on a permanent basis. On the contrary,
the West principally supported the completion of the
Iranian lightwater reactor in Bushehr, providing the fuel

rods were supplied by Russia and taken back after use. In

its proposal from July 2006, the E3 plus 3 even offered
Iran support in the construatin of further lightwater
reactors, should Tehran suspend its uranium enrichment
activities and heavy water project and clarify open

questions with the IAEA. If Iran were to dispel the doubts

it has raised by its own behavior, the E3 plus 3 is
prepared tolift its call for the suspension of uranium
enrichment and other nuclear technologies on a step by
step basis. At no point in time was the goal to
fundamentally and permanently deny Iran a right to
which it is entitled. Rather, it is up to Iran to win the
confidence of the international community as a step to
utilizing the full spectrum of nuclear energy for civil
purposes.

A world without nuclear weapons is

unachievable - and dangerous.

That depends. The goal of a world free of nuclear
weapons should ndbe abandoned. In this respect,

whether it actually functioned during the Cold War, as
we canna logically prove why an eventin this case war
between East and Westdid not occur. Moreover, it

was fortunate that 1962 Cuban missile crisis did not end
in nuclear escalation as the United States and the Soviet
Union did not manage that crisis wall all.

And who is prepared to bank on states involved in future
crises having as much luelor example India and
Pakistan? After all, they have already waged a limited
conventional war that was the Kargil war in 1999.
Nuclear weapons states are perfgccapable of
launching aggression against nuclear neighbors in the
hope that the other side is prepared to accept a limited
defeat out of fear of nuclear escalation. However, as
Clausewitz was aware, war leads to extremes. The
prevention of nuclear escation is by no means
guaranteed.

This applies all the more in the Near East, where Israel,
by virtue of its geography alone, would not have any
secondstrike capacity should its territory be threatened,
particularly with regards to Iran. Consequentlymitist
strike the nuclear weapons out of Iran's hand at a
relatively early stage in the crisis, which in turn would
dispose Tehran to the early deployment of its nuclear
capacity-- before it is lost.

Relying on nuclear deterrence to maintain continued
stabiity ultimately means building the future on a
foundation of sand. In this respect, the goal of complete
nuclear disarmament is unavoidable. However, who has
ever claimed that this goal is easy to achieve?

In fact, this is more than a Herculean task. idev to

make a world without nuclear weapons a safe place,
secret nuclear rearmament must be excluded. All states
must join the nuclear weapons ban. Unfortunately,
biological or chemical arms bans have been much less

President Obama's disarmament goals and the latest UN successful thus far. Furthermore, aiadlle and very

resolution are to be welcomed. Nuclear deterrence may
fail. Contrary to popular opinion we do not even know

intrusive verification system would be required. This



would generate high costs and create a gigantic
bureaucracy.

Would the dictatorships of this world be willing to

comply with the required transparency? And what would
happen if a state as caught developing a secret nuclear
program? Would the UN Security Council be prepared to
take military action against violators of the treaty in the
event of an emergency? And what if the violator was a
permanent member with a right of vete a member
against whom it would be impossible to pass legally
binding resolutions without their consent? Consequently,
the right to veto in the Security Council must be
abolished along with nuclear weapons.

In other words: A world without nuclear weapons
presupposes new world order. It is a goal that will not
be achieved overnight. However, we should begin.
Sooner or later, the assumption that humanity can
continue to live with nuclear weapons without deploying
them will prove to be a misapprehension.

Missile Defe  nse Impedes Nuclear

Disarmament.

Here again, this is not necessarily the case. Despite his
September 2009 decision not to pursue the Bush
administration's plans for missile defense installations in

get out of hand at some point in the future, then Europe
would need to be able to defend itself.

However, at the same time, missile defense must not
lead to anoffensive nuclear arms race between the
United States and Russia. For this reason, both parties
should thoroughly examine the options for cooperation
over missile defense. A start has already been made in
this respect. China, which fears a joint Ameri¢ussian
missile shield, should also be included.

Should this prove successful, a cooperative missile
defense strategy could even become an important
component of a worldwide ban on nuclear weapons.
Such a world would not be free of dictatorships and this
would continue to place a limit on verification. Nor would
it be a world without missiles owing to the fact that an
increasing number of states have begun to pursue civil
space projects. Consequently, there would be a danger of
secret nuclear armament whiclkiould enable it to
threaten others over great distances. However, in
contrast, a cooperative missile defense strategy would
provide counter insurance and thus lay the basis for the
abolition of all nuclear weapons.

he

Oliver Thranert is a senior fellow of t
German Institute for International and
Security Affairs in Berlin.

Poland and the Czech Republic, President Obama has far

from abandoned missile defense per se. In light of the
continued threat that Iran or other countries could
procure long range nuclear missiles, the United States
will continue to rely on missile defense, albeit with a
changed set of priorities and on a redutscale. Even
Russia is continuing with its missile defense projects,
despite the fact that Moscow is keen to give the
impression that only the United States pursues such
schemes.

In light of continued proliferation, missile defense could
in fact providemportant damage limitation options.
Should a Middle East crisis involving a nuckeaned Iran

www.peacecoalition.orqg
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B France Arsena - 300 Weagons Pakistan Arsenal - G0 Weapons: + =1 operational weapon
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U.S. Nuclear Weapons Stockpile
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Administration (NNSA) is responsible for maintaining the
safety, security and reliability of the U.S. nuclear weapons
stockpile. In doing so, it ensures that the U.S. nuclear
deterrent meets the needs of the 21st century.

Reducing the Nuclear Weaponsdskpile

The current U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile is the lowest it
has been since the Eisenhower Administration.

Dismantlement of the W79 was completed in 2003.
Dismantlement of the W56 was completed in 2006.

13 different nuclear weapon types have bewtired and
eliminated since 1992.

374 metric tons (MT), or roughly 15,000 nuclear weapons
worth, of highly enriched uranium (HEU) removed from U.S.
stocks. 200 MT of this amount was declared excess in 2005.

61.5 MT, or roughly 7,600 nuclear weapamarth, of
plutonium removed from U.S. stock8.MT of this amount
was declared excess in 2007.

Consolidating Nuclear Material
NNSA plans to consolidate nuclear materials at five sites by

2012, with significantly reduced square footage at those sites

by 2017 This will further improve security and reduce
security costs, and is part of NNSA's overall effort to

transform the Cold War era nuclear weapons complex into a

21st century nuclear security enterprise.

15 MT of special nuclear material was removed froRE)
sites in fiscal year 2008.

enterprise that is smaller, safer, more secure and more cost
effective. Complex Transformation would:

by

Close or transfer from weapons activities about 600
buildings or structures, many by 2010;

Red@c the footpri@f NN ANbhetafoRsd@NRothfajor

testing stes supporting its laboratories by 2015;

Reduce the square footage of buildings and structures
supporting weapons missions by 9 million square feet;
and

Employ 2630% fewer workers directly supporting
weapons missions consistent with a smaller, more
efficient complex.

Maintaining the Nuclear Weapons Stockpile

The United States has not deployed a new nuclear weapon in
over 20 years, nor conducted an underground nuclear test
since 1992.Instead, NNSA scientists maintain current
warheads well beyond theariginal life using sophisticated
supercomputers and facilities that test the safety, security
and reliability of U.S. weapons in NNSA laboratories versus
through an underground nuclear testan important
nonproliferation goal.

[ ]
e Sandia National Laboratories has removed all special nuclear

material quantities that require the highest level of security.
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory has reduced its
special nuclear material by 35%.

Consolidaing the Nuclear Weapons Complex
Reflecting a reduced stockpile and the need to tear down

Cold Warera facilities, NNSA has a plan, known as Complex

Transformation, to move from the current aging nuclear
weapons complex to a 21st century national security

The life extension prograifor the W87 was completed in
2004.

The life extension program for the B@land B6111
nuclear bombs were completed in 200&his extended
the lives of these weapons by at least 20 years.

The fastest supercomputer in the world, Roadrunner, is
used to peform calculations that vastly improve the

ability to certify the reliability of the stockpile without
conducting underground nuclearteste.b { ! Q& . f c
DSySk[ YR wSR {{i2N) I NB a
supercomputers as well.

The capability to manufdaure a small number of
NBLX I OSYSy(d aLAGaAZ¢ GKS (N
the W88 was reestablished in 200Building these
replacement pits allows NNSA to continue to take apart
and certify the reliability of the stockpile without
conducting undeground nuclear tests.

The capability to produce tritium, a shdesting but
essential component of a nuclear weapon, was
reestablished in 2006.

Media contact(s):
NNSA Public Affairs (202) 58871



Nuclear Weapons: Who Has What at a Glance

Daryl Kimball, Executive Director,
Peter Crail, Research Analyst,
Tom Collina, Research Director,

Arms Control Association
t the dawn of the nuclear age, the United State
A hoped to maintain a monopoly on its new weapor
but the secrets for making nuclear weapons soon
spread. Four years after the United States dropped atom
bombs on Japan in August 1945, the Soviet Union
detonated its first nuclear device. The United Kiorgd

China: 100-200 warfeads.

France: Approximately 350 strategic warheads.

Russia: 2,787strategic warheads], approximately 2,000
operational tactical warheads, and approximately 8,000
stockpiled strategic and tactical warheads.

United Kingdom: Less than 160 deployed strategic
warheads.

United States:2,126 strategic warhead$| approximately
500 opeational tactical weapons, and approximately 6,700
reserve strategic and tactical warheads.

(1952), France (1960), and China (1964) followed. Seekiny

to prevent the nuclear weapon ranks from expanding
further, the United States and other ikended states
negotiated the nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) in
1968. In the decades since, sevstates have abandoned
nuclear weapons programs, but others have defied the
NPT. India, Israel, and Pakistan have never signed the

treaty and possess nuclear arsenals. Iraq initiated a secret
nuclear program under Saddam Hussein before the 1991

PersianGulf War. North Korea announced its withdrawal
from the NPT in January 2003 and has tested nuclear
devices since that time. Iran and Libya have pursued sec
nucl ear activities in vi
Syria is suspected of doing the sa®till, nuclear
nonproliferation successes outnumber failures and dire
forecasts decades ago that the world would be home to
dozens of states armed with nuclear weapons have not
come to pass.

Nuclear-Weapon StatesThe nucleasveapon states
(NWS) are thdive stated China, France, Russia, United
Kingdom, and the United State®fficially recognized as
possessing nuclear weapons by the NPT. Although the
treaty | egitimizes these
establishes that they are not supposed to lamitdmaintain
such weapons in perpetuity. Article VI of the treaty holds
thateachstatparty i s to fApursue
on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear
arms race at an early date
2000, the five NWS committed themselves to an
Aunequi vocal wundertakingét
elimination of their nucle

S

continue to retain the bulk of their nuclear forces. Because

of the secretive nature with which mggtvernments treat

information about their nuclear arsenals, the figures below

are best estimates of eachnuclwes apon st at e
holdings, including both strategic warheads and leyied
devices referred to as tactical weapons:

ol

Defacto NuclearWeapon StatesThree state$ India,

Israel, and Pakisténnever joined the NPT and are known
to possess nuclear weapons. Claiming its nuclear progra
was for peaceful purposes, India first tested a nuclear
explosive device in 1974. That test spurred Pakistan to
ramp up work on its secret nuclear weapons program.
India and Pakistan both publicly demonstrated their
nuclear weapon capabilities with a rouwfdit-for-tat

nuclear tests in May 1998. Israel has not publicly
conducted a nuclear test, does not admit to or deny havir
nuclear weapons, and states it will not be the first to
introduce nuclear weapons in the Middle East.
Nevertheless, Israel is unigally believed to possess
nuclear arms. The following arsenal estimates are based
on the amount of fissile mater@highly enriched

re
r

US AND RUSSIA NUCLEAR WEAPONS

In reserve or awaiting dismantlement
Non-strategic warheads

Number of warheads
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uranium and plutoniud that each of the states is

estimated to have produced. Fissile material is the key

North Korea: Has separated enough plutonium for up to
12 nuclear warheads.

element for makinguclear weapons. India and Israel are

believed to use plutonium in their weapons, while
Pakistan is thought to use highly enriched uranium.

India: Up to 100 nuclear warheads.
Israel: Between 75 to 200 nuclear warheads.
Pakistan: Between 70 to 90 nuclemrarheads.

Figures below more than reported due ¢ N2 dzy R
States of Immediate Proliferation Concern:

Syria: In September 2007, Israel conducted an airstrike on
what U.S. officials have alleged was the congtoncsite of

a nuclear research reactor
Yongbyon reactor. Intelligence officials briefed members of
congress on the airstrike eight months later in April 2008,
discussing the evidence leading to their judgment that the
site was amindeclared nuclear reactor. While the extent of
SyrianNorth Korean nuclear cooperation is unclear, it is
believed to have begun in 1997. Subsequent IAEA
investigations into the U.S. claims uncovered traces of

Iran is pursuing an uranium enrichment program and ottundeclared mamade uranium particles at bdtie site of

projects that could provide it with the capability to

Size of circle proportional to number of warheads
. Members of Nuclear Proliferation Treaty

USA UK| |France Russia |China
2,200 160( |300 2,800 180

. Not members of
Nuclear Proliferation Treaty lerael| Pakistan| [India North Korea
80 601 160 <10

SOURCE: Federation of American Scientists; Nuclear Threat Initiative

the destroyed facility and
Syria has failed to provide adequate cooperation to the
IAEA in order to clarify the nature of the destroyed facility
and procurement efforts that could be related to a nuclear
program.

States That Had Nuclear Weapons or Nuclear Weapons
Programs at One Time:

Belarus, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine inherited nuclear
weapons following the Sovi
returned them to Russia and joined the NPT asmumtear
weapon state South Africa secretly developed and
dismantled a small number of nuclear warheads and also
joined the NPT in 1991. Irag had an active nuclear weapon

produce bomigrade fissile material and develop nuclear program prior to the 1991 Persian Gulf War, but was forcec

weapons within the next severaklys. In contrast, North
Korea has the material to produce a small number of

to verifiably dismantle it under the supesian of UN
inspectors. The U.Sed March 2003 invasion of Irag and

nuclear weapons, announced its withdrawal from the NFsubsequent capture of Iragi leader Saddam Hussein

and tested nuclear devices. Uncertainty persists aboutftd e f i ni t i vel vy

many additional nuclear devices North Korea has

ended his reg
Libya voluntarily renounced its secret nuclear weapons

assembled beyorttiose it has tested. In September 200Eefforts in December 2@ Argentina, Brazil, South Korea,

Pyongyang
weapons and existing

Iran: No known weapons or sufficient fissile material

fcommi tted to

aand Taiwan also shelved nuclear weapons programs.
nucl

ENDNOTE 1. SORT limits the United States and Russia to 2,200 strategic

stockpiles to build weapons. However, the International warheads each.

Atomic Energy Ageng (IAEA), the institution charged
with verifying that states are not illicitly building nuclear

Sources: Arms Control Association, Carnegie Endowment for International
Peace, Central Intelligence Agency, Congressional Research Service, U.S.

weapons, concluded in 2003 that Iran had undertaken pepartment of Defense, Institute for Science and International Security,

covert nuclear activities to establish the capacity to
indigenously produce fissile material. The IAEA is
i nvestigation

continuing its
nuclear program.

International Atomic Energy Agency, and Natural Resources Defense
Council

and aw?ni tor.i ng. of Tehra
http://www.delcowagepeacejustice.org/

http://www.peacecoalition.org/
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Securing Our Future: A Nuclear -Free World

Alliance for Nuclear Accountability
DC Days 2009 Fact Sheet

322 4th Street NE
Washington DC 20002
202/ 5440217

Securing Our Future:

Halting Unnecessary
Nuclear Weapons Production

The Department of Energy (DOE) Complex Transformation plan involnessaive overhaul df.S.

nucl ear weapons facilities. The visi oNNSAf DOECcC
includes a continuous production stream of refurbished and modified nwelapons involving a host of
Amoder ni zedod spaling batksnucledf weapodstivittes) major new facilities are planned for
uranium component production and plutonibomb cores, among others. With both the public and
national security experts calling for Ul8adership toward a nuclear weapdrese world, Complex
Transformation is counterproductiviedditionally, DOE is attempting to illegally build a new nuclear
weapons plant in Kansas Cityjssouri on the basis of a flawed environmental assessment by using
Aal t er nat iandgrivate dewelmers.iFadgral litigation has been filed by public interest
organizations.

PUBLIC OPPOSITION

Since it was first proposed, Complex Transformation has faced public opposition unprecedb@éd
history. During legally required comment periods in 2006 &gain in 2008DOE received more than
140,000 comments opposing the scheme. Despite this unprecedetttgd DOE ignored most of the
publicbdbs recommendati onsplaaand has moved forwarc

PLUTONIUM BOMB CORES

Plutonium pit® carefully fabricatedgheresof metdland hi gh exp!l o s iformalermar e
thermonuclear weapons. The U.S. presently has about 25,000 plutoniuNepiy. 10,000 are in existing
nucl ear war heads. More thaoutsando0eiM&eOp Bl &9 IS |
Pantex Plant near Amarillo, TX. The LAtamos National Laboratory (LANL) in New Mexico is engaged
in limited production of pit$or a sublaunched warhead.

Nuclear weapons assembly and disassembly occurs at the Pantex Plaatilifjhéds been
specifically authorized to Areuseo up to 350 e
to produce pits for the planned nuclear stockpile, other than those being fabricated at LANL.

Pantex boasts that pit reuse is far less expeasigenvironmentally damaging than ngivproduction.

More than enough pits have alredsben produced at LANL for annual surveillatests for the next 15
years. Future arms contrajreements may make even more spares avaitahieaintenance tests.



Recommendations
e Postpone all significant new production and EXPANDING PIT PRODUCTION

construction decisions regting the nuclear and warhead components to make sure ayld
weapons complex until the 2009 Nuclear still fAfunction as desig
Posture Review is coml ThelLifeExtension Programs grew out of the
funding for the Chemistry and Metallurgy Stockpile Stewardship program. Under thel LEPs,
Research Replacement warheads are brought to the Pantex Plant in Texas

e ANucl ear Facilityo at vv_here they are partially disassembled and component
Uranium Processing Facility at-¥2. pieces replaced. The thermonuclear secondaries,

the components responsible for the main explosion,
are returned to the-Y2 Plant in Oak Ridge,
Tennessee for rebuilding. The Complex Transformatio
Record of Decisionsalls for a $3 billion Uranium
Processing &cility to be built at the ¥12 plant at Oak
Ridge for the productionf additional secondaries to
support LEPs.

The LEPs have a huge price tag, $234 million in FY
2008. No documentation has ever been made public

e Stop plans foa new Kansas City Plant until the
future of the arsenal is clear.

e Mandate increased verifiable, irreversible
dismantlement of nuclear warheads and provids
adequate funding.

e |l mplement a fAcurators
nuclear weapons complex in linetiwvnew
initiatives for a smaller stockpile.

demonstrating the necessity for LEPs idearto
The Complex Transformation Record of Decision  maintain the nuclear arsenal in good working order.
designates LANL as the preferred permanent pit | ast year, it was revealed that LEP upgrades to the
production site. The pr oWwe wathdadsiWuldaddenditary dagalilitids. iTHey
LANLOs Chemistry and Me tpdificationgdgive theBvarRedd ifereased accuracy

Replacement (CMRR) Project is centrabtganded  and a new fuze that allows for selecting dpgimum
plutonium capabilities. Estimated total construction  height of burst.

costs of this proposed facility have nearly quadrupled

since 2004 to more than $2 billion. THE CURATORSHIP ALTERNATIVE

NNSA has recently chosen to defer any decisionon A ficur at or shi pd program
expanding plutonium pit production at LANL until  would rely on increased surveillance and long

a nav Congressionallyequired Nuclear Posture established procedures, such as limited life componer

Review (NPR) is compl et eeplacdieht td mainti®the stockphie\whife s
maximumproduction capacity will remain limited to  achering to original designs as much as possible.

20 Unlike LEPs, curatorship does not intentionally
pits per year, more than enough to meet current introduce changes. As a result, it is more consistent
stockpile requirements, weaks. ift@nattofabnonpriiRmtd®godku ¢ | e
Facility unnecesary. Curatorship would maintain the arsenal safely
and reliablywhile it awaits dismantlement. Such
LIFE EXTENSION PROGRAM a program would:
Ongoing nuclear weapons production in the U.S. A lncrease U.S. security

takes place under Life Extension Programs (LEPS). on nuclear weapons

INnthemid1l 9906s the weapons AsRaBbLbtehmest ssbffmadnt a
its focus to concerns that the current nuclear arsenal,an enduring nuclear arsenal

no longer being repteshed with new warheads, A Free up resources at n
would have to serve a longer life than planned. other significanthallenges
Thus the Stockpile Stewardship and Management A Demonstrate gl obal | e a

( SSM) Program was bor n. nighkdM@spoaseswwddon i ncl uded
periodic surveillance and assessment of warheads A Support the Nucl ear No

Alliance for Nuclear Accountability Spring 2009 ananuclear.org



Permanently Ending Nuclear Testing 2009

Alliance for Nuclear Accountability www.ananuclear.org

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty

The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) prohibits countries from conducting nuclear

weapon explosions and establishes an extensive verification system through the

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty Organization (CTBTO). U.S. ratification of the CTBT would

be a key component in repairing an already damaged non-proliferation regime. As part of the

1995 agreement to indefinitely extend the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, the U.S. and

other countries pledged to complete negotiations on the CTBT by 1996, which was done. In

2000, the U.S. committed to ratify the CTBT as part of the 13 Practical Steps contained

within the 2000 NPT Review Conference Final Document. One hundred eighty countries

have signed the treaty, and 148 have ratified. Forty-one of the 44 AAnnex 20 s
ratification is required for the CTBT to enter into force, have signed the treaty, and 35 have

ratified it. Still remaining are China, North Korea, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Iran, Israel,

Pakistan and the United States. Although the U.S. was the first signatory of the CTBT, the

Senate has failed to approve its ratification.| n 1999, President Clintonés
combined with uncertainties about treaty verification, monitoring and the ability to maintain

existing weapons in the absence of testing led the Senate to reject the treaty in a partisan

vote. In 2002, the Bush administration announced that it would not support ratification of the

CTBT. Since then, prospects for test ban ratification have become more hopeful. President

Barack Obama has expressed full support for the
out to the Senate to secure the ratification of the CTBT at the earliest practical date and will

then launch a diplomatic effort to bring onboard other states whose ratifications are required

for the treaty to enter into force.o0 There is no:
to work with the President.

Verification

Even without the CTBT entering into force, the CTBTO has created an extensive verification
and monitoring system. In October 2006, an International Monitoring Station (IMS) -
radionuclide detection station - was able to establish the location and magnitude of North
Ko r e a ékdotos unterground nuclear test. Since then, IMS has expanded its overall
monitoring capacity by 32% and its radionuclide detection capacity by 600%. Currently, the
IMS consists of 242 certified stations: 127 seismic monitoring stations, 10 hydroacoustic
monitoring stations, 54 radionuclide detectors, 10 radionuclide laboratories and 41
infrasound detectors. Over the coming years, the CTBTO plans to build a total of 337
detection facilities.

Alliance for Nuclear Accountability 322 Fourth Street, NE Washington, DC 20002 202.544.0217
www.ananuclear.org
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Preventing Nuclear Weapons Development and Curbing Proliferation

The CTBT will strengthen the global non-proliferation regime by erecting a high barrier to the
spread of nuclear weapons. Countries on the verge of acquiring nuclear weapons will be
prohibited from testing. Countries already in possession of nuclear weapons will be less able to
improve and modify their nuclear arsenals. In particular, the CTBT will limit the development of
nuclear warheads deliverable by missiles and further refinement of nuclear weapons by states
already possessing them.

Health and Environmental Impacts

CTBT ratification also carries with it significant health and environmental benefits by barring
contamination-producing nuclear tests. An estimated 80,000 people who lived in or who were
born in the United States between the years 1951 and 2000 will contract cancer as a result of
the fallout from U.S. above-ground nuclear tests. In addition, radioactivity from underground
tests threatens the surrounding environment and groundwater.

Recommendations

[ President Obama should provide leadership for ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty
with no conditions at the earliest possible date.

[ President Obama should appoint a senior advisor to coordinate disarmament and nonproliferation
policies.

Alliance for Nuclear Accountability 322 Fourth Street, NE Washington, DC 20002 202.544.0217
www.ananuclear.org
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By Arend Meerburg and
Frank N. von Hippel

I resident Barack Obama has pledgedtoifil ead a gl obal effort to neg

the production of fissilemat er i al s

for weapons

pur poseseacing Fi

SSi

fissionable materials that are the essential ingredients in nuclear weapons, in practice, highly enriched
uranium (HEU) and separated plutonium.

Complete Cutoff:

Designing a Comprehensive
Fissile Material Treaty

Obama is not the first president to
back thenegotiation of such a treaty:
President Bill Clinton did so after the
UN General Assembly

in 1993 adopted by consensus a
resolution calling for negotiation of a
A n aliscriminatory, multilateral and
interrationally and effectively
verifiable treaty banning the
production of fissile material for
nuclear

weapons or other explosive
devices. 02 Even t
President George W. Bush tabled a
draft treaty at the Genevabased
Conference on Disarmame(@D),
albeit without international
verification.

Despite the passage of more than a
decade since initial negotiations
began and sputtered out, negotiations
on a fissile material cutoff treaty

(FMCT) have yet to be renewed,
stalled largely over disagneents
about the negotiating agenda of the
CD. For years, many countries have
supported a proposal to have a CD
work program that included parallel
negotiations on an FMCT, nuclear
disarmament, a binding agreement by
the nucleasweapon states not to use
or threaten to use nuclear weapons
against nomuclearweapon states,
and the prevention of an arms race in

h e outerdspacen i strati on o

The U.S. position, however, has been
that negotiations on an FMCT should
not be linked to negotiations on other
issues.3 Because

the CDoperates by consensus, any
single country can block agreement
on the program of work. Should this
logjam be broken

and Obama be able to fulfill his
pledge and begin talks, disputes
about the scope of the treaty and its
verification provisions would move
to the fore.

Scope

Four of the five nuclear
Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT)
nuclearweapon states (France,
Russia, the United Kingdom, and the
United States) announced in the
1990s that they had ended their
production of fissile material for
weapons. Chinhas made no

official announcement but is
generally believed to have stopped
producing during the same period.
This means that the proposed FMCT
primarily would constrain noiNPT
states India, Israel, and Pakistan,

all of which have nuclear arsenals.

Arend Meerburg retired from the Netherlands Foreign Ministry in 2004 after 34 years spent mostly working on multilateral arms
control, includingthe Chemical Weapons Convention and the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. He was involved in the International
Fuel Cycle Evaluation, international plutonium storage regime discussions, and the Nuclear Suppliers Group and served as a
member of the International Atomic Energy Agency expert group on multinational nuclear approaches to sensitive parts of the
nuclear fuel cycle. Frank N. von Hippel is a professor of public and international affairs at Princeton University. During 1993-1994,
he was assistant director for national security of the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy. Both are members of the

I nternational Panel

on Fissile

Material s,

and this article i



Many nonrnuclearweapon state@ined by
Pakistan, argue that an FMCT should go
beyond prohibiting the production of new
fissile material for weapons.

They point out that the existing

stocks of fissile materials in some nuclear
weaponstates are so large that a cutoff
would have no praical effect on restricting
the number of nuclear weapons ttiay
could produce.

In fact, only about onéalf of the global
stockpile of HEU and about oftkird of

the global stockpile of separated plutoniun
is in weapons stockpiles (see figures 1
and 3. Beginning in the miel990s, Russia
and the United States declared ex@ds®ost
onehalf the fissile materials in

their weapons stocks. Even though more
than onehalf of the weapons HEU thatas
declared excess has since been lended
down to lowenricheduranium (LEU),

the amount that remains to be blended
down or used as HEU constitutes about 2
percent of the global stock of HEU.

Dispositionof the weapongrade plutonium
that Russia and the United States declare
excess has not even begun.

Among the nucleatweapon states, Russia,
the United Kingdom, and the United
States fuel their naval reactors with HEU;
India plans to do so as well.4 The United
States is the only country thus far to decla]
a dedicated reserve of HEU for naval fuel,
128 metric tas of weapongrade material.
In the past, the United States has also
suppliedHEU to fuel British submarines.

France, Russia and the United Kingdalso

have accumulated huge stocks of separat H

civilian plutonium; indeed, onbalf of the
global stock bseparated plutonium is
civilian. Surely, many nomuclearweapon

states argue, an FMCT should capture all
these stocks of neweapon materials as we

In 1995 Canadian Ambassador Gerald
Shannon was tasked with
finding a wayto
accommodate the various
views concerninghe scope
of an FMCT. His report
became a CHhacked
consensus proposahown
as the Shannon Mandate.

It called for moving forward
with the talkswithout first
deciding the issue of fissile
materi al sto
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]
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however, by an approach similar that of
lithe Trilateral Initiative.

One issue to be addressed early would
be the IAEA monitoring of prexisting
stocks of HEU reserved for future naval
purposes. This possibility is likely to be
resisted fiercely by the Bigh and U.S.
nuclear navies. As a result, in the absence
of a presidentialevel commitment to
inclusion,the negotiators may quickly
jettisonsuch monitoring. For any HEU
newly produced for naval reactors, however,
verificationarrangements for nondiveosi
of HEU from naval fuel cycles will have to
be developed. The only way to avoid such
cvérificatiomiafrdngements waild be to

been agreelly dele@tions that the mandat¢ convert HEU to LEU fuel before the

for theestablishment of the ad hoc
Committeedoes not preclude any delegatiq
from raising for consideration in the ad Ho
Committee any of the above noted issues
[pre-existing stocks and management of
fissil e |RRMDedtTreaty] . O
To facilitate negotiations when they are
finally launched, the International Parosl
Fissile Materials (IPFM), of which we are
members, decided to producedternative
to the U.S. draft FMCT. This draft treaty,
which may be found on the IRFWeb site,6
would prohibit using all or nearly all
pre-existing stocks of neweapons fissile
materials for nuclear weapons and includeg
verification. Such a broader treaty is
necessarpecause an FMCT that banned t
)productionof new fissile material for
weaponsut allowed production of new
weapondrom the massive existing stocks
civilian excess weapons, and naval fissile
jmaterialwould not effectively cap nuclear
arsenal®r make reductions irreversible.
Because igoes beyond a cutoff of future
production,we designate the IPFM draft
treaty as a fissile
material (cutoff) treaty [FM(C)T].7

h

[On the date the treaty entered into force,

all fissile material in the civilian sectand
any material produced after that dateuld
be subject to safeguarddomematerial that
had been declared excess faifitary
purposes might not hienmediately

| fransferable to the civilian sector becaitse
"was still in weapons components.

It could be subjected to Internatiorstiomic
Energy Agency (IAEAmonitoring,

stockpilesof pre-existing HEU are depleted.
n
CFor Russia and the United States, existing
stocksof excess weapons HEU wiill last for
many decades. Other countries, notably
Bndia, could face the need to make HEW
naval fuel much earlieEMCT Verification

By calling for a verifiable treaty, the Obama
administration appears to have rejedtesl
Bushad mi ni strati anods
FMCT could not be effectively verified.

The draft FMCT that the Bush
administratiorsubmitted on May 18, 2006
theonly draft FMCT that any government
hbassubmitted thus fér did not contain any
provisions for internatica verification.8 It
was accompanied with a white paper that
bf or war d t he ad miomthes t
verifiability of an
with extensive verification mechanisms
and provisiond so extensive that they
could compromise the core natiosalcurity
interests of key signatories, and so
costly that many countries would be hesitant
to implement the@ we still wouldnot have
high confidence in our ability tmonitor
compliance witlkwoan
primary concerns behind this conclusion
appeato have been the difficulty of
determining without unacceptable
intrusivenesshat HEU is not being diverted
to weapons from the navatactor fuel cycle
and whether undeclared fissile material
production capabilities might be present in
nuclearweaponrelated facilities.10 The
discussiorof FM(C)T verification that
follows therefore begins with these
challenges.




and the owner countries should informthe
IAEA when they need to withdragpecific
amounts for specified propulsioseactors.
The IAEA could daa rough checkf the
reasonableness of these numbers by
comparing them with published estimatds
the amounts of HEU used in the coods
different types of naval vessels.16 TAEA
would then verify the amount 6fEU being
removed from the safeguardstbre and
shipped to a naval fuel fabricatidercility.

The | PFM6s effort
primarily on determining whether it would
be possible for the IAEA to verify the
amount of HEU coming out of the fuel
fabrication facility in the form of fuel ia
sealed container. In doing so, we have
patterned our approach on that of the
Trilateral Initiative within which Russiand
the United States discussed with tA&EA
from 1996 to 2002 how to monittie fissile
material in excess weapons componemisl

h

they could be converted tmclassified form,

The initiative proposethat the IAEA

Figura 2: Mational Stooks of Saparatad Plutonium

anenitop pueoniurmtoatainingweeda p o n i
by measuring themissions of neutrons and
energies of thgamma rays coming out of
their containeraind then processing the data
througha computer d@Ainfor
thatwould indicate to the IAEA only
whethera container held more than a
thresholdquantity (e.g., two kilograms) of
weapongradeplutonium.17For the naval
fuel, the question ishether it would be
possible for te IAEA to determine the
amount of uraniur235in HEU in a

container without determiing additional
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design information about the fuel (e.g.,
alloying material, cladding, fuel rod or
plate thickness). Our current idea is to
shoot a beam of neutroitgo the
canister holding the fuel and to look for
events in which many more neutrons a
emitted than could be attributed to a
single fission. This would be an indicatq
of chain reactions and therefore a

nuclear related activities, including, for
examplecentrifuge research and
development anchanufacture, and
allows thel AEA access ta@heck on the
declarationbs HfAcor
ecompl et ene sklyZ2003F r
until February 2006, while Iran was
rcomplying voluntarily with the protocol,

instructed the managers at all its sites,

and the NRC &s similarly instructed the
owners of the sites it regulates, to

prepare managed access plans in case the
tAEA reqgnests an ctaninspection.24 It

m venyierttouraging that even the Bush
administration was not inclined to simply
invoke the national secuyiexemption at

A broader treaty is necessary because a fissile material cutoff treaty
that banned the production of new fissile materl for weaponsbut
allowed production of new weapons from the massive
existing stocks of civilian, excess weapons, and naval
fissile material would not effectively cap nuclear
arsenals or make reductions irreversible.

measure of the density of2B5. Work
on such an approach has been initiated
Princeton University.18 A related
approachs being pursued at the Oak
Ridge NationalLaboratory.19

If it is possible to verify the amounf
HEU in a fuel container, it will alsbe
necessary to have confidertbat the
fuel ectually is installed in a naval
reactor.

This is done routinely by the IAEfor
light-water power reactors, where the
owner installs the fuel in the presence (
IAEA inspectors and then the pressure
vessel is closed and sealed by th&AMA
There would be sensitivities, however,
about having the IAEA present during
the fueling of naval ships and
submarines.

The challenge would be similar to thg
which confronted the negotiators of
START when they had to negotiate
procedures that wodlallow verification
of the declared number of warheads
deployed on strategic missiles. We
believe that, as
is a [political]

t
!

Challenge Inspections

The other major challenge to FM(C)T
verification would bethe possibility of
undeclared production of HEU or
plutonium.The same challenge exists
under the NPTSince the discovery of
Il raqgbs undecl ared
1991, the | AEAOGS
undeclared activitiehave been
strengthened in tise states that have
ratified versions of the 1997 Model
Additional Protocol.20 This protocol

(¢

It access by the Agency to activities of

v thé Jery entd of the Bushiadministratog

requires a country to declare all of its

the IAEA successfullyised the access
athat it provided taesurface activitie
that Iran had tried to conceal, such as i
enrichment experiments at the Kalaye
Electric Company.21 For the IAEAto b
able to detect clandestine fissile materi
production under an FM(C)T, the
nuclearweapon states would have to
agree to something kkthe Model
Additional Protocol. In fact, the United

all of its military nuclear sites. The
Department of Defense, however, has
demanded a blanket exemption of all its

ssites from reporting or inspections under
the U.S. additional protocol.25

e Hopefully, the Obama administration

alwill reconsider this Pentagon position.
Japan and all nenuclearweapon states
in western Europe have ratified versions
of the Model Additional Protocol, which
would allow IAEA inspectors to have

States already has a version of the Modeianaged access to their defense

Additional Protocol with the IAEA.22

f The U.S. additional protocol is identical
to the model for nomuclearweapon
states except that it contains an added
clause(Article 1b) that allows the U.S.
government to exclude the IAEA in
circumstances where the application of
the additional pr g

direct national security significance to
the United States or in coaction with
locations or information associated with
such activities. o
delayed depositing its instrument of
hatficatioa ¢f itsradditianal eratocol td i

while it worked out in advance how it
would hamlle challenge inspections at
every nuclear facility in the United
States.23

Facilities that could conceivably conceg
clandestine fissile material production
activities are the Energy Department

facilities.26 The U.S. defense
establishment differs from its
counterparts only by virtue of having
nuclear weapons and nuclgaowered
ships, but neither could credibly conceal
clandestine fissile material production
activities. In any case, all defersslated
sitescalvehdy arevsuhjelct dhallenges u | t
inspections under the Chemical Weapons
Convention by inspectors of the
Organization for the Prohibition of
Chemical Weapons (OPCW). IAEA
h$pectord wauld lee dookBg far tiffesent
activities than OPCW inspectors, but the
Elaborateproeedures thzave been
ylevaloped for OPCW inspections would
provide useful templates for IAEA
inspections of sensitive nuclear sites.
One OPCW instrument, for example, a
gaschromatograph mass spectrometer,

| includes a database that allows inspectors
to identify 3,000specified chemical
weapons agents, precursors, and

sitgsrwinegenspest fuel reprocesging angh degradation products but no other

Hraniimeniiciment gsearch agd g e t
development are carried out and Nucle
Regulatory Commission (NR&icensed
sites, including those where nuclear fug
is fabricated for naval propulsion
reactors. The Energy Department has

shemicals. The IAEA is examining

arinstrumentation that could similarly

identify surface deposits containing

| uranium and fluorine, an indicator of the
presence of uraniumelkafluoride, the
chemical form of uranium that is used in




centrifuge enrichment plants, while not
revealingthe isotopic makeup of the
uranium.Similarly, Geiger counters
could be used tdetect the presence of
highly radioactiveission products, an
indicator of reprocessirativities,
without providing any informatioabout
the isotopic composition of anyranium
or plutonium that is present.27
Problems With the Focusé&pproach
to VerificationSome diplomats have
proposed aap pfirfooaccuhsod
verification for an FMCTthat only
banned new production of fissile
materials.28 This would involve IAEA
monitoring of only enrichment and
reprocessinglants initially. For
enrichmenplants, if they were
determined not to bproducing HEU,
that wouldbe the enaf the story.
Plutonium newly separatext
reprocessing plants and any newly
produced HEU would be subject to
IAEA safeguards in storage and throug
processingnto fuel until the fuel was
irradiatedin a reactor.
This focused approach would rimirize
IAEA inspection costs incurred as a
resultof an FMCT. It also has attraction
for some of the nucleaweapon states
becausét would allow them to limit
routine entryby IAEA inspectors to
facilities into whichi n e wo  f i
material had been introded,i.e.,
material produced after &MCT came
into force for that countryThe cost
savings from the focused approauie

S

"y

e Do) Moy ey

Control room of Japan“s spent fuel reprocassing plant at

often exaggerated, howevéecause the
IAEA inspection effort requiretb
safeguard a reprocessing planainon
nuclearweaporstate is about 100mes
greater than at a reactor fueledLiBU.

In 2007 the IAEA had 924 facilities
under safeguards in naruclearweapon
states,29 but two reprocessing plants
Japan account for 20 percent of the
global IAEA safeguards budget.30 A
199% Brookhaven study found that just
dafeguardingeprocessing and
enrichmenplants would account for
two-thirds of thecost of safeguarding all
nuclear facilitiesn the nucleamweapon
states, includin@64 power reactors and
419 other facilitiesuch aguel
fabrication facilities andesearch
reactors.3The focused approach would
be insufficientn any case for the more
extensivetreaty we envision, which
should capturas much fissile material
as possible, nainly that newly

h produced.32 Monitoringxisting civilian
and weapons excestcks as well as
HEU for naval or othemilitary reactors
would require more extensive
verification measures.

5 Of course, the IAEA would have to
prioritize, at least while it was building
up itscapabilities. The highst priority
targetsshould be reprocessing and

5 éntichmenplants and facilities with
large stock®f fissile materials.
Monitoring the fuelkycles of reactors
fueled with LEU, i.e.most power
reactors and an increasifrgction of

XYk research reactors,

25 > 7 w 4 Should be dower

priority. Two

W gy particular challenges

el for inspectorsvould
| be employing

~.“3';"4 &a safeguards at

g preexisting

L reprocessing plants
' and detecting

undeclared HEU

production at
enrichmenplants that
produced this materia
in the past.

ot

o

-
Rokkasho, Dec. 21, 2004.

The facility has 2 design throughput of 8,000 kilograms of plutenium per year

Safeguards at Preexisting
Reprocessing Plants

The size of the flow of plutonium

througha large commercial reprocessing
plant isso large that, if inspectors solely
applymass measurements, a country
might well be able to divert enough
plutoniumfor one nuclear bomb or

several withoutbeing detected. At
Japands n eraprodRssiigk a s h c
plant, for example, the desigiroughput

is 8,000 kilograms oplutonium per year.
With measuremergrrors on the order of

1 percent, which i80 kilograms per
year, and tghantiist gy i
plutonium required to make nuclear
weapon being eight kilograms less, the
IAEA cannot certify on the basis

of measurements alone that a significant
quantity has not been diverted. Mass
measurements are therefore
supplementeavith process manitoring to
detectanomalous flows and
concentrationsanddi t h ficont ai
and s ur v daétdctlactivitiesethat t ¢
might be associatedith diversions.
Whether these measura® adequate has
been questioned.33 Furthermaosépre
existing reprocesingplants, surveillance
measures necessanipould be more

limited than at a neweprocessing plant,
where the IAEA cawerify the declared
locations of pipebvefore concrete is

poured and instalhdependent

measuring instruments neprocessing

cells kefore high levels ofadiation

makes them inaccessible.

Shirley Johnson, who oversaw the
developmentinstallation, and
implementatiorof IAEA safeguards at
Rokkasho, haproposed a design for
safeguards at preexistimgprocessing
plants that wouldequire reatime
declarations of the operatioheing
performed within the plargnd input of
these declarations into a detailed
computer model of tF
configuration. Inspectors would then
compare the predicted flows and
concentrationsvith continuous
measurementsy automated
instrumentation at strategioints and by
IAEA inspectors during si%o eight
random unannounced visits eadar.
Finally, the plant would be cleanedt
annually to check whether, within



measurement uncertaintieébe amount
of separated plutonium oxide that cams
out of the reprocessing plant matched t
amount of plutonium measured in the
input accountability tank.
By eliminating the costly resident

inspectionteam and ossite safeguards
laboratorythat accounfor a major part

of thelAEA costs at Rokkasho, Johnsomn

was abldao drive estimated IAEA
safeguards costiown to about onéfth
of those at th&®okkasho plant, or about
$2 million peryear.34 Safeguarding
reprocessing plantnd the associated
fuel fakrication plantsor uranium
plutonium mixedoxide fuel,however,

just as it is under the NPDetecting

Undeclared HEWProduction at
hé&nrichment Planté sense of the
challenge of safeguardingarge pre
existing enrichrant plant to ensurinat it
is not being used to produce HEU is
conveyed by the picture from inside the
centrifugehal I of one o
centrifugeenrichment plants.

Perhaps the most potent tool the IAE
has to check for HEU production is to
take swipes of surfaces and then look fq
microscopicHEU-containing particles in
the dustcollected. Yet, three out of four
of R uexistingeefrishment plants
produced HEUN the past. To our

will be problematic under afM(C)T

knowledge, Russia endétEU

production in these facilities it987 or

1988. It therefore would be necessary to

look for new HEU particles against a

backgroundf pre-1988 patrticles.
Alexander Glaser has done a review of

progress in agdating small particles of

f HER arsl beliexed that thaustpe of the art

hasprogressed to the point where it

IAshould bepossible to distinguish new

particles frompre-1988 particles.35 his

r approach woulehot work for the
enrichment plants currentfyroducing
HEU in India and Pakistan, btitose
plants are small. Monitoring the flows
and enrichment of uranium hexafluoride
within their cascades would be feasible.

Key Countries and a Fissile Material (Cutoff) Treaty

fissile maierial (oused ) ireany (FRECCIT), they will have 1o

keep in mind the quie differens pespectives of some of the
key countries iha would Bave 1o be Invobved in the @iks.! There are
also several pelaied sieps that they and epeesen@ives from ocher
couniries could take o make @ik more sucossful.

First and foeemost, bringing about a ety will requine China,
Indiia, and Pakizan o decide than they have encugh nuclear weap-
ons maierials. Inderd, some of the nuclear Monprolifemiion Treary
(KIPT) nuclear-weapon siaies question ihe podnt of am FMICTT 1
non-KPT siies India and Pakisan, which are in the prooss of ac-
ceferiing the m@ie at which they are producing fesiie maierial for
weapnns, refuse i join. France, Bush, the Unied Kingdom, and
thee Uniied St fave declared thae ihey have ended their prodisc
tion of fissile maerils for weapons.

China is helieved o have halied s prodsciion of fesiie maieial
fior weapons amund 1990 bui has not dedared a permanens halt be-
care of conosms that 1S, long-range conventional precision-guid-
ed misiles and misiie defense programs could evennally threaen
the desermenor value of China's small IOBM force. 1f the Obama
adminisiraion wese i peoonsider the Bush administration's open-
ended and unoondidonal commizmens o siregic misie defeme
and prompt global mrike, tha mighs mizigae China’s conosms

Countries akn have diffiering perspecives on whether a ety
should covwer pre-existing maierhls. For the most pan, the nsclear-
WEAPH SLIEs want 3 ireaty cthat simply cus off further peodic-
tion of fissile maerial for weapons and dos not oover pre-exisiing
szockpiies of file maieralk. The non-nuciss-weapon saes, in
conurst, wanit an FMUCIT o serve as 2 significang siep woward the
eventual diminaiion of nuclear weapons. They thesion want a
cutafl reary iban includes deep oms in exising weapons siockpiles,
at least 1m ihose of Rl and ihe Unhied Sowes, and would peevent
the onversion in macler weapons of pee-esing siockplles of of-
willan and ocher fisile manerial dedared exoss 0 weapon needs.

Fakisian s In the amp of coumiries Imienssed i reductions
in exiing siocks berause 1t fears that 2 ool weacy could lock 1o
iniz a position of dissdvanizge refacive i India. Wheiher Pakisan
acmualby has a significandly smalier sickpile than India, howee,
depends in brge par on whether India’s separaved reacioe-grade
plunnium ks considered civilian or weapon maieral. India exemgpt-
ed s szparaied reacice-grade pheonium and the fuel opde of s

I i 1.5, negniizors should embark on negotlations on a

plunnium-bresder reacior program feom inernacional sfegends
under the recenily approsesd LS -Indian machear agreemeni. It
would mitigmie Pakisian's concern 1§ Indiy dedaned these maerialk
chvilian and subjen in Inernaional Aiomic Energy Apency (LAEA)
safeguaeds under an P CIT.

With regard o verification, all the msclear-amed siais appear o
WOITY 10 3 greaier of lesser degres about the ingrushveness and oo
of Inspections. Than makes ihe “fonsed appeoach™ i verification
of 2 minimal irety a kws-mmmon -denominamor compenmibe.
Under this approach, TAEA Inspections would oous Infially on
enrichment and repencess=ing planis 2nd then expand anly o fial-
Iow newty produced highly enriched uanium and pluioaium uneil
they weee radiaved. Much of the valse of an FMCT would be lost
in such 3 oompromise.

Among the nuciearweapon manes, Franoe and ihe Unidied King-
dam should be the least nervous abow Inpernational inspections:
berause all their civillan macler Beilives ase aleady subjec o
Furiom Inspemions. The Unived Stanes has inchsded all of 1= civil-
lam nuchear Bacilies in lis “wolunry offer” for TAEA inspections,
bt the LAEA has not had enough funding i mount inspeciions at
maore than 2 wery few U5, faciinles of special inierest.?

Fimally, there 5 1srael Irs curment production mie 1s no publichy
kmown, and it fears tha an FMOCIT would foeoe ks nuckear weapons
program out of the cdose and sirengihen presuns on I o dsarm
Israed ko sees disoussion of an FMUCIT as a distraction w ihe effort
wend Iran’s uraniume-enrichiment peogram.

Given these complexiibs, negotiations an an P00 could
lasz z=veral years. It would therefiore be desizzhie in the meanzime
for moee countries o join the currens wolumary pendscrion mor-
awrium and offer their production facilizles and major civillan
and excess milhary sincks of fesile maverials for volungary IAEA
safeguards. —AREND MEERBURG and FRANK WOW HIFFEL
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Conclusion

The work done by the IPFM thus far
encouragesis to believe that it should be
feasibletechnically for an FMCT to captur
underlAEA safeguards prexisting stocks
of fissile material in civilian use, declared
excesdor military use, and in naval fuel
reservesand to verify the treaty about as
well as the

NPT can be verified in nenuclear
weaponstates. Such a verified treaty wou
be a vitalbuilding block for futher nuclear
disarmamenimeasures. The political task
of persuadingstates to agree to such
constraintsaand access, however, may be
the more difficultchallenge (see previous
page). ACT
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India, Pakistan and the Bomb

The Indian subcontinent is the most likely place in the world for a nuclear war

By M. V. Ramana and A. H.
Nayyar

As the U.S. mobilized its armed forces in
the aftermath of the terrorist attacks of
September 11, the world's attention
focusedon Pakistan, so crucial to military
operationsn Afghanistan. When Pakistani
president Pervez Musharraf pledged total
supportfor a U.S:led multinational force
on September 14, many people's first
thought was: What about Pakistan's
nuclear weapons?

o
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Such enthusiazm %r nuciear we

Could they fall into the hands of extremists? Ireddress to his
nation, Musharraf proclaimed that the "safety of nucteesiles"
was one of his priorities. The Bush administration began to
consider providing Pakistan with perimeter security and
other assistance to guard its nuclear facilities.

The rengved concern about nuclear weapons in South Asia cor
a little more than three years after the events of May 1998:

the five nuclear tests conducted by India at Pokharan in the
northwestern desert state of Rajasthan, followed three weeks |
by six nucleaexplosions conducted by Pakistan in its
southwestern region of Chaghai. Thesddittat responses
mirroredthe nuclear buildup by the U.S. and the former Soviet
Union, with a crucial difference: the two cold war superpowers
wereseparated by an oceandanever fought each other openly.
Neighboring India and Pakistan have gone to war three times
since British India was partitioned in 1947 into Musiinajority
and Hindumajority states. Even now artillery guns regularly fire
over the border (officially, aeasdfire line) in the disputed region
of Kashmir.

In May 1999, just one year after the nuclear tests, bitter fighting
broke out ovethe occupation of a mountain ledge near the
Kashmiri town of Kargil. The twomontbonflict took a toll of
between 1,30Qaccording to the Indiagovernment) and 1,750
(according to Pakistan) lives. For the first time sih®&1, India
deployed its air force to launch attacks. In response, Pakistani
fighter planes were scrambled for fear they might be hit on the
ground; aifraid sirens sounded in the capital city of Islamabad.

High-level officials in bothcountries issued at least a dozen
nuclear threats. The peace and stability sioame historians and
political scientists have ascribed to nuclear weapdrecause
nuclear mtions are supposed to be afraid of mutually assured
destructior-were nowhere in sight. Wiser counsel eventually
prevailed. Theend of the Kargil clash, however, was not the end
the nuclear confrontation South Asia. The planned deployment

THROUGH THE STREETS OF KARACHL a mock missile Is
paraded by Pasban, 3 youth wing of Pakiztan's main fundamental:
party, Jamaat-e-iziaml The parade 100k place n February 1933 on
3 day of soldarity with Kashmiris in india-administerad Kashmir.

universal, in both Inda and Pakistan.

political instability a real possibility in
Pakistan, particularly given the conflict in
Afghanistan, the dangers have nelveen
SO near.

Learning to Love the Bomb

they gained independence from Britain.
Understanding this history is crucial in
figuring out what to do now, as well as
preventing the further proliferation of
nuclear weapons. Although the standoff
between Pakistan and India hdistinct local characteristics, both
countries owe much to other nuclear states.

apons Iz widespread, hough not

The materials used in their bombs weranufactured with
Westerntechnology; both countries' justifications for joining the
nuclear club drevineavily on cold war thinking. The continued
nesliance of the U.S. and Russiathowusands of nuclear weapons
on hairtrigger alert only adds to the perced/need for nuclear
arsenals in India and Pakistafihile setting up the Indian Atomic
atBnergy Commission (IAEC) in 1948, Jawaharlal Nehru, India's
- -
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UNDERGROUND NUCLEAR EXPLOSIONS
conducted by India on May 11, 1998, caused the
surface immediately above to collapse. Seismic
readings (inset) suggest that the total explosive
yield was between 16 and 30 kilotons, about half

of what India claimed.
of

of nuclearweapons by the twoountries heightens the risks. With



first prime minister, laid outis desire that the country "develop
[atomic energy] for peaceful purposesutit the same time, he
recognized that "if we areompelled as a nation to use it for othe
purposes, possibly no pious sentiments will stop the nation fro
using it that way.'Such ambivalence remained a central feature
India's nuclear policy as it deloped.To Indian leaders, the
program symbolizethternational political clout and technologicg
modernity. Over the next twiecades, India began to construct
and operate nuclear reactarine uranium, fabricate fuel and
extract plutonium. In termsf electricity produced, these activities
often proved uneconomicahardly, one might think, where a
developing nation shoulde putting its resources. Politicians and
scientists justified the nuclear program on the grounds that it
promoted selfsufficieng a popular theme in postcolonial India.
Rhetoric aside, India solicited and received ample aid from
Canada, th&.S. and other countries.

After India's defeat in the 1962 border war with China, some-rig
wing politicians issuethe first public calls fodeveloping a
nuclear arsenal. These appeals became |@aftirChina’s first
nuclear test in 1964. Countering this bomb lobby were other
prominentfigures, who argued that the economic cost would be
too high. Many leading scientisaslvocated the bomblomi
Bhabha, the theoretical physicist who ran the IAEC, claithat
his organization could build nuclear weapons "within 18 month
Citing a Lawrencé.ivermore National Laboratory report, Bhabhg
predicted that nuclear bombs woulddieeap. He also prosed
economic gain from "peaceful nuclear explosions,"” which
many American nuclear researchers extolled for, say, digging
canals.

In November 1964 Indian prime minister Lal Bahadur Shastri
compromised, permittinthe commission to explore the
technology forsuch an explosion. It turned out tigtabha had
already been doing some exploring. In 1960 he reportedly sent
VasudeWya, a young chemist, to France to absorb as much
information as he possibly couddbout how poloniuria chemical
element used to trigga nuclear explosid@n wasprepared.

Bhabha died in 1966, and design work on the "peaceful” device d

not beginfor another two years. But by the late 1960s, between
and 75 scientists arghgineers were actively developing weapor
Their work culminatd in India's firstatomic testthe detonation
on May 11, 1974, of a plutonium weapon with an explogie&d

of five to 12 kilotons. For comparison, the bomb dropped on
Hiroshima had a yieldf about 13 kilotons.

Nuclear Tipping Point

The 1974 test was geted with enthusiasm within India and
dismay elsewheré&Vestern countries cut off cooperative efforts
nuclear matters and formed the Nucl8appliers Group, which
restricts the export of nuclear technologies and materialattons
that refuse to sign the 1968 Nuclear Newliferation Treaty,
including bothindia and Pakistan.

In the years that followed, the bomb lobby pushed for tests of 1
advanced weaponstch as a boostditsion design and a
hydrogen bomb. It appeattsat in late 1982 oearly 1983, Prime

change her mind within 24 hours. One of the causes for the volte
face is said to havieeen a conversation with the Indian foreign

r secretary, whom aAmerican official hacconfronted with satellite

n evidence of preparations at the test site. The conversation

ofeems to have convinced Gandhi that the U.S. reaction would
create economidifficulties for India. Instead, it is reported, she

| wanted to "developther things and kegpem ready."

The "other things" she had in mind were ballistic missiles. In 198:
5 the Integrated GuidedMissile Development Program was set up
under the leadership of Abdul Kalamremowned rocket engineer.
This followed an earlier, seet attempt to reversengineer
a Soviet antiaircraft missile that India had purchased in the 1960s
Although that effordid not succeed, it led to the development of
several critical technologies, in particularogket engine. Kalam
adopted an open magement styleas compared with the closed
military research prograsvand involved academic institutions and
hprivate firms.Anticipating restrictions on imports, India went on a
shopping spree for gyroscopescelerometers and motion
simulators from suppdirs in France, Sweden, the U.S. and
Germany.

In 1988 India tested its first shendnge surfacéo-surface missile.

A year later came a mediurange missile; in April 1999, a
Tongerrange missile. The latter can fly 2,000 kilometers, well into
the heart ofChina. Despite this ability, India is unlikely to

achieve nuclear parity with China. According to various estimates
China has 400 warheads and an additional 200 to 575

weapons' worth of fissile material. If India's plutonium production
reactors have beaperating on average at 50 to 80 percent

of full power, India has somewhere between 55 and 110 weapon:
worth of plutonium gee illustratioh The stockpile could be

much larger if commercial reactors earmarked for electricity
generation have also been
producing plutonium for
weapons.

o

Eating Grass

Pakistan's nuclear program
drew on a general desire to
match India in whatever it
does. The country set up its
Atomic Energy Commission
in 1954, began operating its
first nuclear research reactor
in 1965 and openéits first
commercial reactor in 1970.
As scientific adviser to the
brgovernment, physicist Abdus Salam, who later worlNbkel
Prize in Physics, played an important role.

5(
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FATHERE OF THE ATOMIC EOMBS: A
Q. Khan (jeft) set up the Kahuta centrifuge
piant, which produces the uranium used in
Pakiztan's bombs. Homi Jehangir Bhabha
(right), a theoretical physicist ecucated at
the UniversRy of Cambridge, Qid the
groundawork for India's nuciear capabiity

The program was severely handicapped by a shortage of
manpower. In 1958 theommission had only 31 scientists and
engineers; it was run by Nazir Ahmad, themer head of the
nofextile Committee. The commission pursued an active program o
training personnel by sending more than 600 scientists and
engineers to the U.SCanada and @stern Europe. With generous

D

Minister Indira Gandhi tentatively agreed to another test, only t



help from these countries, some of whadko aided India, Pakistal
had a few nuclear research laboratories in place by the mid
1960s.

After the 1965 war with India, many Pakistani politicians,
journalists and scientisfwes®d for the development of nuclear
weapons. The most prominent was Foreitjnister Zulfikhar Al
Bhutto, who famously declared that if India developed an atom
bomb, Pakistan would follow "even if we have to eat grass or
leaves or to remaihungry." AfterPakistan's defeat in the
December 1971 war, Bhutto became primiaister. In January
1972 he convened a meeting of Pakistani scientists to discuss
making bombs.

As the first prong of their twgronged effort to obtain weapons
material, researchers attermgtto purchase plutonium
reprocessing plants from France and Belgium. After initially
agreeing to the sale, France backed down under American
pressure. But a few Pakistani scientists did go to Belgium for
training in reprocessing technology. Returning &kiBtan, they
constructed a smaficale reprocessing laboratory in the early
1980s. Using spent fuel from a plutonium production reactor
that opened in 1998, this lab is capable of producing two to fou
bombs' worth of plutonium annually.

As the second prg, researchers explored techniques for enrich
uranium-that is, for concentrating the boruisable

isotope uranium 235. In 1975 A. Q. Khan, a Pakistani metallurg
who had worked at an enrichment plant in the Netherlands,
joined the group. With him caerclassified design information an
lists of component suppliers in the West, many of which
proved quite willing to violate expedontrol laws §lick herd.
Success came in 1979 with the enrichment of small quantities
uranium. Since then, Pakistan &imated to have produced 20 td
40 bombs' worth of enriched uranium. Every year it

produces another four to six bombs' worth.

By 1984 designs for aircrafiorne bombs were reportedly
complete. Around this time, some American officials started
allegingthat China had given
Pakistan the design for a
missileready bomb. China and
Pakistan have indeed exchange
technologyand equipment in
several areas, including those
related to nuclear weapons and
missiles. For example, it is
believed thaPakistan has
imported shorrange missiles
from China. But the accusation
that China supplied Pakistan
with a weaponslesign has
never been substantiated. And
understandably, Pakistan's
nuclear scientists have denied i
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HHUSHAB NUCLEAR REACTOR In
Fakistan produces a ‘ew bombs
worth of piutonium every year. Sased
on the sze of the cooing towers
visidie in 235 Konos commerdal
satelte Imape, nuciear analysts
estimate that the reactor generates
about S0 megamatis of heat.

N In spring 1990 events in Kashmiréatened to erupt into another
full-scale war. Accordintgp a 1993 New Yorker article by
American journalist Seymour M. Hersh, U.S. satelldetected a
convoy of trucks moving out of Kahuta, Pakistan's uranium
enrichment facility,
toward an air base wherel fighter jets stood ready. Hersh
reported that Americadiplomats conveyed this information to

cindia, which recalled the troops it had amassatieborder. But
the overwhelming opinion among scholars who have analyzed
theseclaims is that Pakistan never contemplated the use of nucle:
weapons; exgés are alsgkeptical that U.S. satellites ever
detected the claimed movement. NeverthelesR &késtani bomb
lobby has used the allegations to assert that nuclear weapons
protect thecountry from Indian attack. In India, officials have
never acknowleded Hersh's story; ivould be an admission that
Pakistan's nuclear capability had neutralized Indiars/entional
military advantage.

"Now | Am Become Death"
Futher buildup of nuclear capabilities in both countries took place
against a backgrourtcansfomed by the end of the cold war.
Superpower arsenals shrank, and@oenprehensive Test Ban
I Treaty, which prohibits explosive tests, was negotiated in 1996.
But the five declared nuclear statéise U.S., Russia, Britain,
_France and Chinramade itclear thathey intend to hold on to their
INgrsenals. This ironic juxtaposition strengthenedoibv@b lobbies
_ irt1 India and Pakistan.
is
Domestic developments added to the pressure. India withessed tl
 rise of Hindunationalism. For decades, parties subscribing to this
ideology, such as the Bharatiyanata Party (BJP), had espoused
the acquisition of greater military capabifittandnuclear
waeapons. It was therefore not surprising that the BJP ordered
nuclear tests immediately after coming to powevliarch 1998.

The Irdian tests, in turn, provided Pakistani nuclear advocates wit
the perfect excuse to test. Here again, religious extremists
advocated the bomb. Qazi Hussain Ahmad of the Jaedsmi,

one of the largest Islamist groups in Pakistan,dedared in
1993:"Let us wage jihad for Kashmir. A nuclearmed Pakistan
would deter India from a wider conflictMeanwhile the military
sought nuclear weapons to counter India's vastly larger armed
forces.

This lobbying was patrtially offset by U.S. and Chinese diplomacy
after India's tests. In addition, some analysts and activists
enumerated the ill effects that would result from the economic
sanctions that were sure to follow any test. They suggested that
Pakistan not follow India's leadeaving India to face international
wrath alone-but to no avail. Three weeks after Indidlasts,
Pakistan went ahead with its own tests.

Bombast notwithstanding, the small size of seismic signals from
the tests of bothauntries has cast doubt on the declareplosive
yields [see illustration at top]. The data released by the Indian
weapons establishment to support its claimsar®usly deficient;

for example, a graph said to be of yields of radioactivprdoglucts



has no units on the axes. Independsgiéntists have not been abl
to verify that the countries set off as many devices as they profj

Whatever the details, the tests have dramatically changed the
military situation in South Asia. They have spurred the
development of more advanced weapons, missiles, submarines
antiballistic missile systems, and commaardttcontrol

systems. In August 1999 the Indian Draft Nuclear Doctrine call
for the deployment of a triad of "aircraft, mobile lamissiles

and sedbasedassets" to deliver nuclear weapons. Such a syste
would cost about $8 billion. This past January the Indian
government declared that it would deploy its new lcaugge
missile. A month later the Pakistani deputy chief of naval staff
announced that Pakistavas thinking about equipping at least or

of its submarines with nuclear missiles.

Critical Mass

Deployment increases the risk that
nuclear weapons will be used in a
crisis through accident or
miscalculation. With missile flight
times of three to five minutes betwee
the two countries, earlywarning
systems are useless. Leaders may n
learn of a launie until they look out
their windowand see a blinding flash
of light. They will therefore keep their fingers close to the butto
or authorize others, geographically dispersed, to do so. Broadly
speaking, there are two scenarios.

)
Misntars

o

The first postulates thandlia crosses some threshold during a-w,
-its troops reach the outskirts lodihore or its ships impose a nava
blockade on Karachiand Pakistan responds with tactinaclear
weapons as a warning shot. The other scenario supposes that
the sameircumstances, Pakistan decides that a warning shot
would not work and instead attacks an Indiég directly. In 1998
one of us (Ramana) conducted the first scientific study of how
much damage modest, 15iloton bomb dropped on Bombay
would cause: over thiirst few months, between 150,000 and
850,000 peoplevould die.

The Indian military is already preparing for these eventualities.
This past May it carriedut its biggest exercises in more than a
decade, called Operati@omplete VictoryTens of thousands of
troops, backed by tanks, aircraft and attack helicoptedgrtook
drills close to the border with Pakistan. The stated aim was to t
the

armed forces to operate in an "elviment of chemical, biological
and nucleaassault" and "to teach the enemy a lesson once and
all." In one significant exercis¢he military had to "handle a
warlike situation wherein an enemy aircraft is encountered
carrying a nuclear warhead." Abdgilam, head of India's missile
program, said thdhdia's nuclear weapons "are being tested for
military operations ... for training by oarmed forces."

b missiles, imminent deploymenf nuclear weapons, inadequate
essecautions to avoid unauthorized use of thesapons,
geographical proximity, ongoing conflict in Kashmir, militaristic
religiousextremist movements, and leadefso seem sanguine
about the dangers of nucleaar.
Py
The responses of India and Pakistan to the events of September
bchnd the U.Sled attack on targets in Afghanistan reflect the
strategic competition that has shaped mofctheir history. India
mwas quickto offer air bases and logistical support to the U.S.
military so as to isolate Pakistan. Attempting to tie its own
problems in Kashmir witthe global concern about terrorism,
Indian officials even threatened to launch attamk$akistani
esupply lines ad alleged training camps for militants fighting in
Kashmir.Pakistan, for its part, realizing both the geopolitical
advantage it possessed and the dangers of civil instability,
deliberatechefore agreeing to provide support to fight the Taliban.
The diplanatic machinations, war in Afghanistan and violence in
Kashmir may well haveorsened the prospects for peace on the
subcontinent. The lifting of American sanctions, which badn
imposed in the 1990s, freed up resources to invest in weapons.

nThe limitations of Western nonproliferation policy are now
otpainfully obvious. It has relied primarily on supgdide export
controls to prevent access to nuclear technologies. But Pakistan's
program reveals that these are inadequate. Any effesttiaegy

| for nonprolferation must also involve demaisile measures
policies to assure countries that the bomb is metjaisite for true
security. The most important demaside measure is progress
toward global nuclear disarmament. Sqmeeple argue that global
disarmamat and
nonproliferation
are unrelated. But
as George
Perkovich of the
W. Alton Jones
Foundation in
Charlottesville,
Va., observed in
his masterly
study of the
Indian nuclear
program, that
premise is "the
grandestllusion

of the nuclear
age." It may also
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[ DONNING THE MASK OF DEATH and bearing

the Indian flag, protesters gather outside the
Pakistani Embassy in New Delhi after Pakistan's ze the most
nuclear tests in 1998. Some are holding up baby angerous.

bottles to mock Pakistan as an infant nation. It is
not known whether the same protesters had
objected to India's own nuclear tests several
weeks earlier.
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reserved. Reproduction in whole or in part without
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Even before September 11, South Asia had all the ingredients

for a

nuclear warpossession and contied development of bombs ang



Nuclear Terrorism:;

How It Can B

e Prevented

By Lawrence S. Wittner

Dr. Wittner is Professor of History at the State University of
New York/Albany His latest book is Confronting the Bomb:
A Short History of the World Nuclear Disarmament
Movemaent (Stanford University Press)

The recentiror over an unsuccessful terrorist attempt
to blow up an airliner is distracting us from considering
the possibility of a vastly more destructive terrorist act:
exploding a nuclear weapon in a heayplypulated

area.

Such a disaster which would kill hadreds of

thousands of people-is not a remote possibility at all.
Although terrorist groups do not have the fissile
material (that is, material capable of sustaining a
nuclear chain reaction) necessary to build nuclear
weapons on their own, they havesbn trying to obtain
such weapons, either by purchase or theft, for decades.
According to the U.S. government, Osama bin Laden
sought to acquire nuclear weapons at least since 1992.
Not only have there been dozens of thefts and sales of
fissile materiato potential terrorists (all of whom were
supposedly arrested), but a significant number of
nuclear weapons have been "lost" by nuclkeamed

nations. In addition, if either nuclear

weapons or fissile material were available to overseas
terrorists, it wauld not be very difficult to smuggle

them into the United States.

In 2004, when Dr. Graham Alliserfounding dean of
Harvard's Kennedy School of Government and a former
top Pentagon official- published his classic study,
Nuclear TerrorismThe Ultimae Preventable
Catastrophehe argued that if governments continued
their past policies, a nuclear terrorist attack was
inevitable. The problem, as he saw it, reflected a
combination of terrorist activity, the ease of smuggling
weapons across U.S. bordeasid the accessibility of

nuclear weapons and fissile materials.

Unfortunately, not much has changed since that time.
Terrorism, of course, shows no sign of disappearing.
Even if the "war on terror" produced a significant
decline in terrorism (which shows no sign of doing)

and even if proper intelligence and police work reduced
the number of terrorist activities, some terrorist acts
almost certainly would continue, as they have for
centuries. Furthermore, as we have seen in the case of
immigration,securing U.S. borders is not an easy task,

and perfect security seems unlikely to be obtained.

But what about the third leg of the problenthe
accessibility of nuclear weapons and fissile materials?
Not much has been done about thiBut a lot cold be

done.

Allison focused particularly on securing fissile material.
As he put it:"No fissile material, no nuclear explosion,

no nuclear terrorism.lt is that simple."He explained:



"There is a vast but not unlimited-- amount of it in

the world, and it is within our power to keep it secure."

opportunities entirely. To draw upon Allison's

phrasing: no nuclear weapons, nouclear explosion, no

Actually, in recent years there has been a tightening up nuclear terrorism.

of governmental controls over fissile materiallso,

there has been significant interest by the U.S.
government and others in negotiating a HisdMaterial
Cutoff Treaty, which would ban the production of fissile
material for nuclear weaponsDuring the 2008
presidential campaign, both Barack Obama and John
McCain endorsed such a treaty, and since then both

have spoken out in favor of it.

Then,of course, there is the possibility of eliminating

Of course, there are other good reasons to eliminate
nuclear weapons, as well, including the danger of
nuclear war.Doubtless this point will be on the minds
of many government officials and citizens alike as th
world prepares for the nuclear Neroliferation Treaty
review conference this coming May, at the United
Nations. The U.N. conference will consider the treaty
pledges of nofmuclear nations to forgo nuclear

weapons and the treaty pledges of nuclear nas to

the vast stockpiles of nuclear weapons accumulated by divest themselves of these implements of mass

nine nations.At the moment, there are some 23,000

nuclear weapons in existence (mostly in Russia and the

United States)- ripe pickings for any wodibe mass
murderer. Any significant reduction in their number
would significantly reduce the opportunities for nuclear

terrorism. And their elimination would wipe out these

destruction.

Even so, the ongoing danger of nuclear terrorism
provides yet another reason to rid the world of fissile

material and its final, terrible product, nuclear

weapons. Let's not forget that.

Estimated Locations of Nuclear Weapons

@ Operationally deployed

© Long-term storage

O Design, production, dismantlement
@ SSBN deployment area (notional)
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In The News

Despite Challenges In 2009, Progress On Proliferation

by Mike ShusterJanuary 1, 2010 copywrite: NPR

The most recent issue of the jourRakeign Affaiis uraniumenrichment facility, sharpening suspicions
raises the question of whether the nuclear order is otimat Tehran is indeed seeking a covert nuclear
the verge of collapse. weapons capability.

The pessimists cite North Korea and Iran, and Progress Despite North Korea, IranSo,the year

conclude that events of the past year have seriously2009 has been a dismal one for the international

undermined international efforts to stem the spread oégime of nuclear arms control. Or has it? asks Joshua

nuclear weapons. Pollack, who writes for the Web site
ArmsControlWonk.com

But seen through the prism of history, the state of

nuclear proliferation may not be all that dire.

President Obama made it clear early in his presidency
that containing the spread of nuclear weapons was
one of his most important goals.

In April in Prague, heutlined a vision of a world
without nuclear weapons, and committed his
administration to pursuing that goal.

But at that very moment, North Korea tested a{ong This image made from North Korean KRT video footage shows
range missile and was threatening another the launch of a long-range missile April 5 in Musudan-ri, North
underground nuclear test, prompting the president t&°®®

strike a tough tone about nations that violate the  "One way to look at it a little differently is not that the
nonproliferation norm. regime is cracking or that the regime is failing, but
that the regime has succeeded in retarding dlce pf

"Rules must be binding. Violations must be punishegyoliferation and continues to do so, but isn't going to
Words must mean something,"” Obama said. catch everything," he says.

Only a few weeks later, North Korea did conduct its Since the first atomic bomb was detonated in 1945,

second underground nuclear explosion. the past decade has seen the fewest nuclear tests of
any comparable period, notes Michael Krepon,

A challenge has also come from Iran. In September president emettis of the Stimson Center in

Obama revealed that Iran was building a secret ~ Washington.
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"Never before have there been so few nuclear tests @ie treaty, signed in 1991 by th&oviet leader
in this past decade. This is a norm. It can still be  Mikhail Gorbachev and President
broken. But the country that breaks the norm does not

gain points. It loses standing,” he says. George H.W. Bush, was the first and most important
treaty that began the process of nuclear reductions a
Negotiations With Russia the end of the Cold War.

The concerns of the Obama administration are wideBefore the deadline, the U.S. and Russia tried but

than Iran and North Korea. The president also wantgailed to negotiate a new treaty.

to see a dramatic reduction in the number of nuclear

warheads deployed by the U.S. and Russia. Secretapnetheless, there is much to be optimistic about,

of State Hillary Clinton made thatear in a speech  says Joe Cirincione, president of the Ploughshares

she gave in Washington in October. Fund, a grantmaking foundation that fursdnitiatives
to prevent the spread and use of nuclear weapons.

"Clinging to nuclear weapons in excess of our

security needs does not make the United States safeThe overall climate is so much improved, and the

And the nuclear status quo is neither desirable nor overall effort to just dramatically reduce nuclear

sustainable. It gives other countries the motorai ~ weapons and increase the transparency gives us lots

or the excusé to pursue their own nuclear options,"of assurances," he says.

she said.

The U.S. and Bssia are still negotiating, but there are
The administration concluded that the way to pursugome significant problems. For the Russians, the big
those goals is through new arms control negotiationgsue is American missile defenses. Russian Prime
with Moscow, a mechanism largely ignored by the Minister Vladimir Putin made it clear this week that
administration of George W. BusBut there is a big he sees U.S. missile defenses as a threat to Russia's
problem: The START treaty expired on Dec. 5, 200%udear deterrent.

warheads. Right now, both the U.S. and Russia have s
a target of about 1,600 if there is a new treaty.

Focus On Proliferation In 2010

For some arms control advocates and for other nations
that number is still too high anile process far too

slow. Krepon says reductions in nuclear warheads mus
come carefully and incrementally.

Joe Cirincione, president of the Ploughshares Fund
"You don't get to deep cuts in nuclear forces, and you
"Our American partners are building missile defense don't get to zero, without having a strong, credible
systems, as is known, and we are not. If we do not nuclear deterrent. If the deterrentist safe and secure
develop [antiballistic missile] systems, then a threat and credible along this long journey, there will be great
appears. Because having@ated such an umbrella, our disruption,” he says.
partners may feel completely protected and will do
what they want. Aggressiveness will surge,” Putin saidNext year will be a crucial one. The Obama
administration plans to focus even more attention on
To preserve balance, Putin added, Russia will need tauclear proliferation in 2010, with a global conference
develop additional offensive weapons. That could on the subject scheduled for April.
jeopardize the efirts to reduce deployed nuclear



Coalition for Peace Action %RT
Real Security Th
N EWS International Cooperatlon
and Human Rights

Adoption of the Draft Resolution on Nuclear
Disarmament Submitted by Japan to the United
Nations General Assembly
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1. On December 3 (Thu) (December 2 U.S. time) the 64th session of the United Nations General
Assembly adopted the draft resolution on nuclear disarmament ("“Renewed determination towards the
total elimination of nuclear weapons") which the Government of J apan submitted along with a record
number of 87 co -sponsor nations. The draft resolution was adopted by an overwhelming majority of
171 in favor to 2 againsts (the DPRK and India), with 8 abstentions (China, France, Iran, Israel,
Myanmar, Pakistan, Cuba, B hutan).

2. Considering the recent growing momentum for nuclear disarmament and non - proliferation, this year's
draft resolution aims to share widely the determination for "a world without nuclear weapons" with an
extensive number of UN member states. It als o refers to the UN Security Council Summit on Nuclear
Non - proliferation and Nuclear Disarmament that was held on September 24, as well as the importance
of preventing nuclear terrorism. In addition, it incorporates a high evaluation of the constructive rol e
of civil society in the field of nuclear disarmament and non - proliferation.

3. This resolution is one of the leading proactive measures toward nuclear disarmament and non -
proliferation announced by Mr. Yukio Hatoyama, Prime Minister of Japan, at the UN S ecurity Council
Summit held in September 2009. As the only nation that has suffered from atomic bombings, Japan
will strive through the concrete measures listed in this resolution in order to win even broader
understanding of and support to its vision of r ealizing a peaceful and safe "world without nuclear
weapons".

Regional Office: 40 Witherspoon Street, Princeton, NJ 08542-3208 (O) 609-924-5022
cfpa@peacecoalition.org www.peacecoalition.org
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UN chief presents next steps to rid world of nuclear weapon

Editor: Han Jingjing

UNITED NATIONS, Dec. 8 (Xinhua) -- Highlighting recent progress in efforts to achieve nuclear disarmament and non-
proliferation, UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon Tuesday urged nations to build on the momentum, laying out a number of
steps to move the process forward.

Speaking at a meeting in New York focusing on his five-point action plan to rid the world of nuclear weapons, the
secretary-general cited "encouraging” developments over recent months, including the renewed commitment by the leaders
of the United States and Russia, a breakthrough in the Conference on Disarmament, and the "historic" Security Council
summit in September.

"We need to sustain this momentum, and build on it,” he stated, noting that the review conference for the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT), to be held in May 2010, is just a few months away. "Now is the time."

The secretary-general's action plan, presented in October 2008,begins with a call for the parties to the NPT to pursue
negotiations on nuclear disarmament, either through a new convention or through a series of mutually reinforcing instruments
backed by a credible system of verification.

In addition, it is based on the following key principles: that disarmament must enhance security; be reliably verified; be
rooted in legal obligations; be visible to the public; and must anticipate emerging dangers from other weapons.

"My Action Plan on Nuclear Disarmament and Nuclear Non-proliferation is founded on a fundamental principle: nuclear
disarmament and nuclear non-proliferation are mutually reinforcing and inseparable," Ban said. "They should be pursued in
tandem."

To build on recent momentum and "move the ball forward," Ban urged States to facilitate the adoption of agreed measures
on nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation, and encouraged them to consider the proposal by Costa Rica and Malaysia
for a nuclear weapon convention.

Second, noting that the Security Council Summit should not be a one-time event, he encouraged the 15-member body to
meet annually, at the Foreign Minister level, to discuss nuclear non-proliferation and nuclear disarmament.

"The Council's nuclear-weapon States might also wish to consider the adoption of a joint declaration for the 2010 NPT
Review Conference addressing nuclear disarmament issues," he said.

He also called for greater efforts to advance the rule of law in the field of disarmament, and to enhance transparency and
accountability. Lastly, he called for complementary measures while pursuing nuclear disarmament.

"The world should pursue several related measures, including eliminating others weapons of mass destruction; combating
WMD (weapons of mass destruction) terrorism; and bans on missiles, space weapons," he said. "We also must not lose sight
of conventional weapons disarmament.”

In addition, he encouraged member states to consider convening a session of the General Assembly to examine the
impact of armed violence on development at next September's summit meeting on the set of anti-poverty targets known as
the Millennium Development Goals (MDGS).
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Obama presses review of nuclear strategy

Pentagon is rethinking the unthinkable: Making major changes to Cold War arsenal
By Bryan Bender, Boston Globe Staff | January 3, 2010

CHARLIE MISSILE ALERT FACILITY, Mont. - After an Also on the table, the officials say, is explicitly limiting the nuclear
hourlong ride down a nearly deserted highway covered iniceandar senal 6s mi ssion to deoterrin
snow, the two young officers arrive for their shift at this highly =~ chemical or biological attacks or halting a massive conventional
secure outpost deep in the northern Rockies. military assault, as current policy stipulates.

Air Force Captain Chris Ferrer and Lieutenant Moses George, fi T h e-SouMi@ standoff that gave rise to tens of thousands of
carrying abulky orange briefcase of secret codes, descend some hbiclear weapons is over, but the policies developed to justify thei
feet underground to a capsule protected byf@o#thick door of possesi on and potenti al use r e m:
steel and concrete. They will spend the next 24 hours ready to  Kimball, executive director of the Arms Control Association, a
receive a presidential command to launch dozens of nuclear Washington think tank and leading advocate of disarmament.

missiles fran silos buried across nortientral Montana. AUnl ess the United States red
nuclear wapons, other states will have a cynical excuse to pursue

Itis a routine that is virtually unchanged from the 1960s. The ©f t o i mprove the capabilitie

targets, most of them in Russia, also remain largely unchanged

from the Cold War. And there are few signs that will change Potential threats studied The review is assessing the potential

anyti me soogoi mghNeadryewmeorte f or thieatsowat thesnext decadedhatevoull éequire nuclear weapons
predicted the two officer sd bsskisgtonaicltethetarsema and stralegy t@amerying Bamgess lik
41, of Providence. North Korea, a rising China, and nuclear terrorisand away

from the far less likely massive nuclear exchange with Russia,

But top US officials are now questioning why the United States according to sgveral administration officials whp are familiahwit_
still pursues a strategy based on the ability to annihilate itssiorm the review. Unlike the last nuclear weapons review, conducted in
foe. In a thorough review expected to be completed early thisyea?, 0 01 by the Bush administrati
the size, structure, and evenbP@afeso@riomikyiyneodr Mmer $€dUO
arsenal are being reconsidered as part of President Obamabd
to reduce the role ofonst he wor Yeflad areqant gisit to degesatinucjear Wweses pemonstrated, th
nuclear weapons enterprise is one of the most entrenched in the

Obama has already reached a tentative agreement with Russia tdational security bureaucracy. Strong opposition to major change
reduce the number of warheads on both sides from about 2,200 té Puilding in the Pentagon and Congress as military officers and
between 1,500 and 1,675 in the next several years, while also ~ defense contractors with a major stake prepare to fight dats to
slashing the missiles and submarines designed to carry them to land-based nuclear weapons or the fleet of nuclear bombers, the
between 500 and 1,000. Theaalled Nuclear Posture Review, led Mostly likely targets of reduction, according to interviews with

by the Pentagon, could recommend going even further, to 1,000 current and former commanders, top officials, and leading
warheads or fewer, top administration officials have told Congres$Pecialists.

The review is shaping up to be a major showdown for Obaima th Many also express fear that reducing theras®o much will be
year. It is taking on some of the most sacred cows of the nuclear destabilizing at a time when Russia, China, and other nations are
program. For the first time, influential voices, including a former Modernizing their inventories of nuclear weapons and the United

top nuclear commander and senior Obama advisers, are proposingfates isnofi T h e r e i-lsased consensus i the policy
that one | eg of te$80bilimayearar a FORMBUNIY pryhpvsigpgrEant US nuclear weas are to US
enterprise made up of landir-, and sedased weaponshe securityinthepos® / 11 era, 06 said Clar
eliminated. strategic planner at the Pentagon who is now a senior adviser at |

nonpartisan Center for Strategic and International Studies in
Anot her historic change under\\l/vv%%}ﬁ'sﬂ%te\?vg'rt i %[r?uﬁ 'sn%dtoa&"{“(flgﬁﬁl %
fristused®6 policy, a public decl ¥74P P08 s?a?iﬁgc?hg pRMP R eg{
would not use nuclear weapons first, a $temy advocated by arms

control advocates who believe it would reduce the incentive for Submarines favored The ability of a behemoth submarine like
other nations to develop nuclear weapons. the USS Maryland to disappear beneath the waves makes it and



ot her Navy fAboomers, 66 c apab]l €helbombecfarae emngergadgrithzhe dawm of theenactear age,ovhe

missiles each, the least likely to be recommended for cuts, militara pair of B29 bombers dropped the atomic bombs on Japan in the

officials and private analysts said. closing days of World War 11, destroying Hiroshima and Nagasaki
and killing hundreds of thousandspdople. After 1945, bombers

Nearly 600 feet long and fourwWeierike solhe ekhawmenkight Amgr

was impossible to miss When |t was docked at the mouth of the Stntercon“nental ballIStIC m|SS|IeS and nucl‘mmed Submal’lnes

Mar y6s R theastern Georgiasndate November. But were introduced in 1959.

enemies have almost no way of knowing its location after it leaves

port, making the sub nearly invulnerable to attack. And it can Their crews are still ready to be in the air within hours, officials

remain at sea for extended periods: Last year, over several said, ttough the exact time needed to launch them is classified.

deployments, the Marylandas underway a total of nearly nine

months out of the year. fiwe still maintain the same c
War, 66 said Colonel Steven Ba

AThey get under way and di s ap pBoabWihgatrBarkstale Air FotceeBade &0 Lauisigha.p ur p o
Rear Admiral Barry Brunner, commander of Submarine Group 10,
said in a recent interview at his headquarters in Kings Bay, Ga. But sustaining the bombergavill require billions of dollars in

new investments, according to the Air Force. TRBZB, which

At any given time, four of the subs are on patrol, two of them make up the majority of the bomber fleet, are more than four
ready in under an hour to launch their missiles at targetsasfarasd ecades ol d. The bombers used
4,000 miles away. Six are stationed in Georgia, eight in were built in 1960 and 1961. The 3@ missiles carried by the-B
Washington State. 52s first came into service in 1962 and there is no plan for a

replacement.

Some arms control groups believe US security intecestkl be
met with fewer submarines and various studies have recommend@there are other drawbacks. The recent study published by the Ail

as few as eight or nine, which would save billions of dollars. Force Association concluded that labadsed missiles and nuclear
Already the Navy has plans to reduce the fleet to 12 by 2030 as itsubmarines are moli&ely to survive a devastating first strike than
replaces the submarines with a new model. bombers. The study, to the surprise of many longtime observers,

recommended gradually retiring the nuclear bomber force.
But for warplanners, they also bring more bang for the buck.

Under the terms of the proposed treaty with Russia, each Nonetheless, there remains fierce resistance to scrapping the
submarine and its 24 Trident missiles would count as only one  nuclear bombers bothside and outside the Air Force. Supporters
Adel i very syst éasedindsileswhichleach t h asselt that, dinlike larblased missiles already on alert in fixed
count toward the totalllowed. locations or nuclear subs that must remain undetected, bombers,

being sent aloft, can signal US intent to use nuclear weapons to

A recent study by the Air Force Association, the main advocacy help defuse agssible crisis, such as with North Korea or Iran.
group for the Air Force and not traditionally the biggest Navy

booster, concluded that if the United States were to choose to  In other words, it is the only nuclear saber that can be rattled.
deploy its nuclear weapons on only one platform, it shketp

the submarines. It was a remarkable statement given the traditonglRo | | i ng t he bomber fleet ont
of interservice rivalries in among the branches of the military. in escalation, 66 said Adam B.

Air Force Research Institute at Maxwell Air Force Base in
BomberscouldgoT he Ai r F o rrangetnscledr 1 4 | Alabana.
bombers including the B52 and B2 stealth bombers and neor
than 1,000 nuclear missilesire believed to be the most vulnerable There are other military arguments to Support maintaining the

of the three legs of the triad. bomber leg. For example, only bombers are currently outfitted to
carry the special version of B61 nuclear bomb designed to strike

Some former commanders and a growing number of specialists deeply buried targets, which some assert might be needed to take

contend they have far less military value now that aoatll out the nuclear program of a threatening nation or terrorist group.

nuclear war with Russia is ukély. Among them is retired

General Eugene Habiger, former commander of the US StrategichA Bomber s are and will remain

Command, which oversees all US nuclear weapons, and the manyclear triad because they possess great flexibilitwaed s a t i
who until 1998 was responsiibl &jdGénéral FraRR KiotzCcnihrandér Bf¢he Aird-brce \GRBal P

would recommend giving up the bomber @ he s ai d &iike Gofmand at Barksdale Air Force Base.
interview.



There is also likely to be significant political opposition. Like the Soviet Army seemed to stir recently, giving ammunition to those
land-based missile and submarine forces, the bombers have strongho want to keep the nuclear force closer to its current levels.
political backers in the states where they are located, including

Louisiana, Missouri, and North Dakota. In a November exercise cotea med fAWest , 66 13
Belorussianrbops practiced putting down a popular uprising and

Missiles under review Even if it moves to eliminate the bomber storming a beachhead. Then, according to local media reports, th

leg of the triad, the Obama administration, is almost certainly goingussian Air Force simulated a nuclear attack on Poland.

to have cut somef@50 intercontinental ballistic missiles, or

ICBMs, now spread across Montana, North Dakota, and Wyomingyord of the exercise immediately set off alarm bells in Warsaw,
if it wants to brlng the US arsenal down to 1,000 warheads or |ess~hich had been ursd Soviet domination for 40 years but is now a

But even members of his own partincluding senators he will member of the USed NATO military alliance. It also underscored
need to pass his @posed arms control treaty with Russi@ould that Obamads plans to deempha
stand in his way. necessarily held by other nuclear powers.

AWhile we may not oppose modi ATRALRQHSI &R F & &E e Fiel BithirlniicRdl & b

our nuclear force, we are certain that the ICBM force as currently yy ¢ 3 pons, 60 said C. Franklin M
constituted provides an extraordinary benefit to our national Council official who is now an unpaid adviser to the US Strategic
security while delivering hi ghcovmahditBe nili@ry hefdfuarte® BaRed ¥ RdbraskPthab 1 X
Democratic and five Republicans senators told Secretary of oversees all US nucl etanlybelieva p o
Defense Robert M. Gates in a letter last fall. in their arsenal . 6b

The Minuteman Il miSSileS, which can travel more than 6,000 Miller and others also point out that Russia also hasta-10
miles and hit their targets BO minutes, are considered the most  advantage over the United Statesircsa | | ed fit act i «

reliable of all three legs of the triad. The missile crews have the weapons, smaller bombs that could be used on the battlefield to

most reliable communications with the presidetfiie only person  take out large formationsf troops. Those weapons are not coverec

who can order a nuclear launcand 99 percent of the missiles are jn the proposed arms reduction treaty with Russia, although senic

traditionally onalert ready to launch within minutes. administration officials have said they intend to include them in
future negotiations.

The silos and launch centers, meanwhile, are disbursed and

hardened against attack, requiring a lasgale first strike by Indeed, the actions of other nuclear weapons states have some
Russia to take themown adver sary fAwoul dcofceried thdt he Uhite® Stdled could set off a new nuclear arm

everything the gl MbhaelFortnéydcoranzanddr Qe lif @ diits its arsenal to 1,000 weapons or fewer.
of the 341st Missile Wing at Malmstrom Air Force Base in

Montana.The missile wing, which maintains and operates 150
missile silos spread across 14,000 square miles of rolling hills anL{:|
steep plateaus, is responsible for 15sit¢ alert centers, each
ready to launch at least 10 missiles.

enry Sokolski, director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education
enter and a member of a hifgvel commission that advises the
govenment on weapons of mass destruction, has argued that
reducing the US arsenal dramatically could lead China or other
powers that now have hundreds of nuclear weapons to try to reac

Fortney, like many senior military officers interviewed for this  parity by building up their arsenalsvhat he calls the destabilizing
story, said he is prepared to work under a new nuclear policy ppspect of a fApacked nuclear

regime, but warned that as the United States goes to lower raumber
of warheads it means that every weapon left becomes more
important to ensure that the nuclear arsenal maintains its capabili
and credibility to deter potential enemies. That is likely to require
new investments in missiles and warheads, he suggested.

ut others, like Kimball, note that Russia and the United States

ave 95 percent of the worl dé
be plenty of warning if a country like China, which is estimated to
have 350 weapons,#&d to catchugi The United St
Russia each deploy more than 2,000 strategic warheads, most of
ifhere is somewhat of a great eynpjsScenn Se& jOsft Uornd eyn CtYo, 0dOe theer Sad ing
make sure that the systems stpy 98i &l efNo08&ther country po

warheads, and China currgntias fewer than 30 nuclearmed

Threats variable The nuclear review is taking place asthreats mi ssi | es capable of striking
against the United States, from former enemies, rogue nations, afdtyan Bender can be reachedtsnder@globe.com=
potential terroists, remain in flux. Even the vestiges of the old
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Nearing New Arms Pact, U.S. and Russia Look
Beyond It

By PETER BAKER The new version of Start would require each side to reduce
Published: December 17, 2009 deployed strategic nuclear warheaalsoughly 1,600, down from
Ehf New ﬂl‘lﬂ( Cimes 2,200, according to a senior American official. It would also force
each side to reduce its strategic bombers and Emtlsesbased
OP-ED CONTRIBUTOR missiles to below 800, down from the old limit of 1,600. Foreign

Minister Sergey V. Lavrov oRussia said on Thursday that there
had been fisome sl owing downo i

. . . . but American officials denied it and said there were just three
WASHINGTONS Eight months, three presidentiabatings, remaining issues to resolve, mainly on verification.

countless Geneva negotiating sessions and one missed deadline
later, the United States amlissisappear close to agreement on 3
new arms control treaty that will reduce their strategic nuclear JEBAICGUEIELRIANENT BTN ERILIT IR L Do b A TR S 1 i T

arsenals by at least one quarter. 2009 2016
us Russia UsS Russia
But even if the two sides manage to bring home a dealnmingp | operational 2,700 4,830 2,175 3,675
days as they hope, that will be the easy part. Aftesident Strategic 2,200 2,780 1,675¢ 1,6754
Obamaand PresiderDmitri A. Medvedevof Russia sign the new|  \or-Strategic =0 s SO0 a0n
h | = K o th I 9 Reserve 2,500 3,500¢ 2,500 3,500
pact, they plan to send.negotlators back to t e table nextoyear | 1oea1 Stockpile 5,200 8,330¢ 4,675 7175
pursue a far more ambitious agreement _tackllng_ Whole eategor Awaiting 4,200 4,670¢ 2,600/ fevil
of nuclear weaponsever before subgt to international limits. Dismantlement
Total Inventory 9,400 13,000 7,275 7,175
The talks envisioned for 2010 would continue to advance Mr. | “Based on upper limit of START follow-on treaty.
(o) b ama 6 s d i sar mament a g en d a a b Approximately 200 of these warheads are deployed in Europe. ent
. .. ¢ Deployed on bases with operational units.
managed since the dark days of the cold war. In addition tO fUr| ane majority of these are thought to be non-strategic warheads.
redUCing deployed Strategic Warheaﬂe, negotiations would tl'y € Very little is known about the total size of the Russian stockpile and how many warheads
. . are awaiting dismantlement.
to empty _at least some Va"'!lts now Storlng Warhea.ds Inreserve / Assumes warheads cut by START follow-on treaty will be retired and dismantlement
the two sides would take aim at thousands of tactical nuclear | continued at current rate.

Hans M. Kristensen/Federation of American Scientists, 2009

bombs most vulnerable to theft or proliferation, some still locate ..
in Europe 20 years after thelfaf the Berlin Wall.
If lingering differences can be adds&d, the Obama
The effort is part of a broader initiative by Mr. Obama to start a_dministration hopes to bu_ild on the_trust established over the past
down theroad toward eventual elimination of all nuclear weapofight months and plunge right back into talks for a broader
and to transform the American military for a new era. A nucleafdréement. That broader treaty would reduce the number of
posture review due next month will propose an overhaul of thedePloyed strategic warheads even further, perhaaisdot 1,000
nationds strategic doctrine [ Raghceuglry alevelcgngidereditheloywgssthe fwo wauld goy,
of howmany weapons the United States really needs without awithout bringing in China, Britain, France and other nuclear
superpower rival, including whether to eliminate one leg of the POWErs.
traditional Atriado of submarines, mi ssiles and bomber s.
Beyond that, negotiators would tackle stored strategic weapons ar
The first step is the completion of the treaty now on the table. ffctical weapons, neither of which has béeited by treaty. The
Obama leftWashington on Thursday night to fly to Copenhagerpmte_d States has about 3,000 strategic warheads in storage while
where he will meet with Mr. Medvedev on the sidelines of a gld%%ﬁs'a has about 1,000, according to the Center for Defense
climate change conferencBhere, they hope to cut through the !nformation, a private advocacy group in Washington.
remaining obstacles to the agreement to replac8ttia¢egic Arms
Reduction Treatpf 1991, known as Start, which expired on Ded.he lopsided balance is the opposite for tacticaheads,
5. generally defined as those with ranges below 300 to 400 miles.
Russia has 3,000 to 8,000 of them, according to the Center for
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Defense Information. The Federation of American Scientists weapons, 0

meaning it

was ti me

estimates that about 2,000 of them are actually deployed, tlbileemaining tactical weapons. But otiéATO allies are leery of a
Arms Control Association says that perhaps just a few hundred¢@angplete pullback, seeing the presence of the weapons as a sign |

truly operational. Americads

c 0 nt to Europehn sequnityni t me n t

Estimates of American tactical nuclear weapons range from 5(Bittalar debates have played out within both the American and

1,200, with about 150 to 240 still deployed in Belgium, Germaru s si an mi |l i tary
theyodor e

Italy, the Netherlands and Turkeyglhas many as about five yeatsh ey want , but

establ i shment
both gc¢

ago. The United States in recent years has withdrawn tactical resistance of the conservative nuclear buresies in their

nuclear weapons from bases in Britain, Germany and Greece.c ount ri es, 0

sai

g by -

K 1800 kitomel e ot

AToday these weapons are

mi lgii tyar it Ih)e sen N &G S a fup,

Joseph Cirinc
Fund, a group that

advocates disarmament.
fiThese are s ma

power ful force

Tactical nuclear weapons
were developed during the
cold war as generally
lower-yield, shorterrange
explosives that could be
used on the battlefield. The
United States and its NATO
allies relied on them as a
deterrent to any invasion of
Western Europe by what
were presumed to be
superior Soviet and
Warsaw Pact land forces.
But since the derse of the
Soviet Union, the thinking
has flipped, and Russia
today views tactical nuclear
weapons as a bulwark
against American
conventional supremacy.

fiThe i dea that
lamhtt ey

much bigger liability than asset besauRussia and the United  Sokolski, exeative director of the Nonproliferation Policy

States have to maintain security over these warheads whethergh@y, c at i o n
are deployed or not depl oyedpo
theydre smaller, o said
Arms Control Association.

Center
ta Njde stsh e yoOnr et hhedsred esfy sttOe nhsf.a CTki
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. . Washington and Moscow emerdyom the cold war determined
But the challenge of reaching an accord would eclipse the g reduce tactical nuclear arms, and both sides announced
difficulties in drafting the current treaty, which was supposed tq,RRateral cuts in 1991. As a result, 17,000 tactical nuclear
completed by the time Start b kebelithbrih froMesekcs, bLi b reaty Sverimpdééy
make this look |ike a wal k igyalydinBingMmits.Nikol&i N.dbkova f&héﬂéo@lét hrms ai d

control negotiator now with the James Martin Center for

The idea of wthdrawing all tactical nuclear arms has generatedNonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International
debate in Europe. I'n OctoberSt uGeirensa niynd sCanleiwt ofronrieai,g nc amilnei ds
Guido Westerwelle cal |l ed for fa coundamms fecert ndl nage mda. 0
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A Nonstarter onArms Control

Ehe New York Times

By ARIEL COHEN
Published: January 8, 2010

WASHINGTON & The Obama administration has
failed to complete the negotiation of a treaty to replace
the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (Start), which
expired on Dec. 5. The two superpowers an& in
unchartered waters.

Moscow and Washington have stated that Start still
applies voluntarily. This is false. First, without the

consent of the U.S. Senate, expired treaties are null and

void. Second, the Russians already kicked out U.S.
inspectors, ths scrapping a key provision of the now

dead treaty. Third, on Tuesday, Dec. 29, Prime Minister

Vladimir Putin upped the ante, linking U.S. missile
defenses with the treaty signature. Speaking in
Vladivostok later that week, Mr. Putin warned against
U. Sa.ggiressi venesso and
balance in case the Obama administration deploys

missile defenses.

As competition between Mr. Putin and President Dmitri

di s

saying that they will oppose the new treaty if the United

States gives up nuclear modernization. Thus, the 67 vote

supermajority necessary for ratification is far from
secure.

Supporters of missile defense, nuclear modernization
and prompt global strike intercontinental ballistic
missiles with conventional warheadswia oppose the
treaty if it undermines their priorities.

The Kremlin feels it has a winning hand in the nuclear
bargaining as the followen treaty is considered more
important to the United States than Russia. The White
House already ceded deployment atationary missile
defense in Poland and the Czech Republic and has
qxg[p%dttoi Pyl - S dnspegtogs froma missile factory in
Votkinsk, Russia. The removal will make it impossible
to monitor pr oduc 14 nwhile o f
multi-warhead ICBMs. Thigissile will be the mainstay

of Russian strategic forces by 2016. Thus, the stronger

Medvedev for the 2012 presidential nomination is rising, party starts looking like a loser.

Mr. Putin may be denying histimer protégé a

prestigious feather in

hi Jreqceupation with the Hagt follegn I[gr(.aaty is a major

effort

part of Mr. Obamads

The official talks will restart in Geneva, possibly as early Russia. The completion tfie Start followon, as well as

as next week. And the American side also appears
circumspect. The U.S. Senate is concerned with the
future of the Start followon treaty Senators worry that

the ratification of the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban

Treaty by Congress, are seen as a key stepping stone of

Aget t i ng@ adhievingaewortd evithout nuclear

the Obama administration may be making concessions toweapons.

Russia that are detrimental to U.S. national security. On
Dec. 16, 41 senators signed a letter to President Obama,


http://www.nytimes.com/

The Russians, however, quietly scoff at Mr. @@ 0 s major funding for advanced military equipment,

goal. While the Russian government publicly champions i ncl udi ng nucl ear weapons n
the U.S. nuclear di sar ma maniitary-iadudtrial camplex B busysdeval@mg high | i t a
and security elite der i de piedsion andRawsek deeppenetrhtion ndckeare | o p
offensive weapond because without them thereisno  weapons. But the Russians are also demanding the halt

ot her way t o de fMedvedevsaidin ¢ dounSt nugleardnodernization, which the bipartisan

the recent TV interview. PerrySchlesinger Commission recommended to the

U.S.Congress and is necessary to maintain an effective
Moreover, Russian nuclear policy and statements clearly qeterrent.

reveal an abiding commitment to nuclear weapons. The
U.S. national leadership and arms control negotiators Lastly, the U.S. intelligence community advised

should examine the Russian nuclear doctrine afidyp Congress that Russia is currently in violation of Start, as

as they are, not as they want them to be. well as other arms control and nonproliferation
agreements. The ©Olreadenagendami n

Russia is boosting the role of nuclear weapons in its to fget to zerood appears to

national security strat egegdlidns Ifchhs'cusel SendbbidrKya 0s nu

doctrine considers the UnipbRiflicards AitoRaSto dcduse thB Rdmihidtr&tibnfof? |
adversary. o With daondlforces e n ¢ing Sntrbl ?naldratctﬁe. convent

and difficulties procuring and deploying high tech

weapons, Russia will increasingly rely on nuclear To put it simply, the new treaty must not compromise
weapons, including firaise use in local conflicts, such U.S. or allied national security. It should not limit U.S.

as with Georgia | ast year .misSlddefensds er nuglbaa moderizaioni TheOlsS. Na t
Security Council Secretareneral Nikolay Patrushev should oppose a Russian offensive nuclear posture, and
recently announced. counter the further lowering of the nuclear threshold.

The United Statecetebbobudnddpd
Moreover, Russia has 3,800 tactical nukes, which were strategy, which includes a defensive nuclear posture,

not included in the follovon treaty. And in the recent missile defenses and nuclear modernization.
military maneuvers in Belarus, the Russian Army

simulated an invasion of Poladd with 900 tanksaand Ariel Cohen is senior research fellow at the Davis
fired three nucl ear mi s si llnstguteéotIntarnatenaliSridies at Fhe bleritage

Foundation.
Mr. Putin has repeatedly announced that despite the

economic crisis, the Russian government will continue



Russia Cool to W&. Plan for Missiles in Romania

By ELLEN BARRY
Published: February 5, 2010

The New Jork Eimes

MOSCOWd Russian officials reacted coolly on public months ago, Russian officials made it

Friday to the news that Romania had agreed to clear that they were taken aback by the

host American missile interceptors starting in announcement of Romaniadb s r ol e. For e
2015, with a top envoy saying that the Minister Sergey V. Lavrov said the Russian and
announcement coul d di r e Amérigan @dsifleats Had agrees that the s

position as negotiations to replace the Strategic At hreats and risks of mi s
Arms Reduction Treaty, or Start, reach their be assessed jointly as a
conclusion.

AfnWe expect our American g
Dmitri O. Rogozin, Russiad s p er ma n e n texhaustive explanations on those issuedn the

representative to NATO, said the United States context of this dialogue,
had not fulfilled its promise to consult Russia service quoted Mr. Lavrov as saying at a news

on developments in the missile defense system. conference in Germany, where he traveled to

He suggested that the interceptors could pose a attend the Munich Security Conference.

threatt o Russiads security, while noting that

both Romanian and American officials went The announcement came at a sensitive

out of their way to assure Moscow otherwise. moment. At the Munich conference, Mr.

Lavrov has meetings planrt
Al't seems to be in dii ne foneign nhinisten amdihe bas sugeseed thay

means they have some thoughts that the Rusga may be ready to consider sanctions
system could be targeted against Russia, against Iran if he is not satisfied with the
otherwise why would they dissuade us about response in their discuss

somet hing we never askeaducledarmagtar?.0 he sai d.

Though the general outlines of the new missile And with the Start renegotiation, a central
defense pland including the staging of land - pr oj ectresetn Iertewdien t he co
based interceptors in Europe 8 were made
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its final stages, Russian leaders have repeatedly
said missile defense remains a stumbling block.

Russian analysts said the SM3 interceptors
planned for Romania posed no threat to
Russiads nucl ear
medium - and short-range missiles. But that
might change when a second generation of
interceptors is put in place in 2018, a
possibility that makes Moscow wary, because
the United States is under no obligation to
share data about the system, said Sergei M.
Rogov, director of the_ Institute for the U.S. and

Canada Studiesin Moscow.
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The announcement is not likely to derail Start
negotiations, Mr. Rogov said, but could
jeopardize talks that negotiators hoped would
follow, including deeper cuts to strategic
nuclear weapons. The news from Romania

came, he said, amid variau s gns
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movement 0 i the fAreset o:
have dragged on, Secretary of Statedillary

Rodham Clinton rejected Russian calls for a

new European security structure, and Poland

and Sweden called for Russia to withdraw its
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Those concerns were underlined when Russia
released itsnew military doctrine , approved on
Friday by President Dmitri A. Medvedev . The
document, which guides military policy for a
decade, ndsnpfiadrthee Aroeyicaromiskile defense

raystienn as g magor threattd Russiamsecariya i n

Aunder mi
the current
Another central concern of the document was
the continued expansion of NATO and the
organi onds attempt
funct.i n ol ation
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Michael &chwarte contributed reporting.

New missile defense plan

President Barack Obama announced a missile defense system that
would protect against Iran’s short- and medium-range missile capabilities.

The plan

Phase one Missile-equipped Aegis warships to defend European allies

and U.S. forces

* New, more mobile radar to detect, track missiles

Phase two Land-based missile system starting about 2015

SM-3 missile
Intercepts an incoming ballistic

ﬂ

f

* Does not carry explosive;
kinetic energy released in
high-speed collision destroys
target
3 Diameter 13.5 in. (0.34 m)

Operational range
310 mi. (500 km) \

9'9) BEL

missile outside Earth’s atmosphere :

i Aegis destroyer
i Uses ballistic missile
defense system to
i protect against short-,
i medium-range missiles
i Crew 323 (23 officers)
i Speed 36 mph (58 kph)
_ Range 5,060 mi.

(8,140 km)
NOTE: Destroyer

and missile not
drawn to scale

l—sosn (154

© 2009 MCT

Source: GlobalSecurity.org, Reuters, Raytheon, naval-technology.com, U.S. Missile Defense Agency,

Chicago Tribune

Graphic: Melina Yingling, Judy Treible
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China Will Not Join Global Nuclear Disarmament

written by:Junichi Abe 28-Sep09
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During the G8 Meeting of Foreign Ministers in June

this year, Japanese Foreign Minister Hirofumi
Nakasone pointed a finger at China, saying it is the only
country building up strategic nuclear weapons. €o b
sure, China deploys nuclear missiles that have Japan
within their range, making the country a greater threat
to Japan than North Korea in a way. Why is China
proceeding with nuclear weapons modernization amid
growing international pressure toward nuclear

disarmament?

China's attitude toward nuclear weapons has been
complex. While pretending to make slight of American
atomic bombs by calling them "paper tigers," Mao
Zedong was aware that China would need to arm itself
with nuclear weapons in order to coenthe American
nuclear threat. Due to its rivalry with the Soviet Union,
China had to develop nuclear weapons on its own, but
managed to declare itself a nuclear state after
successfully conducting its first nuclear test in October
1964. By that time, heever, the nuclear capabilities of
the US and the Soviet Union had reached a significant
level, with the two countries possessing intercontinental
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ballistic missiles (ICBMs), submaridaunched

ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and ballistic missile
submarines§SBNSs) capable of launching SLBMs.
China was despairingly lagging behind the US and the
Soviet Union in terms of nuclear capability. China
managed to acquire nuclear weapons amid economic
hardship with the kind of determination shown by then
Chinese Foreig Minister Chen Yi, who insisted that
China should develop nuclear weapons at any cost,
"even if the Chinese people have to pawn their trousers
for this." Thus from the beginning, China has had no
intention of becoming a nuclear power like the US and
the Sviet Union and has modernized its nuclear
capability at its own pace.

Sun Tzu said in The Art of War, "if you know both
yourself and your enemy, you can win a hundred battles
without a single loss." As if to take the reverse, China
has the tendency to kgguantitative military data

secret, including the total size of its conventional
forces. This lack of transparency concerning the
Chinese military is nothing new. The Chinese
leadership may consider hiding information an effective
way of presenting its safl nuclear capability to the
world. Among the five nuclear powers under the
Nuclear NorProliferation Treaty (NPT), only China's
nuclear capability is veiled in secrecy. China has, of

submarines are still under development and there has
been no report confirming their launch tests. China does
not possess air war potential categorized as strategic
bombers, such as B52s, Bls and B2s.

Tecmologically, China's current nuclear capability
remains at the level of the US in the first half of the
1960s. China's nuclear capability can be summarized as
about 130 ballistic missiles deployed on the ground
with each missile able to carry only one weal,

meaning that no multiple independently targetable
reentry vehicles (MIRVs) have been introduced.
Furthermore, middleand longrange ballistic missiles,
such as D intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM),
are liquid fuel rockets not suited to rdpeaction. In

other words, China lags more than 40 years behind the
US in modernizing its nuclear capability.

China has argued that it is the responsibility of the

US and Russia to first reduce their nuclear arsenals,
stating that China's nuclear forcelevel is no match

to those of the two largest nuclear powerdn July,

US President Barack Obama and his Russian
counterpart Dmitry Medvedev agreed to reduce their
strategic nuclear stockpiles to between 1500 and 1675
warheads each as part of a new tréatyucceed

START I. Even if the proposed reduction is realized,

course, showcased some of its strategic nuclear missiles however, the nuclear capabilities of the US and Russia

during its miltary parades, but has never revealed data

concerning its nuclear weapons, such as the numbers of

nuclear warheads and deployed missiles. This has
contributed to errors in data collected by foreign
countries concerning China's nuclear capability. Given
thesmall degree of these errors, however, we may be
able to take the international data as broadly correct.

If we take this information as given and look at China's
nuclear capability, the number of China's nuclear
warheads stands at around 20the smallst arsenal
among the five nuclear powers and essentially on the
same level as that of Britain. China places
overwhelming emphasis on groutadinched ballistic
missiles in its nuclear force structure. It is assumed that
SLBMs, to which the other nuclear iwats attach
growing importance, are not functioning as war
potential, for no Xieclass nucleapowered submarines
capable of launching 3L SLBMs have been found on
patrol duty. Two Jirclass nuclear submarines have
been confirmed through photographs, that JL-2

SLBMs to be launched by these new nuclear

will remain far stronger than those of China.

Nevertheless, China would go along with the ideas
and philosophy of Obama's proposal for anuclear-
free world, which were outlined in his April 5 speech
in Prague, for China has continued to advocate for
nuclear abolition. However, if nuclear abolition
means all the nuclear states abolishing their arsenals
at the same rate, China would stronglhyoppose the
idea. This is because, in a world without nuclear
weapons, the US would maintain absolute supremacy
with its overwhelming conventional forces. What is
most important for China is to secure deterrent
capability against the US.

Junichi Abe (junibi-abe @kazankai.org) is Senior Research
Fellow at the Kazankai Foundation in Tokyo.
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Business Standard Saurabh Kumar: Striving for a
Monday, Jan 04, 2010 Nuclear WeaponsFree World

Seven months after President Obama affirmed the US commitment to work towards a nuclear weapon-free world, there

has been no move to take it forward

Saurabh Kumar / New Delhi December 20, 2009, 0:30 IST
US President Obama and PM Manmohan Singh
Aipl edged to wor k espomsibleé her
states with advanced nucl e:

The significance of this articulation by India and the
USA can be appreciated better in the background of
the international discourse on nuclear disarmament
and strategic security issues. A nuclear wedpee
world has long been a cherished goal of the
international community but it has remained an ideal
that has never entered the realm of the feasible.

The main reason for this is that the US, the country

with the largest nuclear arsenal by far was patly

to move in that direction, or even to contemplate
committing itself to ever doing so. Obama is the first

US President to have brokel
and affirm fiAmericads c¢commi
peace and security of a world without nuclear
weaponso in his speech at P
(More specifically, that 0nf
steps toward a world witho:i
Aireduce the role of nucl eal
security strategyo.)

Yet, more than seven months aftds@ ma 6 s bol d
break with the past, there has been no move,
internationally, to build upon it and take it forward to
have the goal of abolition of nuclear weapons

adopted globally, i.e. as a legally binding obligation
undertaken by all nations.

No nation hashought it fit, for example, to ask the

other nuclear weapon states to follow suit so that the
goal of a figlobal zeroo (o
be (re)endorsed by the UN General Assendblyhe

obvious thing to do in the wake of the gargantuan

US shiftd in order to seal agreement at the

conceptual level. And, accordingly, to then task the
Conference on Disarmament in Geneva to finally
commence negotiations on a Nuclear Weapons

Tucked away in one of the many paragraphs of the Joint Conventiond the designated UN body for negotiating

Statement issued during the recent US visit of the Prime di - b bl
Minister, unnoticd almost in spite of a voluble media, is an idea b@arman:ent ggreements ar not (zen avle t? et;/en
that deserves a little more attention than it hagaheir ring nuclear disarmament on its agenda primarily because

Afshared vision of a world fre fU%I?d OQ.P%SEiqn.eTgiSriSt%g}lﬁyﬁ.&if}?@jg&l Wegpons — w h

onvention providing for elimination of chemical weapons
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