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Executive Summary

This purpose of this report is to increase awareesl debate over the relationship between
nuclear disarmament and international securitprigfly summarizes the history of the nuclear
proliferation regime, paying particular attentianthe development of nuclear deterrence as a
component of military doctrine during the Cold Wahe report then outlines in a broad manner;
the contemporary situation as a result of decadgsaliferation; the success of many non-
proliferation initiatives (and the failure of otls¢r and; the threat posed to the stability of the
international system by the horizontal and vertjmalliferation of nuclear weapons. The paper
recognizes existing and emerging threats to thesepvation of international security. It
concludes that nuclear strategic doctrine has motved in synchronicity with our politico-
military environment and, subsequently, has becaroentributor to destabilisation. Finally, the
paper introduces recommendations made by a numbepolicy analysts, military and
government officials, lawyers, NGOs and the Unikations that must be pursued in earnest if
certain nuclear disarmament objectives and a staiéenational security climate in the 21
century are to be achieved.

It is reasonable to suggest that our world is iasiegly complex and in many places,
increasingly unstable. Modern geopolitics and weaptechnology require us to seriously
evaluate old doctrine and apply necessary charmgashieve a more secure environment in light
of newly developing threats. Many of the pressiegusity concerns that the international
community face today cannot be solved by diplomalone. However, there are courses of
action that can be taken, short of military intemven and it these options that this report seeks
to investigate. It does not offer suggestions fowrecent proliferation in, say, the Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea may be addressed (asuitlikely that leadership in the DPRK will
head calls for policy reform), but it outlines ieatl certain policies that can be adopted by
rational state actors that will contribute to a eneecure international environment. In reviewing
the evolution of global nuclear policy in both Neat Weapon States (NWS) and Non-nuclear
Weapon States (NNWS) alike we can better understamdurrent situation and apply lessons
learned from the past to reduce the potential fmtear confrontation in the near future.

The report recognises that there is also a sigmficost associated with the maintenance of
current nuclear stockpiles in the current NWS amdctudes that we are not seeing an adequate
return on investment. It recommends that a redoctio nuclear force levels would allow
constrained defence budgets to be allocated t@rseof the military complex that will better
utilise the diverted funding to address more imragdsecurity concerns—particularly from non-
state actors to whom a nuclear deterrent is uplikelbe effective. The report recognises that
new developments in nuclear physics need not bstined by policy and that current nuclear
technologies and the vast body of knowledge acdudteing the last half century are unlikely to
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substantially erode over the course of the next bahtury. This complicates the crossover
between the peaceful and military uses of nucleahrtology and renders Article VI of the
Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty (the responsililio move towards general and complete
disarmament) a more than difficult task to achiéMee report subsequently investigates realistic
methods of addressing proliferation today and eatakipopular recommendations for measures
that can be taken to move towards a reductionrceftevels that are consistent with the interests
of NWS and NNWS alike. These recommendations irglbdt are not limited to:

The creation of a Fissile Materials Cut-off Treaty

Strengthened Negative Security Assurances

The creation of a Nuclear Weapons Convention

The multi-lateralisation of the fuel cycle

A move towards de-alerting and a reduction of quregsenals

Ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty

The renegotiation of pressing bi-lateral nucleaamgements between Russia and the
U.S.

Each of these topics will be discussed at lengtér dfaving first established a context for the
current nuclear policies of each respective NWS dtificulties associated in employing each
recommendation, relative to different geographiatons (The Middle East, Asia, Europe and
North America), will not be overlooked. Finally tleport outlines complications surrounding
Ballistic Missile Defence programs and the extemsib arms into outer space, recommending
firmly a course of action that must be pursuedh® immediate future to prevent further arms
racing and the destabilization that would follow.
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Part |

Our Mutual Quandary

Over half a century has passed since Robert J. ippaer misquoted the Hindu scripture,
Bhagavad-Gitain his reflection on the successful Trinity testdasubsequent obliteration of
Hiroshima and Nagasaki, and lamented; “. . . n@amIbecome death, the destroyer of worfds.”
Notwithstanding pressure from established militaryd political apparatus’, Oppenheimer’s
alleged rationale for allowing the Manhattan Prbjeacontinue after the fall of Nazi Germany in
Europe, and for sanctioning the use of atomic weamm “virgin [civilian] targets® (as opposed

to an alternative “demonstratiof)’ was that the newly forming United Nations neetiede
fully aware of the consequences of nuclear wargaréhat measures could be taken to ensure
international security in the atomic age. At thetof the millennium, fifty-five years later, our
global security climate shared little in commonhwibat of the Manhattan Project or Cold War
years. In recognising the changed relationship éetwthe major Nuclear Weapons States
(NWS) and the hubris of contemporary nuclear sgiateloctrine, then-UN Secretary General
Kofi Annan included in the Millennium Developmeni@s a requirement for “convening a
major international conference to identify ways eiminating nuclear dangers.Despite a
persistent effort by the disarmament movement & dbcades prior to Annan’s proposal, the
strategic doctrine of the world's NWS did not ewslin response to developments in
international politics. As we prepare for the 20MlOclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)
Review Conference, Oppenheimer’s rationale has bedermined by disinterest of the global

! Else, Jon, Peoples, David, and Peoples, JahetPay After TrinityPyramid, 1980. Motion Picture, time into
film: 1 hour 27 mins.

Note: The Day After Trinity is a documentary featgrinterviews with major contributors to the Mattha Project
(including Robert J. Oppenheimer), and includesége of the Trinity test and Hiroshima and Nagasaki
detonations. Archival material provided by: Los Wias Scientific Laboratories, National Atomic Museum
American Institute of Physics, National ArchivesielBancroft Library, Fox Movitone News, Hearst Médne
News, NBC, UPTIN, DASIAC

2 Ibid., time into film: 1 hour.

% Robert Wilson, Physicist, worked closely with Oppeimer and convened a meeting at Los Alamos (&fer
Day, but prior to Hiroshima), involving a numberpifysicists who were participating in the Manhatxoject. The
purpose of the meeting was to explore alternatteessing a nuclear weapon on a Japanese city ies;cibne
proposal suggested a controlled demonstrationgdépanese military of the new weapons capability.

* Annan, Kofi A. We, The Peoples: The Role of theiteth Nations in the 21st Century. 2000. New Ydskijted
Nations Department of Public Information, p. 79.
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community and a lack of initiative on the part bé INWS. We must respond to the evolution of
global polity and the subsequent requirement foree approach to weapons proliferation by
establishing an appropriate framework for achie\angeduction of nuclear force levels without
negatively impacting current military apparatusotNonly is this achievable, it will make us

more secure.

The Evolution of Nuclear Doctrine

In the years following Hiroshima and Nagasaki feéra possible recurrence that would be
suffered elsewhere at the hands of the two rising @ncreasingly adversarial nuclear
superpowers lent itself to an arms race that wauitininate in a tenuous stand-off; during
which, several generations across the globe woellddstage to the climate of relations between
the Soviet Union and the United States. Advocatestlie vertical proliferatiohof nuclear
weapons have since argued that the strategy of dytdssured Destruction (MAD), tempered
during this stand-off, ensconced the world in aqueof stability and ensured peace at a time
when a reliance solely on conventional weapons hese resulted in large scale state-to-state
warfare. Certainly, inasmuch as a deterrent is ssergial component of military strategic
doctrine, the U.S.-Soviet nuclear deterrent seraedefined purpose in an unstable time.
However, in order for a deterrence mechanism tokewsufficient fear to prevent aggression, it
must reasonably be assumed that there is the pagsib it being used. Thus, a balance-of-
terror, engendered by mutual suspicion, was deligamanipulated to provide a sense of
equilibrium: North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (N®) nuclear forces offset any possible
Soviet conventional superiority; “The alliance alsmintained high levels of readiness to
compensate for NATO’s smaller numbers of converiidorces. Like NATO’s nuclear posture,
these military assets were specific to the Sovie¢at.”® The threat was real and immediate
enough that military strategy, rapidly evolvingan attempt to cope, transcended conventional
war-planning and undertook a far more calculatind dangerous role. It is worth noting that
while many ‘proliferation-optimists’ are quick tesociate the Cold War with an extended period
of peace (at least between the major powers: dfrmesl to as the “Long Peadg” it was
nevertheless a radically volatile period during ethihe consequences of total war were far more
serious than any other time in human history. Ciesgxorbitant risk, the nuclear deterrent was

® “Vertical proliferation” refers to the developmeand modernisation of nuclear weapons by existif§SN(as
opposed to “horizontal proliferation” which refdéosthe spread of nuclear weapons technology tor ctiages).

® Celeste A. Wallander, "International Assets andaptdbility: NATO After the Cold War, International
Organization54, no. 4 (2000): 705-735, p. 715.

" For further reading: John Lewis Gaddi$ie Long Peace: Inquiries into the History of theldCWar (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1987), "The Cold War, tteng Peace, and the Futurdiplomatic History16, no. 2
(1992): 234-246 and "The Long Peace: Elements albily in the Postwar International Systenmiternational
Security10, no. 4 (1986): 99-142. John Mueller, "The Catgdhe Quota: Trouble After the Cold Wafhe Journal
of Conflict Resolutior88, no. 3 (1994): 355-375. Richard Ned Lebow, "Tbeg Peace, the End of the Cold War
and the Failure of Realismifiternational Organizatior8, no. 2 (2008): 249-277.
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largely accepted as a necessary but not sufficiemditiorf of the maintenance of stability in the

international system. The concept of military detece must be well understood in order to
comprehend the ensuing arms race; but also tolsstabcontext for non-proliferation in a post-

Cold War era.

Deterrence, whether conventional, nuclear or otlsrw‘is an integral part of the permanent
canon, or lore, and the eternal practice of stafeand strategy®In the milieu of Cold War
Europe, states party to both NATO and the Warsant ileRtied on the provision of deterrence by
either the U.S. or Soviet Russia respectively teetrrtbe threat of complete annihilation. In
Clausewitz’ comprehensive analysidn War he posits: “What is defence in conception? The
warding off a blow. What is then its characterigign? The state of expectancy (or of waiting
for this blow).™? Additionally, he notes: “Frequent periods of inastin war remove it further
from the absolute, and make it still more a caltoita of probabilities.** Certainly both
statements were exemplified during the “Long Peatéé drive to design weapons that would
approach the ability to deliver victory or compléestruction, or both, in a single blow gave rise
to a period of escalation that grew quite out afgartion with the actual military efficacy of the
weapons themselves. Nuclear weapons were effegtivelsable—at least, not to the benefit of
any state-actor—and in the unprecedented desteugiower that they harnessed, nuclear
weapons provided the ultimate countermeasure. Takeulation of probabilities’ became the
methodology through which a state of expectancy prasented from manifesting a state of
war—the consequences of which, would have beenficoifhe destructive power of the bomb
dropped on Hiroshima measured a mere 15 kildfqesjuivalent to 15,000 tons of TNT), but the
largest bomb created during the Cold War, the 186diet Tsar Bombahad a yield of over 58
Megaton$®>—equivalent to more than 58 million tons of TNToRferation became a vehicle for
competition. By 1986 global stockpiles had surpds&e,000 nuclear warheads—of which, 97

8 Clandestine operations in the third world; suchihessupply of the Mujahedeen in Afghanistan withi-aircraft
missiles to undermine Soviet expansion, intelligenod counter-intelligence operations and tredéeeen third
world countries and the U.S. and Soviet Union (&ar Imam, "Soviet Treaties With Third World Caues,"
Soviet Studie85, no. 1 (1983): 53-70 and David Kinsella, "Cantfin Context: Arms Transfers and Third World
Rivalries During the Cold WarAmerican Journal of Political Scien@8, no. 3 (1994): 557-581.) all contributed to
the maintenance of a delicate balance of powerthBrmore, Vietham and Korea (whether ‘proxy-wars’ o
otherwise) were examples of a reaction to the ptssipread of communism during the Cold War. Theeee
numerous, complex tactical and strategic initiatioe the part of the politico-military infrastruots of the U.S. and
Soviet Union in addition to an overarching nucldactrine to which public discourse on the mattes laagely been
subsumed. It would be a mistake to attribute a gfedoutcome to the Cold War solely on the mainteeaof a
nuclear deterrent; but for the scope of this papeploring the logic behind strategic nuclear ppland its
justification during the Cold War will be sufficieno establish a context for contemporary inteoval security
concerns.

° Collin S. Gray, "Deterrence in the 21st Centuygmparative Strateg¥9, no. 3 (2000): 255-261, p. 255.

10 carl von ClausewitzOn War ed. Tom Griffith. (Hertfordshire: Wordsworth Edits Limited, 1997), p. 279
Note: The publication cited (translation by J. Jaliam and revised by F. N. Maude) is a reprinthef ariginal
work, published posthumously in 1832.

2 bid., p. 19.

2 pavid Biello, "A New for New Warheads?Stientific American2007, 80-85, p. 82

13 Alexander V. Kalinin, "Secrets of the Soviet Nwml€omplex,""EEE Spectrun81, no. 5 (1994): 32-38.
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percent belonged to the U.S. and Soviet RusiEhile many of the warheads were designed to
be used in conjunction with U.S.-based Inter-Caenttal Ballistic Missiles (ICBM), Submarine
Launched Ballistic Missiles (SLBM) and various a#ft delivery systems (such as nuclear
armed B-52 strategic bombers), a significant nunafeéy.S. nuclear weapons were deployed to
Europe under NATO nuclear sharing and “third pastgckpile agreemerits

The U.S. first deployed nuclear weapons to Europgdptember 1954 when the first
weapons arrived in Britain. Within 10 years, deptm@nts spread to Germany, lItaly,
France, Turkey, the Netherlands, Greece, and Beigand in 1971 the deployment
peaked with approximately 7,300 nuclear warheagsajed in Europé®

The Soviet Union had similarly deployed nuclear paaes to states within the communist
Warsaw Pact and, following the dissolution of tlevi8t Union decades later, arsenals would be
in the custody of a great many more natibriBhese deployments were to become a violation of
Articles | and 1l (the direct or indirect transfer receipt of nuclear technologi&$pf the 1968
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weap@N®T) but this was less of a concern than
was the provision of a multilateral nuclear detetrinat could match the enemy threat in size
and capability—particularly the ability to reactrimediately to suppress aggression (and to react
to developments in delivery systems that drasticaliortened the launch-to-impact times of
ICBMs'). Given the rapid escalation, both sides were dréwa position of unremitting hair-
trigger alert, involving a network of advance wagnisystems upon which ‘launch-on-warning’
capabilities relied:

14 Robert S. Norris and Hans M. Kristensen, "GlobatMar Stockpiles, 1945-200@Ulletin of the Atomic
Scientists62, no. 4 (2006): 64-67, p. 64.

Notes: Article prepared by the Natural Resourcefeise Council.

15 “Third party” stockpile agreements “are governmienel agreements between the United States, ttition and
user nation. It guides stockpiling of nuclear weaapavithin the territory of a third-nation for thesaiby NATO
committed forces of a signatory user nation.” Kaigten, Hans M. U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Europe; ¥ieReof
Post Cold-War Policy, Force Levels and War Planni@908. New York, Hans M. Kristensen; Natural Reses
Defense Council, p. 12.

% bid., p. 24.

" The majority of tactical weapons being in the pes#on of Belarus, Kazakhstan and the Ukraine btit &
number of tactical weapons in Georgia, Kirghiziajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan. All weeturned to
Russia by 1992—but strategic nuclear weaponsrstifiain in Belarus, Ukraine and Kazakhstan. Thisf igrimary
concern to the Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTiReyam today whose mandate includes the securiripage
nukes” in ex-Soviet satellite nations against modscurity threats—particularly terrorism.

8 The United Nations Department for Disarmament #éfaThe Treaty for the Non-Proliferation of Nudlea
Weapons. 1970. Note: Article | prohibits NWS parythe NPT from transferring nuclear weapons tetdgies or
the use or control of such technologies to “anyipient whatsoever” nor may NWS assist or encourdge
aforementioned. Article Il prohibits NNWS partyttte NPT from acquiring nuclear weapons or the abmif them
and forbids the manufacture or acceptance of assistin the manufacturing of nuclear weapons. textl can be
found at: http://www.un.org/events/npt2005/npttydatiml. (Accessed 5 August 2008).

' Shaun Gregory and Alistair Edwards, "The HidderstQaf Deterrence: Nuclear Weapons Accidents 1950-88
Bulletin of Peace Proposa0, no. 1 (1989): 3-26. An example of such a @eliwsystem is given on page 5—the
Soviet launch of the Sputnik Satellite demonstraaedCBM capability that could threaten U.S. assetbalf an
hour or less.

Nuclear Disarmament and International Security 9



A move from a policy of “launch after confirmed imep’ to a policy of “launch on
warning” would decrease the probability of not bgiable to respond to an attack . .
. but it would also increase the probability of accidental strike following a false
alert . . . One of the dangers involved in sucheanalation of alert stages by both
sides is that, even if the escalation were haltadrgo the intentional launch of
nuclear weapons, the probability of an accidentalleinge becomes very hith.

In a high-consequence environment, any mistakebeavery costly—furthermore, an extended
period of tension lends itself very well to errdhe ability to maintain a balance-of-terror in the
zero-sum game of nuclear deterrence without eras & challenging task, made exponentially
more-so as the duration of time spent under hight-ahcreased. The breakdown of U.S.
airborne aleft tactics in the 1960s is worthy of mention:

On 24 January 1961 a B-52 on airborne alert crasteda result of structural

failure, dropping two nuclear weapons near the towh Goldsboro in North

Carolina. On 17 January 1966 another B-52 on airralert crashed with a KC-
135 refuelling tanker over the southern coast o&igpdropping four nuclear

weapons near the town of Palomares and causing spreéad radioactive

contamination. After another accident on 21 Januaryhule in Greenland in which
a B-52 on alert crashed with four nuclear weapobsad, the US ended airborne
alert?

The practice of ensuring that nuclear weapons mreraaarmed until immediately prior to use
ensured that the aforementioned accidents didesutitrin nuclear detonations. However, there
still existed the potential to mistakenly launchuaclear strike based on inaccurate data or a
system malfunction. In 1984 at Warren Air Force &&s Wyoming, an armoured car was
parked over a silo in an attempt to prevent thaedactal near-launch of a malfunctioning

M. E. Paté-Cornell and J. E. Neu, "Warning Systams Defense Policy: A Reliability Model for the @mand
and Control of U.S. Nuclear ForcesRisk Analysis5, no. 2 (1985): 121-138, p. 122. Paté-Cornellsfasate
Professor, Department of Industrial Engineering &rdjineering Management, Stanford University) anelN
(Lieutenant Colonel, U.S. Air Force, Weapon Sysldaaison Division, Office of Legislative Liaison, Reagon),
discussed four response policies: Launch on Imdamtnch on Attack Assessment, Launch Under Attactt a
Launch on Warning. In their analysis, they propoaedomputational method for determining the prolitgbof
accidental nuclear strike based on “variations r@bpbilities of Type | and Type Il errors,” concing that their
model could assist in the reduction of the posgyhilf accidental nuclear war.

ZLAirborne alert’ refers to the maintenance of arpanently airborne rotation of nuclear-armed aftciBhis was
an escalation of ‘ground alert’ which provided anter of nuclear-armed aircraft on high-alert, mahbg aircrew
trained to deploy within the predicted time intdri@tween launch and impact of any potential enemgiear
strike. For further analysis of U.S. Airborne Alard the Palomares incident see: John Megara, fidivgiNuclear
Bombs on Spain: The Palomares Accident of 1966laad).S. Airborne Alert" Florida State UniversigQ06).

2 Gregory & Edwards, "The Hidden Cost of Deterrerideclear Weapons Accidents 1950-88," p. 5.
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Minute-man missil€. Four years earlier, one hundred nuclear-armed®8BBere alerted for
take-off to conduct a retaliatory strike on the igbWnion following a false alarm generated by a
faulty computer chip in the North American Aerospabefense Command (NORAD)
computer’* These were not isolated events—in the appendtkeaeport:The Hidden Cost of
Deterrence: Nuclear Weapons Accidents 1950-@88gory and Edwards cite more than 230
nuclear weapons accidents involving the U.S., lakd U.S.S.R., and they speculate that this
was only a fraction of the total number of accidedte to the inherent secrecy of the topic.
Meanwhile, developments in tactical nuclear weapwomaild necessitate a reliance on the
conduct and professionalism of individual militgogrsonnel not bound to the same level of
responsibility as strategic command—adding furtioethe potential for accidental misuse. The
report goes on to cite numerous examples of humam ¢y far the most common source of
accident) including drug and alcohol abuse by sofdactively manning nuclear-capable missile
batteries and the tampering with or attempted dgton of nuclear devices by psychologically
unstable soldiers. The numbers are significant—ef@mple: 30,000 individuals were removed
from nuclear duties during the period 1975-1984 feychiatric reasons. Naturally, nuclear
weapons were subject to the same technologicatcsimings and safety compromises as other
weapons in the NWSs inventory; even in the handsesponsible and rational actors, the
possibility existed (and does exist) for misussystem failures with catastrophic consequences.
The situation required measures to be taken towdedescalation if MAD was to be a
sustainable method from which to derive a senstatuility.

Subsequently, counter-measures to arrest the mameot the nuclear weapons industry had
been proposed at various international and bilafera and by the early 1980s there had been
significant progress towards establishing a frantevwior non-proliferation. Treaties existed to
restrict both the testing and placement of stratemiclear weaporfS. The Treaty on Nuclear
Non-Proliferation of 1968 (NPTj comprehensively outlined obligations towards nhatéiral
disarmament and non-proliferation and years ofdliff negotiations resulted in the ratification
of the first major bi-lateral arms agreement betwd U.S. and the Soviet Union: The Strategic
Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT 1), signed in Moscown i1972 by Brezhnev and Nixon,
essentially froze missile development and “includechumber of positive aspects from the
American perspective such as the cancellationaafsly ABM [Anti-Ballistic Missile] race that
would have threatened the stability of nuclear deree.?’ The Limited Test Ban Treaty (1963)

2 'wehicle Parked on Silo After Launch SignalWashington Post29 October 1987, p. 7. As cited by Gregory &
Edwards, p. 5.

%4 Gregory & Edwards, "The Hidden Cost of Deterrerideclear Weapons Accidents 1950-88," p. 8.

% gSee: Antarctic Treaty (1959), Limited Test Ban afye(1963), Outer Space treaty (1967) and the $eaAbms
Control Treaty (1972). Text of each treaty is aafalé from the U.S. Department of State: http://wstate.gov.

% Full text of the treaty is available from: The tél Nations Department for Disarmament Affairs. Theaty for
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. http:/fmwn.org/events/npt2005/npttreaty.html. (Accesseflugust
2008).

2" Lloyd Jensen, "Negotiating Strategic Arms Cont®69-1979,"The Journal of Conflict Resolutio28, no. 3
(1984): 535-559, p. 543. The Anti-Ballistic Missilereaty was also signed in 1972 despite conceres the
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and the Threshold Test Ban Treaty (1976) regulatedlear testing, exclusively to beneath-the-
surface testing and up to a 150 kiloton limit respely. Though both the U.S. and Soviet Union
acted within the guidelines, the latter was nafieat until 1990 largely due to mutual concerns
over unintended breaches, and U.S. government ouhaser a perceived inadequacy of the
required verification mechanisms contributing t@@gations that the Soviets were detonating
devices in excess of the 150 kiloton limit. It sltbbe noted that accurate data shows both sides
were acting within the Treaty requirements. Whilkedive verification was difficult at the time

of the Limited Test Ban Treaty, by the 1970s “ygettbwn to 12 kilotons could be detected and
distinguished from earthquakes even if set off ip aluvium to muffle the seismic effect; in
hard rock identification was possible down to 1 ¥ptkns.”® While underground testing
continued, SALT 1l talks held between 1972 and 19@fched a consensus on specified
reductions in nuclear arsenals and the prohibiagbmew missile programs. The SALT talks,
though arduous, were the most extensive arms rgois in history—and were successful
largely due to the willingness of both sides to makmerous concessions along the WaBy

the time the Reagan administration entered offimeet was a solid foundation from which to
build on the success of prior non-proliferation ogtions. Reagan, though an advocate for the
maintenance of a credible deterrent (in the formthaf Strategic Defense Initiative or ‘Star
Wars’), was disturbed by the trend towards nugealiferation. He recognised “the need for the
world to step back from the nuclear precipi®eind his “apprehensions about nuclear weapons
[were] reflected in his attempts in 1983-1984 togat@mte with the Russians” Russian
leadership shared similar concerns, believing a ledatile method of competition to be “the
preferable alternative to an unrestrained arms amckto recurring high-risk politico-military
confrontation; that detente and a relaxation o$itams [was] in the interests of the Soviet Union;
and that nuclear war would not b&’A common interest towards disarmament inspired the

difficulty of verifying the use of Multiple Indepelently Targetable Re-entry Vehicles or MIRV—essahti
multiple warheads on a single delivery device. Mutual Deterrence and Strategic Arms LimitationSoviet
Policy," Garthoff cites, as of 1972, the existing4® U.S. Poseidon and Minute-man Il missiles h@8067000
independently targetable warheads posing a cordilercounterforce capability. The Vladivostok pijies
pertaining to SALT Il effectively undermined therban MIRV by outlining the requirement to verify ropliance
on a restriction on MIRV instead of a ban. Seehkut]. Carter, "Strategic Weapons: Verification feéhead of
Arms Control,"Science1975, 936-939.

2 Luther J. Carter, "Strategic Weapons: Verificatlb@eps Ahead of Arms ControlScience 1975, 936-939. p.
937. For yield data, see: Frode Ringdal, Peter BrsMall, and Ralph W. Alewine, "Seismic Yield Detémation of
Soviet Underground Nuclear Explosions at the Shd&®jaer Test Site,Geophysics Journal InternationaD9, no. 1
(1992): 65-77, Lynn R. Sykes and Ines L. Cifuent&§elds of Soviet Underground Nuclear Explosion®ia
Seismic Surface Waves: Compliance With the Threkfiekt Ban Treaty,Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences of the United States of Ame8tano. 6 (1984): 1922-1925.

% The extensive concessions made during the 23 swifidalks from 1969-1979 are listed in detail et
appendices to the report: Lloyd Jensen, "Negoga8irategic Arms Control: 1969-1979he Journal of Conflict
Resolution28, no. 3 (1984): 535-559.

%0 As cited in: Barbara Farnham, "Reagan and the &bwv Revolution: Perceiving the End of Thre&glitical
Science Quarterit16, no. 2 (2001): 225-252. p. 232. Source ofioitanot given.

3 Ibid., p. 230.

%2 Raymond L. Garthoff, "Mutual Deterrence and SgateArms Limitation in Soviet Policy,International
Security3, no. 1 (1978): 112-147. p. 112

12 © Copyright 2010



ensuing summits in Geneva, Reykjavik and Washingidrere Gorbachev and Reagan
succeeded in negotiating the Intermediate Nucleacds (INF) Treaty® Further summits in
Moscow and New York finalised the Strategic ArmsiRetion Treaty (START—Ilater renamed
START 1) in place of SALT Il which had been pairistagly negotiated by the Ford and Carter
administrations but later dropped by Reagan inaese to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan
and the discovery of a “Soviet brigade” in Cuba AT was to impose further limitations on
the number and type of delivery systéfrend the size of corresponding nuclear stockpiles.
treaty was eventually ratified in 1991—only monbefore the collapse of the Soviet Union. In
George Bush’s State of the Union address in Janth&ryollowing year, he called for deeper
cuts in the nuclear arsenals of the U.S. and tke Ressia than was proposed in START and
Yeltsin responded in kind by suggesting each stdieice strategic warheads to 2000-2500. The
same year, the two sides signed the ‘Joint Undmilstg on Further Reductions in Strategic
Offensive Arms’ which introduced the goal of elimting MIRVed ICBMS® and thus became
colloquially known as the ‘De-MIRVing Agreement’hi paved the way for START II, signed
in 1993 by Bush and Yeltsin that outlined bindireadlines for phased reductions and included
stringent regulations on MIRVing SLBMs in additida protocols for eliminating MIRVed
ICBMS.

During the START Il negotiations, Bush initiatedrestructuring of the Strategic Defense
Initiative Organization (ballistic missile defencggjogram modifying the area of its focus to a
program called the Global Protection Against Limit8trikes (GPALS). This initiative was
initially supported by Russian leadership under toatext of a jointly created, multilateral
Global Protection System (GPS) that would focuspanticular on third-country attacks and also
on the possibility of accidental or unauthorizednieh from a nuclear power* GPALS was to
utilise between 700 and 1,000 satellites deployed close-to-earth orbit (“brilliant pebbles”)
that would act as missile interceptors and incafora number of higher-altitude satellites
(“brilliant eyes”) equipped with infrared sensorsdax-ray laserd’ Thus, the dissolution of the
Soviet Union fostered a move towards a global sgcpartnership and energized U.S.-Russian
co-operation on bilateral strategic arms reductidiee peaceful transformation of global polity
experienced during this period of time ought to éhaontributed to the momentum of the
disarmament movement; however, that was not the cas

% The INF came into force in 1987—primarily elimiimag ballistic missiles and cruise missiles withgas between
300-3400 miles. After the collapse of the Sovieiddnin December 1991, 11 of the 14 new republise dlecame
party to the INF.

* To promote more stabilising forms of delivery syst—such as strategic bombers which travel conditiera
slower than ICBMs and can be called off an attack.

% Refer to note 28 for further information on MIRgin

% Steven Hadley, "Global Protection System: Coneeplt Progress Comparative Strateg¥2, no. 1 (1993): 2-6, p.
3. The possibility of accidental or unauthorized usas demonstrated the year Bush proposed GPAIltgeb§oviet
coup attempt. Both President Gorbachev (whose ishifewas challenged) and the subsequently denicaltst
elected President Yeltsin supported the concep 8PS against limited ballistic missile attack.

37 Detlev Wolter,Common Security in Outer Space and International (Geneva: United Nations, 2005), p. 41.
Further information on space-based missile defegstems are provided later in this text.
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The purpose of a nuclear deterrent is less definetthe absence of a competing aggressor;
though the risks that had motivated the urgentsbalation of the nuclear arms race still existed,
the emergence of the U.S. as a Cold War victoreameakening post-Soviet Russia undermined
any motivation towards a re-evaluation of U.S. éotevels. While the reduction in strategic
nuclear weapons was inarguably a positive stahgigactor, it did not accurately reflect the
climate of relations between the U.S. and Russia, wlien after the implementation of START
11, would retain thousands of nuclear weapons ent3 Though START Il had been signed by
both parties, the Duma delayed ratification duedacerns over inequities in the treaty. “The
major argument put forward by Russian critics waat tthe accord required the country to
eliminate the main component of its deterrent ferits MIRVed ICBMs, while it allowed the
U.S. to retain the principal component of its deset force—the Trident SLBMs>® Meanwhile,

the U.S. desire for a reprieve from the ABM Treatytagonised Russian fears of the “costly
ABM race” that could “threaten the stability of ear deterrencé® which the ABM Treaty had
been touted as avoiding decades earlier. To contpoancerns, President Clinton later dropped
Bush’s SDIO plans in favour of a National MissilefBnce (NMD) prograftt and despite
Clinton’s attempt to appease Yeltsin at the HeisiBdmmit in 199% U.S. intentions were
palpably anti-ABM Treaty. This hampered progress tte START Il treaty that was
concurrently being negotiated as Russia assertedadteptance would be subject to U.S.
development of its NMD prograffi. Furthermore, tensions were high regarding NATO'’s
expansion into Eastern Europe: “Russian critics andlysts feared that NATO’s expansion
would produce a new fault line between the EasttaadVest** and Russia’s Defence Minister
stated that “Russia might have to point its nuchaasiles at Eastern European countries if they
joined NATO.™ After Vladimir Putin took over as President of Biashe assumed the position
that the U.S. must take the initiative and Ambassd&traham concurred—stating, with regards
to START lI, “if the treaty is not able to move ¥eard to bring it into force, the U.S. will be on
the wrong side of the issue, as the U.S. already respect to the Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty (CTBT), as well as the ABM/NMD issue and ATO nuclear doctrine® START I
never did enter into force. Instead, in 2002 the edministration led by George W. Bush

¥ Kalpana Chittaranjan, "START Il Moves--Does It Rg2!' Strategic Analysi24, no. 8 (2000): 1455-1465, p.
1463.

% |bid., p. 1458.

“0Refer to p. 8 and n 28.

“1 This was, at least in part, as a result of Nortrdé@’s three stage rocket test (Taepo Dong 1) 981 he
proposed NMD would involve (among other measures)ainospheric Kill Interceptors to be deployed ilagka
and North Dakota by 2007 and 2010 respectivelyeRt&d page 34, n. 156 for more information on NMiEd a
Exoatmospheric Kill Interceptors.

*2 Clinton and Yeltsin discussed the principles ofdine Missile Defence (TMD) systems and reaffirntleel
distinction between TMD and ABM systems.

*3 START Ill included the requirement to reduce spilds to 2000-2500 warheads. Russia had proposadra
significant reduction to 1000-1500 warheads whiehW.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff opposed.

*4 Kalpana Chittaranjan, p. 1459.

** lbid.

“© Ibid., p. 1464.
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withdrew from the ABM Treaty in order to pursue Rallistic Missile Defence program. Russia,
feeling threatened once more, responded by withdgaivom START [l—with the added effect
of removing START Il from the agenda. This left farce only START, which expired on
December 5, 2009 (on whose replacement Obama ardddev have recently concluded
negotiations) and the Strategic Offensive Redustidreaty (SORT also known as the Moscow
Treaty)’ that was signed by Putin and George W. Bush irB20M is due to expire in 2012.

The Current Climate

In spite of the significant progress in diffusingetperilous circumstances that had generated
decades of proliferation and posturing, the enthefCold War did not bring about a change in
nuclear doctrine. As of 2005, the U.S. was “stdptbying 480 nuclear weapons in Europe . . .
stored at eight air bases in six NATO countries-edanfdable arsenal larger than the entire
Chinese nuclear stockpile [whilst] the military apdlitical justifications given by the United
States and NATO for U.S. nuclear weapons in Eummeeboth obsolete and vagu& NATO
security policy condones its reliance on nucleaapems and maintains first-strfReand launch-
on-warning policies. A considerable proportiontod 1J.S., Russian and NATO nuclear weapons
remain on high-alert and modernisation program&dlinds that could be utilised in other
branches of the military. The U.S. in particulas lteevoted billions of dollars since the end of
the Cold War to upgrade its nuclear arsenal—anyceors the U.S. Department of Energy
(DOE) once had about the preservation of a nuskespons program in a post-Cold War era
have been laid to rest:

To . .. set a course for the nuclear weapons enta, Congress, in the FY1994
National Defense Authorization Act (P.L. 103-168gction 3138, directed the
Secretary of Energy to “establish a stewardshipgoemn to ensure the preservation
of the core intellectual and technical competen@éshe United States in nuclear
weapons, including weapons design, system integrathanufacturing, security, use
control, reliability assessment, and certificatib&ince then, the Clinton and Bush
Administrations have requested, and Congress hasoapd, tens of billions of

*” SORT does not include verification mechanisms, arerits reduction targets permanent. Moreoveneeiside
can withdraw from the treaty as long as three n®nibtice is given—presumably the length of timeuresd for
stockpiled reserve warheads to be brought intoaijmeral service.

“8 Kristensen, Hans M. U.S. Nuclear Weapons in EurdpReview of Post Cold-War Policy, Force Levelsiaiar
Planning. 2008. New York, Hans M. Kristensen; MattiResources Defense Council, p. 5.

9 This is despite the rising significance of Negatecurity Assurances that were developed to emM$NES will
not be attacked by a first strike, and is in cadittion to the recent ICJ ruling on the circumsesiander which a
nuclear strike would be contrary to internatioral| It should be noted that while NATO still maintgaa first-use
policy, the Soviet Union under the leadership oéBmev formally declared an unconditional no fusé policy to
the UN General Assembly in 1982.
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dollars for this Stockpile Stewardship Program (53¥hich is presented in NNSA’s
budget as “Weapons ActivitieS"

Developments in the current Stockpile Stewardshggfam have largely been the result of the
U.S. Defence Department’'s Nuclear Posture Revielbmsted to Congress on 31 December
2001. U.S. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeldltied the Nuclear Posture Review as
building on the Quadrennial Defense Review that festiblished the foundation for America’s
post-Cold War defense strategy . . . the Nucleatu?e Review [NPR] will transform the Cold
War era offensive nuclear triad into a New Triadigeed for decades to com®&.This ‘New
Triad’, while optimistically proposing “a credibldeterrent at the lowest level of nuclear
weapons consistent with U.S. and allied secutitig not completely forthright. The New Triad
is comprised of: Nuclear and non-nuclear offensitrike systems; active and passive defences;
and a “revitalised defense infrastructure that ythvide new capabilities in a timely fashion to
meet emerging threat8® Implicit in the revitalised infrastructure is thequirement for a
restructuring of the nuclear weapons complex (tbenflex}* to address safety concerns over
the longevity of the current stockpile and to maiimtthe ability to “design, develop, manufacture
and certify new warheads in response to new ndti@rmirements; and maintain readiness to
resume underground testing if requiréd.”Subsequently, in 2005, a report entitled
Recommendations for the Nuclear Weapons CompléixeoFuturepresented a vision for the
creation of “Complex 2030” as the necessary evatutf the U.S. nuclear weapons program.
The report® was thoroughly reviewed in a CRS report for Cosgréhe following year that
indicated the “Task Force recommendations may lmelds with U.S. nuclear non-proliferation
policy.”®’

This highlights a moot point: Can stockpiles beelafmaintained without testing? It is
imperative that existing stockpiles be as safe@siple; that stringent protocols exist to ensure
nuclear weapons technology remains failsafe as &sniggremains in a portfolio of capabilities—
however, is this conceivable without some form edting? The technology proposed by the

¥ Medalia, Jonathan. CRS Report for Congress. THalite Replacement Warhead Program: Background and
Current Developments. RL32929. 18-9-2007. CongprasResearch Service, p. 10.
1 Rumsfeld, Donald. U.S. Secretary of Defense, Fordwo the Nuclear Posture Review: Kristensen, Hdns
Nuclear Posture Review Report [Reconstructed].-2802. Nuclear Information Project, Federation ahékican
Scientists. Note: While much of the NPR still rénsaclassified, excerpts of the Report submitte€émgress on
31 December 2001 were first made available at/hitpw.globalsecurity.org/wmd/library/policy/dod/nptm. This
;/Zersion is a reconstruction which reinstates th&ded material to their original pages.

Ibid.
>3 |bid.
** The Complex refers to the eight government-owriteh sesponsible for the development, maintenancede-
activation of U.S. nuclear weapons.
5 Nuclear Posture Review Report, p. 30.
*% Secretary of Energy Advisory Board Nuclear Weap@omplex Infrastructure Task Force. Recommendations
the Nuclear Weapons Complex of the Future. 13{520JS Department of Energy
" Medalia, Jonathan. CRS Report for Congress. Nutlsapons Complex Reconfiguration: Analysis of aergy
Department Task Force Report. RL33256. 1-2-20D6ngressional Research Service. 11-8-2008.
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Reliable Replacement Warhead Program (RRW) aimedeptace warheads safely without
testing; and apprehension regarding the life exgmagt of Plutonium Pits under the U.S. Life
Extension Program (LEP—a pre-cursor to the RRW ) were debated at length. The
MITRE Corporation of the JASON program issued tiowing findings:

[L]aboratories have also made significant prograasprioritizing the unresolved
guestions regarding the aging of stockpile weap®he. labs have also identified key
metrics to assess the effects of aging . . . TheelLe Milestone Report should
indicate that the primaries of most weapons systgpes in the stockpile have
credible minimum lifetimes in excess of 100 yeasthat the intrinsic lifetime of Pu
in the pits is greater than a centuty.

The most recent spending associated with the nrainte of U.S. stockpiles was signed into law
by Obama in October 2009. The fiscal year 2010 @neand Water Development
Appropriations Bill budgets $1.51 billion for “worHirectly related to maintaining the U.S.
nuclear weapons stockpile. The legislation provig223.2 million for the Life Extension
Program (LEP) for the W76 warhead, the only LEPrentty being undertaken by the NNSA.
The LEP is intended to allow the 1970s-era W76emain in service for another 30 years
without conducting nuclear test®”

This, it seems, may remain a contentious issueesihe current NPR goes on to state (with
respect to the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test Ban y)igatat “while the United States is making
every effort to maintain the stockpile without aduhal nuclear testing, this may not be possible
for the indefinite future® While technological shortcomings may be the lingtifactor in an
argument for stockpile safety vs. testing, it iditpmal will that determines the alert status of
warheads. In a 2005 article for Foreign Policy le$. Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara
explained that of “the 8,000 active or operatiodab. warheads, 2,000 are on hair-trigger alert,
ready to be launched on 15 minutes’ warning. . .Nafee been and remain prepared to initiate
the use of nuclear weapons—by the decision of arsop, the president—against either a
nuclear or nonnuclear enemy whenever we believe iit our interest to do s6* The NPR
contradictorily claims “U.S. forces are not on haigger’ alert and rigorous safeguards exist to

%8 Congress recently halted funding for the RRW Paogr
** Hemley, R. J., Meiron, D., Bildsten, L., Cornwall, Dyson, F., Drell, S., Eardley, D., Hammer, I2anloz, R.,
Katz, J., Ruderman, M., Schwitters, R., and Sufljva Pit Lifetime. 2007. Note: Performing Orgaation: The
MITRE Corporation, JASON Program Office. Sponsori@gganisation/Monitoring Agency: National Nuclear
Security, US Department of Energy.

Carl Harvey and Daniel Horner, “Congress Funds Naiiferation Work,”Arms Control AssociatigriNovember
2009. http://www.armscontrol.org/print/3938
. Nuclear Posture Review Report, p. 54.
2 Robert S. McNamara, "Apocalypse Sodrgreign Policy 2005, 28-35, p. 29.
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ensure the highest levels of nuclear weapons $&fdiyt then goes on to state, with respect to
phased reductions in Peacekeeper ICBMs, that “tReseekeeper missiles remaining during the
elimination process will be kept on alert to prav@a necessary contribution to the U.S. portfolio
of capabilities.®* Conventional weapons are legitimately outlined as necessary
supplementation of a smaller nuclear stockpile sthithe FY03-07 Future Years Defense Plan
(FYDP) outline a number of new projects to be utadean to address new and emerging threats
such as Hard and Deeply Buried Targets (HDBT) amdil@ and re-locatable targets; to be
addressed by “Follow-on ICBM”, “Follow-on Stratedilombers” and a variety of adaptations to
the nuclear missile arserfal.

The NPR claims to address post-Cold War securigll@hges in a manner that both reduces
reliance on nuclear weapons and increases U.Stamjilflexibility and effectiveness. To this
end, it appears to fall short. The report sangyicges a lack of ‘ideological sources of conflict’
between the U.S. and Russia to motivate “a mor@@&ative relationship with Russia and a
move away from the balance-of-terror policy framekyavhich by definition is an expression of
mutual distrust and hostility?® but then goes on to say “Russia’s nuclear foroespmograms,
nevertheless remain a concern . . . In the evaatt thS. relations with Russia significantly
worsen in the future, the U.S. may need to reviseniiclear force levels and postufé.This
may be prudent, but a reduced arsenal—with grestfrguard®—can still afford a credible
deterrent while allowing more funds to be spentmalitary intelligence and counterinsurgency
operations which are quickly becoming far more vatg¢ than a large nuclear arsenal. The
current administration, it seems, has recognizewith Obama publicly stating on numerous
occasions his desire for a nuclear free world. Whdmitting that this is unlikely to be achieved
in this generation, it provides a backdrop for eatihg the progress of many disarmament
initiatives and it sets a tone for the current riegions on a replacement for START—expected
to enter into force sometime in 2010. Furtherm@bama has iterated a desire to move away
from tactical nuclear weapons and is modifying ¢herent plans for a ballistic missile shield in
Europe—a move that has been met with some scaptimisthe U.S. and in some NATO
nations—but which has nevertheless provided a golatffor invigorated and substantive
negotiation with Russia.

% Nuclear Posture Review Report, p. 54. Note tha2b@7, the U.S. had made reductions in the number o
operationally deployed warheads and to the numlbevasheads on alert. Canadian Pugwash Group ched t
number of weapons on alert status belonging tdJtise and Russia were 1,600 and 1,000 respectinelyly 2007.
See: Canadian Pugwash Group. The Imperative oft&®lising Nuclear Disarmament. 2007. Nova Scotia3.p
Note: Document based on the workshop convened dytlgwash Conferences on Science and World Aféaids
(tst}e Middle Powers Initiative on the 50th Annivessaf the Pugwash Conferences.

Ibid.
85 Addressing a number of ‘needs’ such as extendegkrarajectory shaping and improved accuracy.
% Nuclear Posture Review Report, p. 17.
®7 lbid.

Suggestions will be given in Part Il
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Horizontal Proliferation

The counter-productive nature of the horizontallifexation of nuclear weapons technologies
and the continued reliance upon a doctrine of raualeterrence by the NWS are, paradoxically,
intrinsically linked. Advocates for the verticalghiferation of the five NPT-bound NWS (China,
France, Russia, the U.K. and the U.S.) argue tmatbelligerence of non-democratic states
requires the constant presence of a deterrenceamisah, that nuclear weapons technologies are
an inescapable reality of the twenty-first centdrigat “[nJew arms control arrangements need to
be developed that reflect the reality that nuclpaoliferation cannot be prevented, only
managed. Before reaching this point, however, titermational community must lay to rest the
myth that nuclear disarmament is achievable anthkdegexplore the prospects for a multi-polar
system of nuclear deterrence in the years ah¥alis’a result, state parties not in possession of
nuclear weapons see the reliance upon nuclear weagma prerequisite for meaningful inter-
state politics and a guarantor of national secuifiyrthermore, many Non-Nuclear Weapon
States (NNWS) are frustrated at the inequality afyatem that condones the possession of
nuclear weapons by some states while simultanequslijibiting other states from acquiring
them. At the 1995 NPT Review Conference “many NNWe extremely dissatisfied with the
progress on the disarmament of the nuclear weagabess. . . and argued that they would not
continue to accept the inequality of a dual glatyatem of nuclear haves and have-néts.”

The adherence to current nuclear deterrence pelicand faith that a multi-polar system of
deterrence can be rationally administered—is furetaally flawed. In the first instance, the
peril that necessarily accompanied MAD during th@ddCWar was arguably justified by the
rationale behind the threat-of-use of a nuclearpeagreventing an attack by another rational
(and aggressive), nuclear armed state-actor. Irctinent context, the primary security threats
faced by nation-states most frequently come notnfrather rational state-actors, but from
internal strife threatening the stability of dey@lg nations, borderline failed states (that may or
may not acquire nuclear weapons technology) andstete and rogue-state (or “states-of-
concern”) actors to whom a nuclear deterrent iskaly to be effective. Unlike a rational
government that relies on the cohesiveness ofatple in order to derive its influence in the
international arena, an extremist minority, if &gs control over a state, may be less concerned
with the possible consequences on the majorithefpopulation (whom will inevitably be the
target of a reprisal). A nuclear deterrent would work at all in the case of a non-state terrorist
organisation which may share a border with people/ttom it has no connection whatsoever.
The second case—rationally administering a multapgystem of deterrents—is implausible.
There can be no assurances of the logical apmicati the principles of war that govern military
interactions between states when dealing withgelaumber of unstable nations—as is the case

%9 Andrew O'Neil, "Nuclear Proliferation and Globa@irity: Laying the Groundwork for a New Policy Ags,"
Comparative Strateg®4 (2005): 343-359. p. 343.

0 Jonathan Granoff, "The Nuclear Nonproliferatioredty and Its 2005 Review Conference: A Legal aniiti€ad
Analysis,"Journal of International Law And Politic39, no. 4 (2007): 995-1006.
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in many regions of the world that would likely acgunuclear weapons technologies if the
current trends towards the diffusion of technolagy information is not reversed. The declining
significance of a nuclear deterrent and the limitelitary usefulness of nuclear weapons against
the current security threats (despite the NPR'sngits to address modern security challenges
with new nuclear weapon technologies) emphasizeayenmetrical nature of contemporary
nuclear doctrine: Current stockpiles have becorfe greater challenge to international security
than a contributor to it. As Canadian Ambassadait Reeyer somewhat optimistically asserted;

Once the mature nuclear powers stop treating th@sapons as crucial to their
security or standing in the world, a potent motioatfor others to acquire or retain
them will disappear. Once the leading powers stttpbaiting political status to

those possessing nuclear weapons, when they anedias liabilities rather than
assets in a country’s international standing andeleof development, then we will
witness a sea-change in global security and theatwa of a new nuclear
disarmament imperativé.

Instead, we are witnessing the fall-out from sqeaed opportunities to advance disarmament
objectives. There are now nine states that havendetd nuclear devices; the five declared
NWS, along with; India, Pakistan, North Korea asdél, with the potential for another NWS to
emerge in the Middle East (namely, Iran). The naiton behind each state’s development of
nuclear weapons technology has differed, howevereviery case the perceived benefits of
wielding nuclear weapons were (are) consideredhlyprotagonists to be far greater than the
costs. In 1995, Abdul Sattar—Pakistan’s former Asda@or to India—warned that “India's
stockpile of weapons-grade uranium continues tonfyand its build-up of missiles threatens to
destabilize the security situation in the regiGhPakistan’s concerns over the militarisation of
its neighbour—with whom tension has resulted irerimittent conflict, particularly over the
territory of Kashmir, for the better part of haltantury—were a significant motivating factor in
its bid to acquire nuclear weapons. “Pakistan’slearcpolicy has been India-centric, revolving
around perceptions of threat from and hostility aos¢ India. The issue of prestige, evident in
Pakistan’'s desire to acquire equal standing withialnn nuclear weapons development, also
looms large.* Whereas India’s motivation is popularly attributeda distinct rivalry with China

in the bid to become a regional power, in conjuwrctwith ideological aspirations of the

" Ambassador Paul Meyer, “Canada’s Role in Nucldaaftnament,” Presentation to CPG-MPI

Roundtable, 27 February 2004. As cited in: Canadtagwash Group and Middle Powers Initiative. Buntdi
Bridges: The Non-Proliferation Treaty and Canaddislear Weapons Policies; A Policy Paper for theddian
Government. 2004.

2 Abdul Sattar, "Reducing Nuclear Dangers in SousinAA Pakistani PerspectiveThe Nonproliferation Review
2, no. 2 (1995): 40-54, p. 40.

3 Samina Ahmed, "Pakistan's Nuclear Weapons Progfauming Points and Nuclear Choicesriternational
Security23, no. 4 (1999): 178-204, p. 179.
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Bharatiya Janata Paffy “It [India] considered nuclear weapons a meansdiaining great
power status; rivalry with China spurred its pragr®

Both nations received sporadic assistance and comateon from the West; Canada assisted in
the creation of a Pakistan’s research reactor ira¢da and also contributed the reactor design
that would be used in India’s Operation Shakti gegtollowing the tests, Canada ceased
cooperation. However, by 1995 India would have estifnated 100-plus Hiroshima-size bombs.
The Canadian 40 megawatt thermal (MWt) reactor ealancounts for 400 of the over 500
kilograms of weapons grade plutonium needed fot phapose.”® Cold War posturing also
played a significant role. The U.S. identified Ra&n’s strategic significance in the wake of the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and sanctions imgobg the Carter administration that were
designed to curtail Pakistan’s nuclear program werieed:

Unwilling to alienate the Zia regime, the Reaganmadstration intentionally
ignored the rapid growth of Pakistan’s nuclear weap infrastructure . . . even . . .
U.S. intelligence reports in 1983 and 1984 thatr@hprovided Pakistan the design
for a low-yield uranium device, based on data Chiuaa obtained during its fourth
series of tests in 1964.

When the Soviet threat diminished, the U.S. ceasi#itary and economic support of Pakistan
and reinstated sanctions in an attempt to revéesérénd of proliferation. Though damaging to
Pakistan’s economy, this would have little effentits nuclear posture, to which the leadership
now attributed the averting of further conflict tviindia’® while the subsequent Pakistani faith in
the newly developed nuclear deterféritad the effect of subordinating discourse on non-
proliferation and the CTBT. Developments in the MalEast involving the war on terror have
led once again to Pakistan’s increased strategjoifgiance. However, Pakistan’s unstable
government (and economy) and an escalation inrtetractivity within its own borders signal a
major threat to the security of its nuclear weapons

" The Bharatiya Janata Party’s (BJP’s) ideologicaalg included “the revival of Hinduism as a bagis f
nationhood, and the construction of a more assedid strong India on the world stage. In this extatnuclear
weapons are perceived as necessary to win respextworld dominated by nuclear power.” Jyotika %ales
"Regime Design Matters: The CTBT and India's NuclBdemma," Comparative Strategg5 (2006): 209-229, p.
217.

S Sattar, p. 41.

®Ibid., p 42.

" Samina Ahmed, p. 187.

"8 The diffusion of tensions between India and Pakisturrounding India’s “Brass Tacks” exercise (:9867) and
the uprising in India-held Kashmir (1990) were fly attributed to the nuclear deterrent.

" The 1998 Ghauri ballistic missile test demonstta®ekistani ability to strike any city in India. Wian alleged
range of 1500kms and the ability to carry a nucpegiload, it was a major development in Pakistaajsabilities.
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The Middle East

In the Middle East, another NWS—albeit undeclaredatatains a fragile monopoly on nuclear
weapons. Israel, though neither supporting nortireduclaims, is recognised as possessing the
most advanced nuclear weapons program outsideeofitk declared NWS. Despite already
having a well developed program by the mid-sixt@sner Prime Minister Levi Eshkol claimed
that Israel would not be the first nation to intiod nuclear weapons in the Middle E¥st,
insisting instead that the program was for peacefuiposes. The statements by renowned
whistleblower Mordechai Vanunu to the contrary wereckly addressed—Vanunu spent 18
years in prison for releasing information regardiapel’s weapons program at Dimona. His
account, published in the New York Times, outliredyrowing nuclear capability that was
augmented by contemporary developments in Isradéfvery systems. The Jericho I
Intermediate Range Ballistic Missile (IRBf}) of the same era, is capable of carrying a 1000kg
nuclear warhead and striking targets as far awdyeasan or Benghazi.

Israel’s position amongst the contemporary nucleeapon states is unique. It is reasonable to
suggest that Israel has pressing and enduringigecancerns stemming from the hostile actions
of nations that have expressed desire to destreyJéwish State. Subsequently, the nuclear
program has become a cornerstone of Israel's gicapwsture—an important political tool for
the avoidance or moderation of armed confrontatibnere are many similarities between
Israel’s current situation and NATO'’s pursuit ohaclear counter to soviet conventional forces
during the Cold War. It is speculated that Iragécidion not to employ Chemical Biological
Warfare (CBW) tactics against Israel in the Gulf Wedespite launching hundreds of Scud
missiles at Israeli cities) was due to the perakitrgeat of a possible nuclear reprisal. Though
Israeli leadership has prudently maintained secosey its capabilities (minimising the political
tension and potential for arms racing), it hascaféited ruminations of its ability to inflict
devastation on its enemies whenever threats tseitsirity become overtly antagonistic. Israel
also possesses the only operational ballistic teisifence shiefd in the world and is planning
on expanding its capability to a three stage systehaddresses short, medium and long-range
threats. Though accidental or deliberate use ikelgl| the possibility for another state or non-
state actor in the region to develop or acquirauelear weapon significantly complicates the
maintenance of Israel’'s nuclear arsenal. It wouddfdolish to assume in the absence of a
forthcoming nuclear disarmament initiative in thédifle East that the surrounding states would

8 The inconsistency of this statement with the cdipgbisrael obviously possessed might be addressgd
assuming the PM was using the word ‘introducehim tontext of an aggressive reaction. That isirttireduction of
nuclear weapons into previously conventional wasfar

81 Also known as MD 660. The missiles were the resfian indigenous program that aimed to producenadr
range version of the MD 620 or “Jericho I” whichr@esupplied by French firm Marcel Dassault. The BED also
has a considerably greater payload capability tharMD 620.

8 The first Arrow missile defence battery was inigiiin 2000 with 80% of the costs being frontedtsy U.S.
there are now two and a third is under considematmurce:
http://www.nti.org/e_research/profiles/Israel/MIssndex_3563.html. (Accessed 17 August 2008).
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remain nuclear-weapon free in perpetuity, partidylaiven recent developments in Iran’s
nuclear program. Thus, Israel will have to consitther possible consequences of a multi-polar
nuclear Middle East if a long-term target of nucldsarmament is not approached in earnest.

In the recent past, the band-aid solution has begmevent the surrounding Arab nations from
reaching a level of development in their peacefalgpams that would contribute to weapons
capabilities—the bombing of Irag’s Osiraq reactod D81 and of a Syrian facility in 2007 are a
testament to Israeli pre-emptive and preventatiketegy. Israel appears bound to this doctrine,
refusing to instigate disarmament (it remains olasif the NPT) until a regional peace accord is
ratified in the Middle East. In recognising Israepredicament, the creation of a Nuclear
Weapons Free Zone in the Middle East is a highripyidor the disarmament movement and a
necessary step in fostering Israeli confidencehan dbility of international law to assist in the
maintenance of stability. Jonathan Granoff, Predidé the Global Security Institute, spoke at
the International Conference on Iran’s Peaceful Nucld#nogram and Activiti€s in Tehran,
suggesting several initiatives that would contrbtd the stabilization of the Middle East's
precarious nuclear situation. These included, theobring of Security Council resolutions by
Iran (whilst simultaneously bringing these decisidrefore the International Court of Justice for
review), the multi-nationalization of the nucleareFcycle (specifically with respect to Iran,
although this suggestion could be extended to thwlev of the Middle East) and the
“‘commencement of negotiations regarding a nucleaapeon-free Middle East amongst all
relevant states, including non-NPT membé&fsBy employing international law as a vehicle for
achieving successful civilian nuclear programstestaf-concern can exercise their “inalienable
right . . . to develop research, production andafsaiclear energy for peaceful purposes without
discrimination® whilst the subsequent intrusive verification metkms would provide some
security guarantees for NWS (such as Israel), asing) the much-needed confidence required
for a move towards non-proliferation.

8 Jonathan Granoffzo Up to Go Over: Iran Conference RepdPaper presented at International Conference on
Iran's Peaceful Nuclear Program and Activities: ldyg of Cooperation with the IAEA, Tehran, Iran.akth 9,
2008.

 Ibid.

8 The United Nations Department for Disarmament igfalhe Treaty for the Non-Proliferation of Nualea
Weapons. 1968, Art. IV.

Notes: Text can be found at: http://www.un.org/e@sampt2005/npttreaty.html (Accessed 5 August 2008)
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Part Il

A Course of Action

Overview

The current situation, though unsatisfactory, i$ im@versible. Libya announced its nuclear
program in 200% followed quickly by Col. Qadhafi's assertion thée program would be
disarmed. The same year, the IAEA was invited tifywéhe claim and Qadhafi pledged support
to the NPT (ratified by Libya in 1975) while theogram transitioned to peaceful purposes.
South Africa too demonstrated unilateral disarmanisnvoluntarily dismantling its nuclear
weapons program. Pretoria’s program, developedndua period of domestic unrest was
renounced by the post-apartheid South African ledmle demonstrating “that at least under
some conditions, unilateral disarmament is not opbgsible, but can improve a nation’s
security.®” The case in The Democratic People’s Republic aofeédDPRK/North Korea) has
been somewhat more tedious, but nevertheless wadessthe importance of reversing trends
towards proliferation. Pyongyang withdrew from tN®T in January 2003 and, following a
break-down in Six Natioff& talks over the next three years, successfulleteatnuclear device
in October 200%. The same year, DPRK tested an ICBM—though theweas unsuccessful.
Tenuous politico-military posturing resulted, inGZ0 in an agreement whereby thengby n
nuclear facility was shut-down (confirmed by theE®) in return for 1 million tons of heavy
fuel oil. In June of 2008 DPRK handed over its eacldeclaration and the Six Nations resumed
talks to move towards verification. However, antagoc posturing by DPRK led to a further
nuclear test in May of 2009 and, in October a neelsase stated that the program had

8 |ibya had received warhead plans, uranium andrifeges from Pakistan’s notorious Abdul Qadeer KhAg.
Khan also supplied Iran and North Korea with nuckeaterials and intelligence also indicated annateto peddle
nuclear technology to Syria.

8 Nuclear Threat Initiative, South Africa Profile.ttft//www.nti.org/e_research/profiles/SAfrica/inditml.
(Accessed 16 August 2008).

8 Six Nations include: DPRK/North Korea, South Kgrdapan, China, Russia and the U.S.

% The device was successfully detected and estintatbd less than 1 kiloton. The detection of suaimall yield
weapon underscored the advances in technology denteyears and addressed concerns over the védfica
mechanisms for a CTBT.
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reprocessed 8,000 spent nuclear fuel rods—proviéimgugh plutonium for another nuclear
bomb. The U.S. Congressional Research Service astinthat DPRK possesses up to 50kg of
additional plutoniur. While the Y ngby n facility appears to not have been re-built, tHeRE
have also issued warnings that they have the dgpacbegin enriching uranium. None of the
recent developments in DPRK are confidence ingpiriRecommendations for military
intervention are beyond the scope of this repootydver, it is evident that the weight of a
nuclear arsenal has already proved sufficient verlge recent negotiations at least partly in
favour of DPRK. The current situation complicates the rest of the NWS the methodology
through which certain disarmament goals must besyad. A certain minimum presence of a
deterrence mechanism may still be a requirementhiiforeseeable future while stockpiles are
reduced and weapons are phased out of currentsgdéuts. Nevertheless, reductions and positive
work can still be achieved in the non-proliferaticegime while the international community
searches for a solution to belligerent state-actors

Many countries have adopted legislation to renouheeproliferation of nuclear weapons and in
doing so reinforced sentiments felt by the majoofypeople the world over; that the global
community must move towards nuclear non-proliferatand disarmament. The creation of
Nuclear Weapons Free Zones (NWFZghat include 111 countrigsto bolster the Antarctic
Treaty (1959), Outer Space treaty (1967) and theb&k Arms Control Treaty (1972) have
provided a considerable platform from which NNW$ gaessure other states to adopt similar
protocol. New Zealand, under tiNew Zealand Nuclear Free Zone, Disarmament, andsArm
Control Act 1987preserved in its national legislation its commitmém ensure its land and
territorial waters remain free of all forms of ne@at energy—going so far as barring nuclear
powered (or armed) ships from entering its watéssustria and Mongolia also enacted domestic
legislation to create national nuclear free zom@s.996 the United Nations General Assembly
adopted a resolution that called upon the creatibra consolidatedNuclear-Weapon-Free
Southern Hemisphere and Adjacent Ardlaat would make the entire southern hemisphere a
NWFZ (extending into the northern hemisphere whegional NWFZ exist). However, there
are still obstacles to the implementation of sudheaty(such as NWS concerns over the right to
transport nuclear weapons in international watarg)l many parties to existing NWFZ have yet to

Peter Grier, “Has North Korea Just Become a Big¢iglear Threat, The Christian Science MonitoNovember
2009. http://www.csmonitor.com/2009/1104/p02s0 7 udml
1 Regional Treaties: Treaty of Tlatelolco for Lafimerica and the Caribbean (33 members), the Soatifi® or
Rarotonga Treaty (12 members), The Southeast ASIAfZ Treaty or Bangkok Treaty (10 members) and The
Pelindaba Treaty (49 members), Central Asian NW&#mémbers). Single State treaties (2 members: Mangod
Austria). Note that some of these treaties ar¢oyebme into force.
%2 As of 2007.
% This resulted in considerable damage to the AlistNew Zealand United States (ANZUS) Treaty, daeNZ
prohibiting US vessels from entering its ports. BlZ&fusal to cooperate with the US on this issuthén damaged
long standing defence arrangements and (alongNétli Zealand's refusal to participate in the invasid Iraq in
2001) contributed to a possible free trade agreébetveen the two countries being removed fromatenda and
destroyed military agreements between the two cmsrt-particularly regarding the purchase of U.4.65-and the
sale of the RNZAF A-4Ks and Mb-339s.
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ratify their respective regional treaties. Overtikre is still cause for optimism; although there
are a number of substantive measures that muskba tmmediately to ensure the tiny-triumphs
of the non-proliferation regime are not invalidatgdthe inaction of NWS.

The 13 Practical Stepsoutlined by the United Nations in the Final Docunnef the 2000 NPT
Review Conference still provide a basis for achmgweffective measures relating to “cessation of
the nuclear arms race at an early date and to audisarmament although, some of the
proposed steps are more achievable in the curoenéxt, than others. Among these measures, it
calls for the entry into force and implementatidrSGART Il and START Il and for measures
to be taken by all NWS to move towards disarmarpamsuant to obligations directed by Article
VI and by paragraph 4 (c) of the Principles andeotiyes for Nuclear Non-proliferation and
Disarmament?® Such measures have been laboriously outlined bgusthink-tanks and policy
advisory groups diligently working towards solutsoto the nuclear debacle. The Canadian
Pugwash Group (CPG) has advocated for middle poveersh as Canada, to adopt a more
assertive approach in the pursuit of disarmameictibes and utilise multilateral fora and
organisations (particularly NATO) to exercise geganfluence on the policies of NWS. In a
policy paper for the Government of Candfahe Middle Powers Initiative (MPI) and CPG
illuminate the inconsistent relationship betweem&han and NATO policy, citing that while
Canada’s official stance is that nuclear disarmanmernhe “only sustainable strategy for the
future,”® NATO views the possession of nuclear weapons toabeequirement for “the
foreseeable future’® Therefore, as a member of NATO, Canada must workatds the
implementation of a variety of recommendations miagi¢he report, including; the adoption by
NATO of no first-use and no launch-on-warning pels; the de-alerting of operationally
deployed nuclear missiles, the cessation of NATOlear-sharing and subsequent removal of
nuclear weapons to national territories and theiaktion of tactical nuclear weapons (a goal
shared, at present, by the current U.S. administratin terms of national voice, Canada’s will
be loudest as long as it is deployed in Afghanisf@ine sacrifice that Canada has made
throughout the Canadian Forces’ deployment in Khadaeinforces Canada’s relevance to
NATO and affords an opportunity for Canada to eserne influence on the shaping of NATO
policy. However, the robustness of diplomatic ieflige is in perpetual flux and Canada’s may
not necessarily be guaranteed after the Harperrgment's planned withdrawal from combat
operations in 2011. In politics, as in combat, tigniis everything and Canada’s stance is

* Full text of the 13 Practical steps can be founthe Appendix of this report.

% The United Nations. The Treaty for the Non-Pra#ten of Nuclear Weapons, Article VI.

% “The determined pursuit by the nuclear-weaponeStaif systematic and progressive efforts to redumear
weapons globally, with the ultimate goals of eliating those weapons, and by all States of genathtamplete
disarmament under strict and effective internafi@oatrol.” United Nations. Principles and Objeets/for Nuclear
Non-proliferation and Disarmament. NPT/CONF.199882C.2. 1995.

" Canadian Pugwash Group and Middle Powers InigatBuilding Bridges: The Non-Proliferation Treatyda
Canada's Nuclear Weapons Policies; A Policy Pagethe Canadian Government. 2004.

% |bid., Executive Summary, p. iv.

% lbid.
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seemingly supported at present by the current pr8sident—affording perhaps the best
opportunity in recent history for Canada to gereei@tchange in NATO nuclear doctrine. We
should not squander this opportunity in the sameaneaas we have our contribution to the
shaping of U.S. BMD plans in North America. Canadiasshould be aware that both the
protection of sovereigntgndthe projection of Canadian values are often bdstsaed through a
hard-line stance in multilateral organisations wativhich we can affect policy and outside of
which we have little recourse for debate.

Non-strategic Nuclear Weapons

In a briefing paper for the 2007 NPT Preparatoryn@uottee in Vienna, the Middle Powers
Initiative (MPI) identified seven priorities to beplemented by the 2010 Review Conference.
They were: verified reduction of nuclear forcegnsling down of nuclear forces (de-alerting);
negotiation of a Fissile Materials Cut-off Treabyjnging the CTBT into force; strengthened
negative security assurances; regulation of nudiear production and supply, and improved
NPT governancé® These priorities concern us all—there are clearhumber of requirements
that can only be met multilaterally—however, thsreubstantial responsibility on the part of the
NWS to set a tone for nuclear disarmament in th& @éntury. In their seven priorities, MPI
emphasize the importance of extending START (thdtRRVing agreement) which expired in
December 2009 and state that in order to “havectivdidence needed to move to low levels of
nuclear forces and a nuclear-weapons free worldfjcation and transparency measures need to
be implemented beginning now, above all regardir§.{Russian stocks and reductioh¥.An
important component of these reductions would ke ¢hmination of non-strategic nuclear
weapons. The global community of NNWS has long edgthat non-strategic weapons breach
humanitarian principles and cannot be justifiedarmal doctrine of deterrence in the same way
the strategic weapons are. Despite debates in@h8gress about the role of nuclear weapons in
the 2F' Century, there has been no focus “on the differdmetween strategic and nonstrategic
nuclear weapons or on the particular concernshaaé been raised about nonstrategic nuclear
weapons in the past decade. Instead, they havererpin greater detail, administration requests
for funding for research into new types of nuclesapons.**? Reassuringly, the current U.S.
administration appears willing to re-evaluate itdiges on tactical nuclear weapons but Russian
policy still presently relies on a contribution t#ctical nuclear weapons to its arsenal. The
current negotiations between Medvedev and Obamabwilbf immeasurable significance and
will have far-reaching consequences if they do protceed positively. In light of the renewed
debate on the relevance of tactical nuclear weaf@mada, again, should partner with the U.S.

190 Middle Powers Initiative. Towards 2010: Priorities NPT Consensus. Middle Powers Initiative Pdpethe
2007 NPT Preparatory Committee, Vienna, 2007, p. 3.
Note: The MPI is a Program of the Global Securitstitute. www.middlepowers.org.
101 ||
Ibid., p. 4.
192 Woolf, Amy F. CRS Report for Congress: Nonstratel§iiclear Weapons. RL32572. 9-9-2004. Congressional
Research Service, p. 6.
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in leading NATO discussions over the reconsidematid policies on non-strategic nuclear
weapons.

De-alerting

A prerequisite for ensuring security while stockpilare reduced is the immediate de-alerting of
nuclear arsenals. Policy recommendations from ssuwrldwide have long urged the U.S. and
Russia to stand-down their nuclear weapons. “Baa fthe Brink” was a campaign that aimed
to bring de-alerting to the fore during the 200@ Upresidential campaign. It outlined a number
of ways of de-alerting nuclear weapons includintprisg warheads separately from their
delivery systems; pinning open the switches usdadanissile motors; removing the pneumatic
mechanisms that open missile silo covers; and r@mdie tritium bottles from warhead$ An
interesting extension of the call to de-alert naclérces is the concept of “virtual nuclear
arsenals.” In a 1995 article Burvival Michael Mazarr cites Sweden as an example, wkpitie
closing its sole nuclear facility in Agesta, maintathe ability to construct a nuclear weapon if
required. He argues that Sweden never dismanteedgesta facility after closing it down, and
maintains a core group of physicists devoted tostiiely of nuclear technology to supplement
the decades of experience Sweden gained while abiityf was operational. “The relevant
guestion about Sweden's nuclear capacity thereforaot whetherit could build nuclear
weapons, but rathérow quicklyit could build them.*** He posits that if this rationale could be
applied, albeit in a more comprehensive fashiorthéocurrent NWS then we could approach a
“weapon-less deterrence” based “virtual arsenal$iat-ts, de-activated or partially dismantled
weapons held in reserve rather than the currematssin of high-alert. This may also engender
more faith on the part of NNWS as to their safetythe event of accidents, miscalculations or
the rapid degeneration of relationships with the 8IwWho at present cannot guarantee nuclear
weapons will not be used against NNWS whether tideally or otherwise. These concerns
have frequently been voiced by calls for strengtidenegative security assurances underscoring
the responsibility NWS have in alleviating secudtgncerns as a result of their nuclear posture.

193 Nuclear Weapons Convention Monitor: Updating theb&te on the Prohibition and Elimination of Nuclear
Weapons. Datan, Merav. 2000. International Plesscfor the Prevention of Nuclear War. WaheguruStagh
Sidhu, “De-alert Nuclear Weapons,” p. 6.

Note: This is the first in a series of periodiclbtihs on the progress of a Nuclear Weapons Coiorerithe NWC
Monitor is a continuation of the discussion regagdihe Model NWC submitted to the UN as a discussio
document in 1997,

194 Michael J. Mazarr, "Virtual Nuclear Arsenal§Urvival37, no. 3 (1995): 7-26, p. 8.
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Negative Security Assurances

Negative security assurances are declarations bys NM&t nuclear forces will not be used
against NNWS party to the NPT that have forswomn dbquisition or use of nuclear weapons.
While China has pledged unconditional negative sgcassurances, the U.S. and other NWS
have been reluctant to forego the prerogative ® whatever force is deemed necessary to
maintain their security. The U.S. emphasized tihaixpected contingencies and an unpredictable
security climate could produce a sudden regime gdan the acquisition of nuclear weapons by
a declared NNWS; that this situation mitigates treguirement for absolute security
assurance¥” The heightened concerns of NNWS regarding thedieglof security assurances
prompted debate at the 2007 NPT Preparatory CoemniRatification by the NWS of protocols
pertaining to security assurances for the TreatiesTlatelolco, Rarotonga, Bangkok and
Pelindaba was insufficient to quell distrust asat&¢ parties stressed that efforts to conclude a
universal, unconditional and legally binding instent on negative security assurances to non-
nuclear-weapon States should be pursued as a méafeiority.”'°® Concerns were also voiced
that the revised nuclear posture of some NWS majeumine commitments to politically
binding negative security assurances as describ8edurity Council Resolution 984’

In addition to negative security assurances bin8ld¢S to a policy of non-use, the International
Court of Justice (ICJ) ruled in 1996 “that the #itrer use of nuclear weapons would generally
be contrary to the rules of international law apgile in armed conflict, and in particular the
principles and rules of humanitarian lai¥®Though this statement is somewhat ambiguous, it is
generally accepted that the circumstances undechwhi nuclear weapon could legally be
employed are so rare as to not exist. Richard Fpaliktedly asserted “the United States
Government position has rested mainly on a facild anpersuasive application &itus
reasoning, namely, that states are permitted t@rdahing not expressly prohibited by rules
resting on consent, and that in the absence ofesgpreaty prohibition, joined by the United
States, nuclear weapons may be legally employduch rhetoric is hardly acceptable from a
state that firmly promotes democracy as a vehioleliberty, freedom and humanity. As a

1951n the 2001 NPR the U.S. identify North Koreagiriran, Syria and Libya as factors in the sizifig)d5. nuclear
forces—yet none had achieved the ability to useuelear weapon. Note that the operationally deplogad
responsive nuclear forces are sized “in the cordéknmediate, and unexpected contingencies.” NPR6. Refer
also to note 59 (Robert Mc Namara, “Apocalypse 3pfum a commentary on U.S. first-strike policy.

1% Chairman's Working Paper. 2007 NPT PrepCom Chaatsual Summary. NPT/CONF2010/PC.1/WP.78. 2007,
Section 26.

197 politically binding agreements are not subjectthe same requirements for adherence as legallyirtgind
agreements. As such, there is little faith in tleaditional nature of four of the five NWS negatigecurity
assurances. Full text of UN Security Council Resoiu984 (on negative security assurances) canobadf at:
http://www.un.org/Docs/scres/1995/scres95.htm.

198 president Bedjaoui et al., International Courdwétice Communiqué: Legality of the Use by a Stéfeuclear
Weapons in Armed Conflict, 8 July 1996.

Note: The Communiqué was a response to the refprest advisory opinion by the World Health Orgaatisn.

19 Richard Falk, "Toward a Legal Regime for Nucleazafjons,'Revue De Droit De McGile8 (1983): 519-541, p.
527.
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counter-argument Falk provides the “Martens Clatt8edf The Hague Convention which
requires the adoption by states of humanitarian dmwlomestic customs in the case where
sufficient rules regarding conduct on a certaimgsare absent or ambiguous. He also uses the
example of a RAND study, published in 1982 thatestd[d]estruction of societies, destruction
as an end in itself, would appear to be directlpaged to the most fundamental principles of
international law governing armed confli¢t® The authors of the study proclaim their motive
was “to help close the chasm that now yawns betwetatnational law and U.S. strategic
nuclear policies*? Yet a quarter of a century later, after the enthefCold War and the demise

of the Soviet Union, we face the same conundrum.

Fissile Materials Cut-off Treaty

Hastening progress by NWS towards posture revigwires a number of measures to be taken
by the global community. Included in the 13 PraditiSteps was the call for the Conference on
Disarmament to adopt a program of work to move diguely towards the creation of a Fissile
Materials Cut-off Treaty (FMCT). The concept of MIET has received substantial support from
the international community. In essence, it wouddt the reprocessing of plutonium and the
production of weapons grade uranium thereby frepzurrent stockpile levels and preventing
further horizontal proliferation. This would in turserve “important non-proliferation and
counter-terrorist goals by limiting the size of le&r arsenals and by reducing the risk that fissile
material for weapons could be diverted or stoféfiThe primary challenges to the introduction
of a FMCT are the difficulty of effective verifidan and the strain of implementing IAEA
safeguards in enrichment plants in NNWS—particylgilzen the expected increase in demand
for nuclear energy as the global community expl@ksrnative sources of energy. Neither of
these is insurmountable; but a lack of progresthbyConference on Disarmament has hampered
progress. In the Conference Report from the Wonkshothe Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
in March 2008, concerns were raised over the puaspef negotiating a FMCT at the
Conference on Disarmament: “While all participaatgeed on the need to begin negotiations,
views varied on the likelihood of this occurringtaeé Conference on Disarmament (CD) in the
near future.*'* Some promise has been shown recently with the HsSiew revolving president
of the CD, placing informal meetings to discussuage of concerns back on the agenda. A plan

10 Hague Convention [No. IV]: Respecting the Laws @bstoms of War on Land. 36 Stat 2277. 18-10-1907,
Preamble.

11 Builder, C. and Graubard, M. The International LafsArmed Conflict: Implications for the Concept A§sured
Destruction. 1982. RAND Publication Series R-2&W%4 p. vii.

12 Byilder, C. and Graubard, M., p. xiii. As cited Richard Falk, "Toward a Legal Regime for Nucl@éeapons,"
p. 525.

113 The Weapons of Mass Destruction Commissiteapons of Terror: Freeing the World of Nucleam|Bgical
and Chemical Arm§Stockholm: EO Grafiska, 2006), p. 103.

114 preparing for 2010: Striking a Balance BetweeraBisament and Nuclear Non-proliferation. 7-3-200&mes
Martin Center for Non-proliferation Studies. Nofehe text is the Conference Report from the Worksbophe
Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty. L'Impérial Palddetel, Annecy, France.
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of work was finally agreed upon in 2009 (after oaettecade) that follows a period of discontent
with proceedings during which many Ambassadors esged faltering confidence in the ability
of the CD to achieve anything substantial. If tHenpof work does not allow for significant
progress to be made towards the implementation BM&ET by the end of 2010, the global
community may have to heed Canadian Ambassador Maxiin’'s recommendation to pursue
other fora; "If States are serious about accomiplgssomething in the field of multilateral arms

control, they will find the appropriate diplomatiehicle for doing so***

Multilateralism of the Fuel Cycle

While progress continues on negotiations for a FM@®ponents for the multi-lateralisation of
the nuclear fuel cycle expound on the benefitsughsan initiative. “From the beginning of the
nuclear age, the multi-lateralisation of the fugtle was seen as a way to harvest the fruits of the
peaceful uses of nuclear energy without running tisk of the proliferation of nuclear
weapons.*® The fuel cycle is widely recognised as the moshnécally difficult component of
the creation of a nuclear weapon. It is also dcafitcomponent of the production of nuclear
energy for peaceful purposes. The primary compboais that uranium enrichment plants
designed to produce fuel for use in civilian reestoan potentially also enrich uranium beyond
the average 4% useful for fuel to levels suitableweapons. At the other end of the cycle, spent
fuel is largely relegated to storage, although passible to extract plutonium for use in weapons
from reprocessed spent uranium fuel (through aremsigpe and demanding process). In both
cases (the enrichment of uranium and the separafiptutonium) the multi-lateralisation of the
fuel cycle would minimise the risks posed by indiges nuclear programs in states like DPRK
and Iran. Furthermore, the anticipated rise in dedni@r nuclear energy in the coming years
harbours concerns “that an increase in the numbenrichment and reprocessing plants and an
increased flow of fissile material may increaserikk of misuse and diversiori*’

Various initiatives for multi-lateralisation havedn explored; the Weapons of Mass Destruction
Commission proposed the establishment of “fueleysthtes” that would be providers of the

global supply of nuclear fuel; and/or a private somium where members are granted certain
‘drawing rights’ to meet fuel demands. The Globaickar Energy Partnership (GNEP), created
by the U.S., is addressing the proliferation risksociated with the reprocessing of plutonium
and aims to provide a means of recycling spent thelreby providing a cleaner, safer nuclear

115 Ambassador Paul Martin, Farewell Address to thef@ence on Disarmament, August 2007. For up-te-dat
reports on the CD and other disarmament issuegrs@ereachingcriticalwill.org. The website, an arfivdomen’s
International League for Peace and Freedom (WILR®@intains an ‘electronic repository’ of reliablgdrmation

on disarmament fora—especially those at the UN.

18 Miiller, Harald. Multilateral Nuclear Fuel-Cycle rangements. 2005. Sweden, Weapons of Mass Dastruct
Commission.

17 The Weapons of Mass Destruction Commissideapons of Terror: Freeing the World of NucleamlBgical
and Chemical ArmgStockholm: EO Grafiska, 2006), p. 74.
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industry—and less risk of horizontal proliferatibfi.Under a proposal by the GNEP a “small
number of states” would produce fuel, lease i@ gtates that will require it as energy demands
increase and then take control of the spent fughatother end of the cycté’ The GNEP
explain in their Strategic Plan (January 2007) tlelvances have been made in developing
processes that are easier to safeguard, allow iwragronaterials accountability, are more
resistant to terrorist threat, and offer the pabsibof placing a much reduced burden on our
waste disposal facilities:® However, the Strategic Plan is also very candigsgerting that
there is no “silver bullet” in terms of technolothat would prohibit states from “diverting these
commercial fuel cycle facilities to non-peacefuésig-*

Another hurdle to surmount is the resistance froomes states to multi-national nuclear
arrangements (MNAS) that threaten autarchy; thelgupf fuel would, after all, be dependent
upon the behaviour of the beneficiaries. The WMD@gested that the objective judgement of
the IAEA, as arbiter of states’ “good standing,’ultb address concerns—releasing states like
Iran from apprehension over the potential refugdiuel as a consequence of political friction
with the NWS. Despite some states still clinginghtupes of energy independence, there has
been significant interest in MNAs—The IAEA Sped@alent on Assurances of Nuclear Supply
and Non-proliferatiorheld in September 2006, attracted 300 particip&ots 61 countries. It
seems that the international community is demotistramore and more the desire to work
together on the issues that concern us all. Th&reder-Secretary General for Disarmament
Affairs at the United Nations, Jayantha Dhanapilsstrated this sentiment in a piece for the
Non-proliferation Review in 2001 stating that “[tilagh one can still find faithful adherents to
the creed of isolationism, the collective politicatultural, economic, and technological
developments that now fall under the rubric of tglhzation" render such an approach
increasingly naive, unrealistic, and irrelevatf£”This notion is further exemplified by the
importance of the CTBT to the non-proliferationinag.

18 Office of Fuel Cycle Management, U. S. DepartnmanEnergy Office of Nuclear Energy. The Global Neanl
Energy Partnership Strategic Plan. GNEP-167312, Re007. U.S. Department of Energy. Sec 1.1(5Bse,” p.
1-10.
119 The scheme has already been discussed with goeetarin London, Paris, Moscow, Beijing, New Delhdda
Tokyo. See: The Weapons of Mass Destruction Conaonis§Veapons of Terror: Freeing the World of Nuclear,
Biological and Chemical Arm®. 75.
120 The Global Nuclear Energy Partnership Strateggm . 3-10.
121 ||

Ibid.
122 jayantha Dhanapala, "Multilateralism and the Futi the Global Nuclear Non-proliferation RegimdHe
Nonproliferation Reviev8, no. 3 (2001): 99-106, p. 99.
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Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty

A Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty has been marri¢detsuccess of the NPT from the outset.
In fact, the CTBT is widely considered the mostefive method of addressing the requirement
to move towards “General and Complete Disarmam@€D) as described in Article VI of the
NPT?* However setbacks due to perceived flaws in thgimal proposal for a CTBT have
hampered progress towards achieving a treaty icaides all nations effectively and equitably.
Fundamentally, the purpose of the CTBT is to pemndg ban any nuclear test explosion and as
such would prohibit underground testing to which WS have diligently been maintaining a
moratorium. Despite belaboured negotiations sing@gopened for signature over a decade
ago, the CTBT must be signed and ratified by InBekistan and DPRK and must be ratified by
China, Egypt, Indonesia, Iran, Israel and the ihQurder to enter into forc&* The Entry Into
Force (EIF) formula that was agreed upon in 19%r abnsiderable negotiations is itself at odds
with the concerns of the threshold states upon witlmensuccessful ratification of the treaty
relies. India and Pakistan, each suspicious ofother, argued the CTBT needed to directly
address disarmaméftif either nation was to consider ratification. TB&BT also allows non-
explosive tests, such as Hydro-Nuclear ExperimeitslEs)*® and computer generated
simulations, which the major NWS can use to mamtibdckpile safety (a concern previously
identified in Part | of this report). However, déyging nuclear powers such as India and
Pakistan will not have sufficient test data to retycomputer generated simulations nor do they
possess the technology to ensure stockpile sabetlyet same level of confidence that the U.S.
and other NWS can. These factors, combined withatheence of an opt-out clause (which
instead would result in sanctions), were identifadoossible incentives for India and Pakistan to
resume nuclear testing in 1998 and to remain ceitsied CTBT >’

The United States failed to ratify the CTBT in 199&d the 2001 NPR appears to still support
this action. U.S. concerns in 1996 had changdd kihce the negotiations began on the CTBT
two years earlier. U.S. Ambassador Holum statedie“Tividing line for the negotiations is
between development of new weapons, which shoulatdi@bited by a comprehensive test ban,
and maintenance of existing weapons, includingnget their safety and reliability . . . which

123 Article VI states: “Each of the Parties to the dtyeundertakes to pursue negotiations in good faitleffective

measures relating to cessation of the nuclear esinesat an early date and to nuclear disarmamedtpa a treaty
on general and complete disarmament under strite#factive international control.”

124 As of August 2008. See the CTBT Organisation Prapay Committee’s website:
http://www.ctbto.org/member-states/status-of-sigrexand-ratification/ (Accessed 21 August 2008).

125 The U.S. disagreed. While supporting GCD, the Wgued that a treaty attempting to include bothuldio
accomplish neither.

126 The U.S. argues HNEs are not “explosions” duééoniinute amount of energy released.

127 For more information refer to: Jyotika Saksenagdife Design Matters: The CTBT and India's Nuclear
Dilemma,"Comparative Strateg®5 (2006): 209-229.
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should be permitted under a comprehensive test'BarFormer Secretary of State George
Schultz, during an interview for the World Affai@ouncil in April 2008, supposed that U.S.
concerns over verification mechanisms and stockgalety had motivated Congress’ decision
not to ratify the CTBT and suggested that advamedschnology have now addressed both of
these concern$’ He mused that the United States Congress coutddie both times” in that
the U.S. may have been justified in its originahoerns and would certainly be right if it chose
to ratify the treaty in the current contést.Furthermore, if the U.S. ratified the CTBT (rather
than continuing to wait for the remaining signagsrito demonstrate the initiative), there is a
likelihood that China would follow—providing a vedjfferent situation in South East Asia, and,
perhaps, the requisite stability for renewed pagditon on the part of India and Pakistan. Dr.
Hans Blix, during the same interview, agreed tha tJ.S. is the “place where the most
important battle takes place” stating that the oesp to the initiative taken by the U.S., if it was
to ratify the CTBT, would be very strong indeedattbther nations (China, then India—followed
by Pakistan and so on) would ratify as a resulatang a “virtuous circle, rather than a vicious
circle.” However, the U.S.-India nuclear deal, psed by Bush in 2003 and still under
negotiation, complicates the current situation.

The 2006 “Henry Hyde” Act adopted by U.S. Congrgeants conditional exemption of India
from U.S. law that bars cooperation with states wbanot allow full-scope IAEA safeguards.
Increased nuclear cooperation between the U.S.laaid has raised concerns over India’s
motivation—particularly given its requests for fuslupply guarantees, exemptions from
safeguards and from Nuclear Suppliers Group (NS@)delines regarding plutonium
reprocessing and uranium enrichment facilities dpe@stablished in states not party to the
NPT The bilateral agreement between the U.S. andIrefjuired the IAEA to approve “an
unprecedented safeguards agreenténtihich the IAEA granted at the end of July 2008.iM/h
the transfer of civilian technology is subject #®EIA safeguards, the military component of
India’s program remains off limits. The deal stdbjuired the approval of the 45-nation NSG and
ratification from U.S. Congress, but there wasalseconcern that granting such a concession to
a nation outside the NPT creates a dangerous petcetihe concern was not that India was
looking to expand its facilities for the peacefsks of nuclear technology as granted by Article

128 Remarks of the Honourable John D. Holum, Diredtinited States Arms Control and Disarmament Agetmy,
the Conference on Disarmament, Geneva, August,i8s cited in: Maurice A. Mallin, "CTBT and NPOptions
for US Policy,"The Nonproliferation Revie®, no. 2 (1995): 1-11, p. 4.

1291 addition to on-site verifications, the CTBTOrifieation system includes 337 monitoring facil#iéconsisting
of; hydroacoustic, radionuclide, seismic and indtasd monitoring) in 89 countries (plus five sateB) capable of
detecting a nuclear explosion anywhere on earthrapidly transferring the data to analysts at tleadiQuarters in
Vienna who in turn pass the results on to membent@s. The system demonstrated its ability with $uccessful
detection of DPRK’s sub-1 kiloton test in 2006. $e82.

130 Footage from this interview is available on thea=6V website at:
http://fora.tv/2008/04/04/Hans_Blix_and_George_$hwn_Nuclear_Nonproliferation. (Accessed 29 JW&).

31 Daryl G. Kimball, "The U.S.-India Nuclear Deal: @xting a Non-proliferation DisasterDisarmament Times
Summer 2008, p. 5.

132 |bid.
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IV of the NPT, but rather that the conditions oé thilateral agreement were not conducive to
achieving the ratification of a CTBT, particulathy Pakistan who uneasy about its neighbours
intentions. In early 2008 Jonathan Granoff, Pretidé the Global Security Institute, implored
India to move towards disarmament—explaining atraarnational Conference in New Delhi;
“India has highlighted that nuclear apartheid isgtically and morally unacceptable and
unsustainable. Gaining the status of the privilegegs not change the correctness of the
analysis, but it helps provide India with the clelily to lead in a movement for a nuclear
weapon free world*®

Nuclear Weapons Convention

With so much responsibility resting on the actiohshe NWS and threshold states it would be a
mistake to avow the actions of the rest of the @oals inconsequential. The possible
consequences of a failure of the nuclear disarmamerement concern us all equally and thus
we all have a responsibility to further the goalsh® non-proliferation regime; through multi-
national fora—to put in place measures that will tenducive to disarmament whilst
simultaneously increasing security; through intéomal law—to exert direct pressure on states
in breach of the NPT and other international codm®] through domestic initiatives that
demonstrate the necessary willingness on the pgaeiach nation to ensure the strength and
sustainability of global nuclear disarmament. Carlgargas, the Vice-Chairman of the
International Association of Lawyers Against NuclesdArms (IALANA), embraces
multilateralism and the sentiment that accountibié beholden by all. The dichotomy of Costa
Rica—a nation without a defence force, much lesad@ear power—contributing so relentlessly
and successfully to the disarmament movement isodstrative of the nation’s unreserved faith
in the rule of international law. Dr. Vargas attribs the success of his nation’s contribution to
global disarmament imperatives (such as the suitte$887 peace accord forged by Costa
Rican President Oscar Arias amid fierce turmothie Americas) to comprehensive disarmament
education®, to upholding basic human rights and through ésgl to conciliate disputes
peacefully. During an interview with Dr. Vargas 2008, he insisted “we [Costa Ricans] know
peace. We know democracy. We understand the reaggnwe need to abolish nuclear
weapons.** Vargas explained that a strong obligation to mrbtee environment coupled with
the voice that Costa Rica gains by participatingthie development of international law
contributed to the creation of a Model Nuclear WeepConvention (MNWC)—a joint effort by

133 Jonathan Granoff, President, Global Security tuistj Beyond Deterrencé®aper presented at Towards a World
Free of Nuclear Weapons, 2008.

134 This is a sentiment shared by many, including Kth Sullivan (a Disarmament Educator and Consuttathe
United Nations Office of Disarmament Affairs) whelped create the UN website http://cyberschoolliusrg; a
global education project incorporating disarmaneghication for students aged 5-18 yrs.

135 The interview was conducted in Costa Rica duringesearch trip in conjunction with the United Naso
Association in Canada and the University of NonthBritish Columbia. Video footage of the interviéalong with
footage of interviews from numerous NGOs in New Rjawill be published on the internet later this gea
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IALANA, the Lawyers’ Committee on Nuclear Policy @INP), International Physicians for the
Prevention of Nuclear War, and International Netwvof Engineers and Scientists Against
Proliferation. The MNWC was submitted by Costa Rioathe United Nations in 1997 as a
discussion document (A/C.1/52F8in response to the United Nations resolutionsrmgfior the
implementation of disarmament obligatidt{s in particular the requirement for “multilateral
negotiations leading to an early conclusion of alear-weapons convention prohibiting the
development, production, testing, deployment, gtdiclg, transfer, threat or use of nuclear
weapons and providing for their eliminatiolt® Like the 1972 Biological and Toxin Weapons
Convention (BTCW) and the 1992 Chemical Weaponsv€wotion (CWC), the MNWC seeks to
enshrine in international law the rules and procesiuor the management of disarmament
objectives. The MNWC has received considerablemat&nal interest and in 1999 a workshop,
convened by Dr. Vargas at the University of CostzaRexplored the prospects for achieving an
actual Nuclear Weapons Convention. Meanwhile, iwNMealand, Alyn Ware and Merav Detan
co-authors of the booKecurity and Survival: The Case for a Nuclear WeapGonvention
discussed the necessary steps to achieve a NWQpuaillamentarians, lawyers and the media;
exercising considerable influence and garneringlipubnd governmental support—New
Zealand’s then-governing party (Labour) subsegydantiiuded specific support for a NWC in
its policy. Support continued to grow across thabgl The Global Resource Action Centre for
the Environment (GRACE) released results from apirpolls conducted in the U.S., Russia, the
U.K., Canada, Norway, Germany, Belgium, Australia dapan that show tremendous support
for a NWC™° In 2006, the United States 0@ongress adoption of Resolution #8Gesolved
“[t]hat the House of Representatives calls uponRhesident to initiate multilateral negotiations
for the abolition of nuclear weapon¥™® This too seems to support the viability of a NWC
sooner rather than later.

136 A recent version, resubmitted to the UN in ApfiliZ can be found through the Lawyer's Committe&anlear
Policy website: http://www.lcnp.org/mnwc/index.htor,directly at:
http://www.2020visioncampaign.org/filestorage/33I6A/A_62_650_CostaRica.pdf. (Accessed 21 Aug0ei82.

137 As given by the 1996 ICJ ruling on the pursuiaafonclusion to nuclear disarmament negotiations.

138 UNGA Resolution 54/54 (L.43), as cited by Jorgdiba, Ambassador, Permanent Representative of Gista
to the United Nations, Hamidon Ali, Ambassador, rRement Representative of Malaysia to the Unitedddat
“Letter dated 17 December 2007 from the Permanamrésentatives of Costa Rica and Malaysia to thitetdn
Nations addressed to the Secretary-General”, latemal Association of Lawyers Against Nuclear Arhawyer's
Committee on Nuclear Policy, International Physisiagfor the Prevention of Nuclear War, and Inteoval
Network of Engineers and Scientists Against Prddifien. Model Nuclear Weapons Convention. A/62/65107.

139 Nuclear Weapons Convention Monitor: Updating theb&te on the Prohibition and Elimination of Nuclear
Weapons. Ware, Alyn, “Public and Political Profite a Nuclear Weapons Convention,” 20-24, p. 24.

140 Available from the Library of Congress websitetphifwww.congress.gov/cgi-bin/query/z?c109:H.RE®S.95
(Accessed 21 August 2008).

141 Kucinich, Mr., McGovern, Mr., Stark, Mr., Nortos., Woolsey, Ms., Baldwin, Ms., Conyers, Mr., L&és.,
Moore, Ms., Hinchey, Mr., and Moran, Mr. Resoluti@alling for the Abolition of all Nuclear Weaponk)9th
Congress 2d Session. H. Res. 950. p. 2.

36 © Copyright 2010



Ballistic Missile Defence and the Weaponization ddpace

Individuals and organisations around the world cw to address the Cold War legacy. As the
international demand for energy increases and states investigate their right to the peaceful
benefits of nuclear technology more attention difwitewill be required to successfully maintain
the necessary and complex multinational systentsningt ensure security of the fuel cycle. We
still must achieve the signatures and ratificatiohghe states remaining outside the CTBT. The
CD must make progress on the creation of a FMCErdIs a grave requirement for substantial
progress in reconciling concerns with Iran’s nucl@aogram and in establishing regional
negotiations on the steps to achieving a comprélensuclear weapons agreement in the
Middle East. Amidst these difficult conditions facby the advocates of nuclear disarmament
there is also a newly developing concern; due tmaces in BMD technology, the principles
that guided the creation of the 1967 Outer Spaeatyr(OST) are under increasing strain. In the
development of an OST, negotiations were largebmmted by concerns over a U.S.-Soviet
arms race extending to outer space. In the lat@s96S. and Russian leadership had identified
the outcome of such an event to be contrary tonteeests of either nation and through lengthy
deliberations reached a consensus that “activilespace should be devoted to peaceful
purposes for the benefit of all mankifi¢® In 1958, The United Nations, acting on a U.S.
proposal, formed arad hoc committee that would one year later become thenpeent
Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space (CIHWf the General Assembly.

During the negotiations that took place in COPUQf8l gahe First Committee of the
General Assembly, both space powghe U.S. and the Soviet Unioannounced
their primary objective was to prevent the extensitd the arms race into outer
space. The United States and the Soviet Union s$tdahin COPUOS on 7 May and
30 May 1966, respectively, draft treaties providfnga complete demilitarization of
the moon and other celestial bodies as well as diglademilitarization of outer
space through a ban on the deployment of nucledragher WMD in orbit:*®

These provisions were incorporated in the 1967 @8d would guide the development of new
technologies to peacefully take advantage of thevipce of all mankind*** The benefits that

142 85th U.S. Congress, First Session. National Aarbos and Space Act, House Resolution. H.R. 125THlic
Law 86-568, Section 102 (a). 29-7-1958, p. 5.

143 Detlev Wolter,Common Security in Outer Space and InternationaV (@eneva: United Nations, 2005), p. 17.
Wolter cites the submissions by the U.S. and thdeSd&nion as: UN Doc. A/AC.105/32, 17 June 19664¢;aUN
Doc. A/6352, 16 June 1966, respectively.

144 United Nations General Assembly. Treaty on PrilesifGoverning the Activities of States in the Exptan and
Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and OthdesZial Bodies. 2222 (XXI) Annex. 10-10-1967, ArRara 1.
Full text of the Outer Space Treaty and all otheitédl Nations Treaties and Principles on outer sgeam 1966-
2002 can be found in the report: United Nationsidefffor Outer Space Affairs. United Nations Treatend
Principles on Outer Space. ST/SPACE/11. 2008. Nevk,YUnited Nations. Available through the Unitedtidns
website: http://www.unoosa.org/pdf/publications/ FREE11E.pdf.
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we have since enjoyed as a result of internatiammperation and competition over the
development in space based technologies have therasmntributed to a more interconnected
and interdependent global commons. New and emesgiogrity threats that have developed as a
result of the hastened rate of information transéexd the closer relationships between
historically distant societies have also been aih@, at least in part, by space based security
and surveillance systems, effective military comioations and satellite guided weapons
systems. However, once a capability is developsdv@have witnessed through the advances in
nuclear weapons technology) it becomes exponentmathre difficult to regulate its use and
diffusion. The evolution of civilian technology atige security that effective space-based assets
will continue to provide will be jeopardised if suassets are weaponized.

The U.S., Russia and China have all been involaddsting and development of space weapons
technologies. During the 1980s, Russian developnaénspace-based ladét technologies
mirrored similar ambitions of the U.S. during treare period of time, while Russia’s planned
co-orbital*® system was superseded by U.S. plans for sensglliteat space-based lasers and
impact weaporfé’. “At present, no country has yet deployed spacapmes. In the 1980s, the
U.S. and U.S.S.R. tested several different ASATtiA&atellite] weapons, but, recognising the
grave threat that such testing posed to outer spssets, both superpowers ceased such tests
well before the end of the Cold War. China brokis thoratorium when it tested its first ASAT
weapon on January 11, 2007*The U.S. and the U.S.S.R. recognised the inhénstability
that would be caused by pursuing space weaponsnastteod of ballistic missile defence and
subsequently desisted space arms developmentriawt anotivation for space weapons was later
borne from the GPALS concept that aimed to addilesshreat posed by “states of concern”
obtaining nuclear weapons. Russia and the U.Sflybrwensidered a multilateral approach to
missile defence as a possible solution. Howeveguitkly became apparent that the U.S. was
more interested in a unilateral approach. Qmoperative Security in Outer Space and
International Law Detlev Wolter explains the strategic importancenofitary domination of
outer space supported by U.S. space power theiinyg ¢J.S. Space Command’s “Vision for
2020": “Space forces will emerge to protect mijtaand commercial national interests and

145 With respect to concerns over Soviet research ‘exotic technologies” during the Cold War, Woltetlev
explains that “[g]iven the emphasis of the Sovied &ter of Russian space policy on manned spayi#, fit cannot
be excluded that manned Russian space stationgdvbeuequipped with space-based laser ASAT systefee”
Wolter, p. 38.

146 The system essentially aimed to utilise convenmtionissiles to launch offensive satellites intocgpthat would
then target low orbital enemy satellites with thepmse of destroying them. The system was toutéafasor to the
U.S. air-based ASAT. See: Detlev Wolter, p. 37.

147 Research into military applications of lasers attier esoteric technologies has yielded severadipitises for
ASAT and/or BMD systems. X-ray laser, particle bemmd radio frequency weapons, interceptor missifesmini-
projectiles (such as the “rail gun” currently undgevelopment by the U.S. military) are all examples
developmental technologies affording unique cajtadsithat make them attractive possibilities fassile defence.
148 Tyson, Rhianna. Policy Brief: Advancing a CoopieeatSecurity Regime in Outer Space. 2007. NewkYor
Global Security Institute, p. 3. Rhianna notes fihina’s ASAT test generated over 2 million piecéglebris of
varying size that, according to a NASA model oftaddtion, will remain in orbit for up to 20 years.
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investments in the space medium . . . the U.S. maylve into the guardian of space
commerce.**® Despite international condemnation of the pursafit space weapons and
widespread recognition of the instability that webdbllow if the weaponization of space was to
be achieved, the U.S. is as reluctant to engageilistantive negotiations on a treaty to ensure
security in outer space as it was eager for aeeprirom the ABM treaty.

The benefits that would arguably come as a redulhe weaponization of space (namely; the
extension of military reach, decreased response &nd the provision of a less fallible missile
defence) are far outweighed by the destabilizativet would follow. The vulnerability of
civilian space assets would make investing in &cpful uses of outer space riskier, and could
result in the stifling of scientific and economiev&tlopment whilst the debris caused by weapons
tests poses further risks to space trdfffcin the extreme, “the overwhelming position in the
arms control literature assumes that the deployroémteapons systems in outer space would
have serious destabilizing effects, and, hence ldviuel both the global and regional nuclear
arms race on eart® While the intended NMD program proposes to inaeesecurity through
the provision of new missile defence technologiesyill simultaneously invite corresponding
programs from competing states. The weaponizati@pace cannot guarantee security from the
threat of WMD and instead it will foster the emerge of new threats as a result of arms racing;
threats to the very technology upon which militariely for the maintenance of stability in the
current system. To “encourage a renewed arms nagaersuit of a still dubious technological fix
to a largely non-existent threat would . . . undeermany of the benefits we have gained from
the end of the Cold War and leave the American lgesignificantly less secure than they are
today.™? Of course, it is not solely the U.S. whose segwibuld be undermined by the
weaponization of space.

There have been a number of proposals put foréithdeve a solution that will benefit all parties
equally. Confidence Building Measures (CBMs) carilitate negotiations on contentious issues
as they are generally not legally binding, whilmare rigorous code of conduct would provide a
legislative agreement regarding the uses of oupaces In the policy brieAdvancing a
Cooperative Security Regime in Outer Spdgkianna Tyson of the Global Security Institute
cites the Stimson Centre’s Code of Conduct thdtsseamongst other things, to: avoid collisions
and dangerous manoeuvres in space; create speaigidn and safety areas” around satellites;
prohibit simulated attacks and anti-satellite t@stsuter space; facilitate information exchanges,
transparency and launch notification measures; emcburage more stringent space debris
mitigation measureS> There have also been calls for a review conferdocehe universal

“Iwolter, p. 37.

150 See note 142.

Lwolter, p. 75.

1523 F. Matlock, "Security: The Bottom LineAtms Control Today2000, p. 17.

153 Stimson Centre, Draft Code of Conduct: http://watimson.org/space/?SN=WS200702131213. As cited by
Tyson, Rhianna, p. 4.
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ratification of the Outer Space Treaty while Rudsaa called for a Prevention of Placement of
Weapons in Outer Space Treaty (PPWT). Wolter ingalothat “a multilateral Treaty on
Common Security in Outer Space, in short a CSO t¥reshould be negotiated as soon as
possible.** He elaborates on the importance of ensuring a ammiweritage of mankind
(CHOM) clause as central to the treaty’s legal fitation and outlines the importance of moving
away from MAD and towards “mutually assured seguriby way of Cooperative Threat
Reduction (CTR) and other measures, such as arbantive military uses of outer spacathe
destruction of existing ASAT and a range of dethjeovisions that would be monitored by an
institutional safeguarding mechanism for the C80.

At present, all states are in consensus that tisee immediate requirement to address the
expansion of weapons proliferation into outer spattee only exception being the United States.
China and Russia have called for a moratorium ating and development of space based
weapons until an agreement can be reached on thebfion of such technology. However,
such an agreement may be slow to achieve. Negwtgabn the subject of space weapons at the
CD have been fraught with an inertia that mirrdws abysmal FMCT discussions. The inability
of the CD to enter into substantive negotiationstloa Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer
Space (PAROS) has largely been a result of U.Biréaio cooperate:

Thus, the U.S. refusal to enter into substantivikstalet alone multilateral
negotiations on the prevention of an arms raceutepspace, to the discontent of the
overwhelming majority of the international communiinot only represents a
disregard of Art. VI of the NPT, but in fact is duing the opposite effect given the
close link between an arms race in outer space thedspiralling of an offensive
arms race on Eartfh>’

A proposed solution to U.S. concerns over missgenice has been offered in several instances
by its old Cold War rival. The revival of talks d¢ime viability of an international missile defence
program (a revival of the GPALS concept) may assuhg concerns of the global community
whilst still providing security against third compntstrikes. Russian support of the early 1990s
GPALS concept extended to its proposal that sudystem should eventually come under
international control, and should not include splaased weapons. This would not adversely
affect the current U.S. Ground-based Midcourse dsefgGMD) system that already has “about
25 three-stage interceptors fielded in Alaska aatif@nia meant to defend the United States

4 \wolter, p. 147.

135 Active military uses refers to space-based weapystems designed to interfere with other bodiesuber space.
As opposed to passive uses which includes duaked®nology that aren’t weapons themselves but ‘tmaty
enhance military systems below.” See: G. Steinb@rge Militarization of Space: From Passive SupgorActive
Weapons SystemsFutures 1982, p. 379.

e wolter, p. 147-170.

57 bid., p. 75.

40 © Copyright 2010



against a North Korean ICBM attack’® Nor would such an initiative necessarily precluke
U.S. from proceeding with its unpopular missileedefe in continental Europé—provided that

it drops its unilateralist approach and invites ®aisto participate (and that any weapons
platforms remained intra-atmospheric). Evidenthg internationalization of missile defence will
remain as litigious as the multi-lateralisatiortted nuclear fuel cycle and just as significant.

Multi-lateralism as a Tool

While over $110 billion dollars (U.S.) has beenrgpen missile defence over the last quarter of
a century®® and hundreds of billions more have been spentusfear weapons programs we are
not seeing an adequate return on the investmetitelrenowned commentary for the Wall Street
Journal, Henry Kissinger, Sam Nunn, William Pemyg &eorge Schultz agreed that “deterrence
continues to be a relevant consideration for maates with regard to threats from other states.
But reliance on nuclear weapons for this purposdasoming increasingly hazardous and
decreasingly effective'® It should be evident that present nuclear arseraén in the hands of
responsible actors, are undermining the stabilitthe international system and cannot be relied
upon as tools for the maintenance of security ebudt this paper has suggested ways of reducing
these arsenals and outlined necessary protocolsndee towards disarmament without
jeopardising the safety of the international comitysrparticularly in the face of Zicentury
security considerations; such as the ubiquitousrist threat that now permeates most facets of
industrialized society. José Manuel Barroso, Pesdiabf the European Commission embraced
multilateralism as a methodology for progress ot-t@nrorist initiatives, insisting that “[i]f you
look at the challenges ahead—Ilike terrorism, pgwvedne thing is certain: These are not
challenges that any nation can tackle alone. Thddwis safer and more prosperous when
Europe and America work together as global parttiéfsPerhaps he should have included in
this the challenge of nuclear disarmament, whialtagdy cannot be achieved without global
cooperation. The multi-lateralisation of the nuclaeel cycle; the creation of a Fissile Materials
Cut-off Treaty, Common Security in Outer Space Tyead Nuclear Weapons Convention; the
ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Tre#tg internationalization of a missile defence
system (assuming no space-based technologies eoepamated); the formal declaration of

18 victoria Samson, "Missile Defense Madned3igarmament Time&Vinter 2007, p. 1.

%9 The interceptors use Exoatmospheric Kill Vehidlessentially an interceptor missile that uses kinebergy
rather than a warhead) to destroy missiles in tidconrse phase of their flight (before they re-ertke Earth’s
atmosphere). The Pentagon is also planning to lestalp to 10 interceptors in Poland, using X-baadar from a
site in the Czech Republic, to allegedly addrepstential Iranian threat. This, coupled with NAT@wn plans for
an Active Layered Theatre Ballistic Missile Deferfg&.TBMD), is doing nothing to reconcile residualspicions
between Russia and the U.S./Western Europe.

10 samson, p. 1.

1 Henry A. Kissinger et al., "A World Free of Nucié&eapons, The Wall Street Journaft January 2007, p. A15.
162 Manuel Barroso, President of the European Commissidhe EU, the U.S., and the Fight Against Global
Terrorism,"EU Focus 2005, p. 1.
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legally binding Negative Security Assurances; ahd treation of a Nuclear Weapon Free
Southern Hemisphere and Adjacent Areas are juswaexamples of the requirement of the
global community to work together towards achievangnore stable and secure international
order. While middle powers must accept the burdezxerting pressure on the NWS, ultimately,
it remains the responsibility of NWS to move awayni a policy of maintaining high alert; it
remains the responsibility of the U.S. and Canadafluence NATO policy on first-use and
launch on warning, to cease third party nuclearisbaagreements and to relocate deployed
nuclear weapons to national borders; fundamentiligmains the responsibility of the NWS to
set a tone for nuclear disarmament in th& Qéntury.

The organization ‘Global Zero’, formed in DecemB@08 by a hundred leaders from around the
world aims to affect such action on the part of M&S. Working through several channels,
Global Zero is optimistic about achieving genenad @omplete disarmament (as per Art, VI of
the NPT) by 2038° a cornerstone of its plan for phased reductionthés negotiation and
ratification of a multinational accord, following global freeze on weapons production and,
more specifically, verified reductions in U.S.-Riassarsenals. At a Global Zero conference in
Paris, Obama called for the securing of nucleagrats and his administrations’ arms-control
negotiators have since reached an “agreement imciple” with Russia with respect to
reductions in arsenals and delivery systems—thst fir nearly twenty years—evidencing a
stronger relationship between the two nations udiedvedev and Obama than was witnessed
under the previous two U.S. administrations’ relaships with Putitf>. The apparent present
support for a move towards disarmament by two & pivotal NWS is heartening and
demonstrates the kind of momentum that non-pralifenists have eagerly anticipated since the
last great opportunity, at the conclusion of thédG&ar, was squandered.

In the epiclliad of Homer Hector confidently reassured Andromache, whoe@dre would
never escape the violence of the Achaians, thdo ‘fiman is going to hurl me to Hades, unless it
is fated, but as for fate, | think no man yet haesaped it once it has taken its first form, neither
brave man nor coward® Why should brave men and cowards, in th& @&ntury, be fated to
Oppenheimer’s Faustian bargain? We should be mdwoingrds a more secure environment, but
instead, as George Schultz sombrely elucidated ftroliferation regime is unravelling, the
situation is getting more dangerous.” He recognteeddestabilizing nature of nuclear apartheid,
pointedly stating; “it comes through very strongly. particularly from the countries that don’t
have nuclear weapons—many of whom could but they mafrained—that the idea that some

By developing a phased plan for global reductidmg)ding support among governments through effectiv
diplomacy and generating broad public support thhoweb and other channels.

See: http://online.wsj.com/article/SB1000142405Z708838504575041562540396530.html for completelartic
on the “agreement in principle”.
1% Homer, trans. Richmond Lattimorehe lliad of Home(Chicago & London: University of Chicago Press51§
(6. 486-489), p. 166.
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countries are going to have them while other caesitannot is increasingly not tenabté&®we
cannot neglect our responsibility to act on thssiess—whether through the reticence of the global
community or misguided faith in rational nucleatateence by the NWS, a failure to address the
situation of nuclear dualism may have disastroussequences. The New Zealand Minister of
Disarmament, Marian Hobbs, suggested with resmethéd division between states calling for
efforts to intervene in potential horizontal prelifition and those states expressing a desire to see
established NWS move towards disarmament that:

This split could be bridged, and progress made oth non-proliferation and
disarmament fronts, by adopting an abolition fraroeky i.e. through advancing
norms which further de-legitimise nuclear weapoegardless of who may possess
or aspire to possess them, and further developimeymechanisms which prevent
their acquisition and provide for their systematiud verified eliminatiort®’

The motivation to achieve “systematic and verifeomination,” it seems, will be difficult to
achieve. We have engineered a significantly momaptex world than we inherited from the
fathers of our current military doctrine. Politicakanderings and many of our old solutions have
become irrelevant or degenerative. Fortunately,toals have evolved in synchronicity with a
growing interconnectedness and in our new, smaltetd we can achieve great things. But we
must not allow ourselves the comfort of delusiooglear proliferation, both horizontal and
vertical, is a threat to our security and, throtiglh measures summarized briefly herein; we must
act in concord with international law and in theenests of mankind.

Conclusion

Kofi Annan concluded in his Millennium Developme@bals Report that “[nJo state and no
organisation can solve all these problems by actioge. Nor however, should any state imagine
that others will solve them for it, if its own gawenent and citizens do not apply themselves
wholeheartedly to the task® It is imperative for the global community to mot@vards non-
proliferation and to encourage the implementatibnetevant posture review on the part of the
Nuclear Weapon States. Hans Bethe, a physicistwdrged with Oppenheimer to develop the
first atomic bomb reflected on the event that oughik to be forefront in our consideration of
international security in the ZiCentury: When the destruction Hiroshima was comdid, “the
first reaction which we had was one of fulfilmeNow it has been done, now the work that we
have been engaged in for so many years has caettilbo the war. The second reaction was, of

186 5chultz, Fora TV. See n. 143.
187 Hon. Marian Hobbs, New Zealand Minister for Disament and Arms ControNuclear Non-Proliferation

Presentation to the Atlanta Extraordinary Consigtaton the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) 2005 Rawi
Conference, Atlanta, 26-01-05; http://www.beehiveignz/node/22080. (Accessed 28 August 2008)

188 Annan, Kofi A. We, The Peoples: The Role of theteh Nations in the 21st Century. 2000. New YdJkjted
Nations Department of Public Information, p. 80.
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course, one of shock and awe: What have we donef2 dve we done? And the third reaction:
It shouldn’t be done agairt®® We must exercise our resolve for the preventiofuafre nuclear
confrontation. In the knowledge that enhanced na&onal security cannot be achieved by
perpetuating obsolete policies, let us approachnautual quandary with prudence but most of
all, with action.

Priorities for the International Community

NWS must move towards de-alerting
NWS must move towards a reduction in nuclear atsenparticularly with respect to
non-strategic nuclear weapons. Entailing:
o U.S.-Russian reductions in arsenals
o0 An increase in dismantling rate of U.S.-Russianhgads to historic levels
0 A global freeze on nuclear weapon production
o The negotiation and ratification of a Global Zeozerd "
Continued negotiations on a U.S.-Russia accordptace the expired START
The implementation of a Fissile Materials Cut-oféaty
Instituting a viable conglomerate for the multidedlisation of the fuel cycle
o Including the requisite intrusive verification mectisms
0 The creation of an international fuel bank
The signing of CSO or OST (or both) to preventwisaponization of space
Engaging the middle east in substantive nucleargiament negotiations (whilst
simultaneously increasing support for more intrasrerification mechanisms)
The ratification of the CTBT by the remaining NWS
Strengthened Negative Security Assurances
The implementation of a Nuclear Weapons Convention

Recommendations for Canada
Press, within NATO, for:
The adoption of no-first-use and no launch-on-wagmpolicies by member states
The de-alerting of nuclear ICBMs

Cessation of NATO nuclear sharing
Elimination of tactical nuclear weapons

%9 Else, Jon, Peoples, David, and Peoples, JahetDay After TrinityPyramid, 1980. Motion Picture, time into
film: 1 hour 2 mins.

Refer: http://www.globalzero.org/ for a completarsnary of the Global Zero recommendations with respe
U.S. and Russian reductions in nuclear arsenals.
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Appendix

13 Practical Steps

Excerpted from the final document of the 2000 NREViBw Conference
(Courtesy of: Middle Powers Initiative. Briefing gt&: Advancing the 13 Practical Steps. April 2003)

The Conference agrees on the following practicgsfor the systematic and progressive efforts
to implement Article VI of the Treaty on the Nonelfferation of Nuclear Weapons and
Paragraphs 3 and 4 (c) of the 1995 Decision omtipries and Objectives for Nuclear Non-
Proliferation and Disarmament”:

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

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

3. The necessity of negotiations in the ConferemeeDisarmament on a non-discriminatory,
multilateral and internationally and effectivelyrif@ble treaty banning the production of fissile
material for nuclear weapons or other nuclear esipéodevices in accordance with the statement
of the Special Coordinator in 1995 and the mandateained therein, taking into consideration
both nuclear disarmament and nuclear non-prolifematobjectives. The Conference on
Disarmament is urged to agree on a programme ok wdmich includes the immediate
commencement of negotiations on such a treaty avitiew to their conclusion within five years.

4. The necessity of establishing in the ConferemeeDisarmament an appropriate subsidiary
body with a mandate to deal with nuclear disarmam&he Conference on Disarmament is
urged to agree on a programme of work which in@uithe immediate establishment of such a
body.

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

6. An unequivocal undertaking by the nuclear-weatates to accomplish the total elimination
of their nuclear arsenals leading to nuclear disanent to which all States parties are committed
under Article VI.

7. The early entry into force and full implementatiof START Il and the conclusion of START
lll as soon as possible while preserving and stresrgng the ABM Treaty as a cornerstone of
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strategic stability and as a basis for further otidns of strategic offensive weapons, in
accordance with its provisions.

8. The completion and implementation of the Trilakdnitiative between the United States of
America, the Russian Federation and the Internakidtomic Energy Agency.

9. Steps by all the nuclear-weapon States leadimyitlear disarmament in a way that promotes
international stability, and based on the princigfi@ndiminished security for all:

Further efforts by the nuclear-weapon States tagedheir nuclear arsenals unilaterally.
Increased transparency by the nuclear-weapon Stéilesegard to the nuclear weapons
capabilities and the implementation of agreementssyant to Article VI and as a
voluntary confidence-building measure to supportthier progress on nuclear
disarmament.

The further reduction of non-strategic nuclear veees) based on unilateral initiatives and
as an integral part of the nuclear arms reductimhdisarmament process.

Concrete agreed measures to further reduce thatapel status of nuclear weapons
systems.

A diminishing role for nuclear weapons in secufiglicies to minimize the risk that
these weapons ever be used and to facilitate theeps of their total elimination.

The engagement as soon as appropriate of all tbleartweapon States in the process
leading to the total elimination of their nucleagapons.

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

11. Reaffirmation that the ultimate objective of #fforts of States in the disarmament process is
general and complete disarmament under effectieenational control.

12. Regular reports, within the framework of theTNserengthened review process, by all States
parties on the implementation of Article VI and ggmaph 4 (c) of the 1995 Decision on

"Principles and Objectives for Nuclear Non-Prokfieon and Disarmament”, and recalling the
Advisory Opinion of the International Court of Jiastof 8 July 1996.

13. The further development of the verification &aifities that will be required to provide

assurance of compliance with nuclear disarmameméeagents for the achievement and
maintenance of a nuclear weapon-free world.
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Abbreviations:

ABM: Anti-Ballistic Missile

ALTBMD: Active Layered theatre Ballistic Missile Bence
ASAT: Anti-Satellite

BMD: Ballistic Missile Defence

BTWC: Biological and Toxin Weapon Convention
CBMs: Confidence Building Measures

CD: Conference on Disarmament

CHOM: Common Heritage of Mankind

COPUOS: Committee on the Peaceful Uses of OutereSpa
CPG: Canadian Pugwash Group

CRS: Congressional Research Service

CSO: Common Security in Quter Space

CTBT: Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty

CTR: Cooperative Threat Reduction

CWC: Chemical Weapons Convention

DOE: Department of Energy

DPRK: Democratic People’s Republic of Korea
EU: European Union

FMCT: Fissile Materials Cut-off Treaty

FYDP: Future Years Defense Plan

GCD: General and Complete Disarmament

GMD: Ground-based Mid-course Defence

GNEP: Global Nuclear Energy Partnership
GPALS: Global Protection Against Limited Strikes
GSI: Global Security Institute

HDBT: Hardened and Deeply Buried Target

HNE: Hydro-Nuclear Explosion

IALANA: International Association of Lawyers Agaihsluclear Arms
IAEA: International Atomic Energy Agency

ICBM: Inter-Continental Ballistic Missile

ICJ: International Court of Justice

IRBM: Intermediate-Range Ballistic Missile
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Abbreviations:

LCNP: Lawyers Committee on Nuclear Policy

LTBT: Limited Test Ban Treaty

MAD: Mutually Assured Destruction

MIRV: Multiple Independently-targetable Re-entryhiges
MNA: Multi-national Nuclear Agreements

MNW(C: Model Nuclear Weapons Convention

MPI: Middle Powers Initiative

NATO: North Atlantic Treaty Organisation

NGO: Non-Governmental Organisation

NMD: National Missile Defence

NNWS: Non-Nuclear Weapon State

NORAD: North American Aerospace Defence Command
NPR: Nuclear Posture Review

NPT: Nuclear non-proliferation Treaty

NSG: Nuclear Suppliers Group

NWS: Nuclear Weapons State

OST: Outer Space Treaty

PAROS: Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space
SALT: Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty

SDIO: Strategic Defense Initiative Organisation
SLBM: Submarine Launched Ballistic Missile

SSP: Stockpile Stewardship Program

START: Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty

THAAD: Theatre High Altitude Defence

TMD: Theatre Missile Defence

TTBT: Threshold Test Ban Treaty

UN: United Nations

UNAC: United Nations Association in Canada
UNODA: United Nations Office of Disarmament Affairs
USSR: United Soviet Socialist Republic

WMDC: Weapons of Mass Destruction Committee
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