ADDRESSING THE CHALLENGESFACING THE NPT: ARTICLE VI

As we celebrate the #anniversary of the NPT being opened for signatinere are
increasing expressions of concern about the fatieabfTreaty, particularly as the date for
the next Review Conference draws closer. Thi®isarphenomenon unique to this
period — indeed, prior to each NPT Review Confeednc the past 25 years, there have
always been dire predictions about the fate oNR&. So, are things really different
this time or is this merely more of what could loesidered the usual pre-Conference
hand wringing?

It may be that my perspective has changed sinoer@longer in Government, but |
believe that there are increasing reasons forcaatern. The near universality of the
Treaty is due primarily to a judgment by 180 plos muclear weapon states that the
Treaty contributes to their calculus of nationalwséy. The Treaty’s contribution can be
calculated in various ways from reassuring theigadbout their neighbor’s intention to
reassuring their neighbor about their intentionspuld be based on facilitating access to
peaceful uses of nuclear energy or it could bedasdhe Treaty’s contribution to
international security. The more countries havelear weapons, the more likely is
possible nuclear use.

While the NPT has been a great success in preggthtinspread of nuclear weapons, the
end of the Cold War, the continued spread of nu¢kszshnology spurred by the Khan
network, and certain other developments have aieaw pressures. Should

countries begin to conclude that the security, noliferation, disarmament and peaceful
use benefits noted above are substantially erotleg] reaty's fate is really in doubt. .

Let me cite in no particular order a few examplieaations that | believe are causing
some of the parties to begin to question the doution the Treaty is making to their
national security. The DPRK’s announced withdrafn@in the NPT in 2003 was greeted
largely with a yawn by the international communitig-was only after the DPRK
detonated a nuclear weapon in 2006 that the Sgcioincil was able to gather itself
sufficiently to condemn not only the test but al#®T withdrawal. So, how much
reliance can be placed on a Treaty where withdrésrvehsy?

Another contributor is the pending U.S. nuclearpmyation agreement with India. This
proposed agreement marks a dramatic and cleartdep&om the principle that all
proliferation is bad and creates the new prindip& some proliferation is acceptable.
Engaging in nuclear energy cooperation with Indialevindia maintains and increases
its arsenal makes clear to all that U.S. nonpnalifen principles are for sale and also
makes clear that NPT adherence is no longer agrdiion to civil nuclear cooperation.

The most important example, however, is the chgesf compliance, particularly by
Iran. More than five years have passed sinc8tad of Governors of the IAEA
became aware that Iran was not complying withafeguards agreement. Over three
years, the Board passed nine resolutions askinigainis compliance before finally
sending it to the Security Council. There, aftarrfresolutions by the UN Security



Council, Iran’s centrifuge enrichment program conéis moving forward. Neighboring
states such as Jordan and Saudi Arabia are begititake steps to follow at least part
of Iran’s example—initiating programs for nucleaeegy. One has to be concerned that
in time they may also pursue the nuclear weapornsopaf the Iranian example.

In the 1990’s, there was reason to be optimistt the international community would
take NPT noncompliance seriously. But during ttetade, the problems were easy—
Irag had just been defeated after clearly violatirigrnational law by invading Kuwait
and evidence of their covert program was cleailtoTdne other challenge, the DPRK,
was also easy since it was largely an internatipagbh. Now, however, the
international community is wrestling with a veryigh case and the results, to date, are
not encouraging. So, if compliance with the NPgogg to become more and more of a
guestion, countries have to become concerned dghedireaty ability to serve their
security interests.

The final question on compliance relates to Artileon which | have been asked to
elaborate. In NPT circles, the charge is oftenerthdt the nuclear weapon states and the
U.S. in particular, spend all their time talkingpab non nuclear weapon state compliance
while doing nothing or very little to show their aveompliance with article VI.
Notwithstanding the substantial nuclear reductittias have taken place in four of the

five NWS over the past 15 years, there is a growigeption on the part of many NPT
NNWS that the five nuclear weapon states have tamiion of moving toward nuclear
disarmament.

We've arrived at this point, in part , becausedhd of the Cold War ended whatever
"pass” the nuclear weapon states had been givémtimte VI. Moreover, the 1995
extension decision and the 2000 Review Conferesised hopes that irreversible,
legally-binding and verifiable concrete steps wostddn be taken. Some in the NAM in
particular have become cynical about the NPT; thiedd States demands their support
for efforts to deal with noncompliance by Iran, NoKorea, and possibly Syria -- yet we
fail to address seriously their concerns about e view as our poor compliance with
Article VI.

The focus of my remarks and criticism will be diextat the United States, not because |
believe we bear sole responsibility but becauseethray be a chance that we can
collectively influence this Government. Let mecatsake clear that the U.S. record over
the course of this administration is not totallgagve. First, there is the Moscow
Treaty—it has some significant flaws regarding sioit account—deployed vs. non-
deployed nuclear weapons, it lacks permanencyitasderiously deficient on
verification. But, nonetheless, it is a step taMawer numbers. And, in general, the
overall stockpile continues to decline althoughhnmnbers have been published. Off-
setting that has been such things as the admitisti®opposition to the CTBT, its
efforts to develop new roles for nuclear weaporth s buster bunkers and “mini-
nukes.” What this has done is to convey to otheaswe intend to continue reliance on
nuclear weapons.



Some experts argue that U.S. actions are irrelevatiter nations decide to proliferate
based on their own perceived security concerns. Gbodby and Sid Drell admirably
rebutted that position in their contributionReykjavik Revisited:

Those experts are right to believe that severplises go into the decision-
making process of would-be nuclear weapon stétey;are wrong to believe that
expectations about future trends in the world réigg the role of nuclear
weapons in international relations have no parnational decision making. If
decision makers think the world is going to be@asingly armed with nuclear
weapons and that those are going to be seen mmhand legitimate defense
postures, they will logically lean toward keepwoyen the option of building a
nuclear arsenal and will exercise that option wt@mditions seem to require it.
Expectations about the actions of others always Iptayed a large part in policy
making. Things are no different in the nucleanar.

| believe that the expectations being created@rentreased reliance on nuclear
weapons and by an increasing number of countBesed on this belief, it is not
surprising that | agree that the world is approagla “tipping point” toward increased
proliferation.

Obviously, everyone here is aware of the propdsalSecretaries Shultz, Kissinger and
Perry as well as by Senator Nunn. Those who @ishkir proposals refer to them as the
“gang of four.” For myself, | will refer to thensdthe four statesmen.” They have come
to the conclusion that the threat of nuclear peoéifion cannot be turned back without a
strong global partnership, which in turns meandthiged States must reengage in a
wide range of nuclear control measures including ireaty format that the current
Administration has largely shunned.

So, what should be done? With the remainder ofimg, | want to go quickly through
some of the 13 practical steps toward nuclear ghaarent that were agreed at the 2000
NPT Review Conference not just because | was irala the 2000 NPT Review
Conference, not just because this administrationldvoot even deign to speak of them
but because these 13 steps represent the mostetoengive expression of the NPT
parties’ views on what specific measures shoulthken to work toward fulfillment of
Article VI Interestingly, virtually all the propas$s advanced by the “four statesmen” are
reflected in the 13 steps.

1. CTBT: Recall that the fipreambular paragraph of the NPT envisions achiemem
of such a ban. US ratification of the CTBT wouldk®aa very significant contribution to
meeting the terms and objectives of the NPT amdllienable us to urge other
governments to take similar action.

2. Testing moratorium, pending entry into forceThere seems to a general consensus
on this.



3. FissileMaterial Production Ban: | might add that in 2000 this step explicitly cdlle
for an “effectively verifiable” treaty. It is har be optimistic that such a ban can soon
be achieved in the CD given that more than a debadgast and substantive
negotiations have not yet begun. And, it is hardrivisage another negotiating forum
that would be acceptable to countries like Indsga¢l and Pakistan. The five nuclear
weapon states, however, could perhaps take measuresgke more formal their existing
moratoria on fissile material production.

4. Irreversibility: Deployed versus non-deployed is in obvious conflich the desire
for irreversibility—what is sought is destructiohweapons, of weapons infrastructure
and weapons delivery systems.

5. Elimination of Nuclear Weapons: The “four statesmen’s” call for establishing the
goal of abolishing all nuclear weapons has creaxeitement on one side of the political
spectrum dismay on the other side. Certainly, esetoent of that goal by the next
administration, even recognizing that achievind gwal requires achievement of a
number of interim steps, would go a long way towauitting the U.S. squarely on record
in support of Article VI.

6. START Il and the ABM Treaty: This step from 2000 in particular seems more of
historical rather than practical interest but #®ies addressed by these two treaties
remain germane. Deep reductions in nuclear washagellong overdue. Russia has
made clear that for them there is a relationshipréen further reductions and missile
defense. ltis time for the United States to gewith it and begin serious discussions
with the Russians on both issues.

7. Warhead Verification: This step was cast in terms of the Trilateral &titie which
included the U.S., Russia and the IAEA. It sougthdevise acceptable verification
arrangements for storage of fissile weapon compsrespart of the Nunn-Lugar
program. The most recent edition of Arms Contrafldpcontains an article by Tom
Shea who represented the IAEA in these negotiatiogiag use of some of the
procedures developed by the Trilateral Initiatige {l.S./Russian verification of the
presence of such components. Itis becoming moveos that as the number of nuclear
weapons decreases, the need for effective verditatcreases. It is equally obvious
that agreements regarding limitations cannot bedaslely on verification of delivery
vehicles. Unprecedented intrusiveness will be ireguand no one should be deceived
into thinking that it will be easy for any nucleseapon state to accept that degree of
intrusiveness. But, let us begin.

8. Increased transparency: This step brings to my mind a time in early 20@dten |

spent two hours in the Chinese mission in Genevanasassador Zha zu Khan lectured
me on why transparency would place China at a coatiga disadvantage. | could have
spared myself such a lengthy exchange had | réngdopic in a venue where it was
unlikely that the Chinese would have listening desi In any event, China certainly lags
the other nuclear weapon states when it comesgparency and the U.S. should begin
a serious and on-going strategic dialogue with €lainout nuclear weapons. It is fair to



say that our years of discussions with the Soviebk/led both sides to better understand
each other. It also provided an opportunity fotagfluence Russian thinking about
nuclear doctrine—it is past time when we shouldlbeg the same with China.

It is worth pausing a moment here to make a bropdet. It is not just the United States
that needs to take the NPT more seriously, itde ather countries. For example, | took
the New Agenda coalition to task in 2000. Somtheir proposals specifically named
the United States or the United States and Russiay-were totally silent on China, yet
China was the only nuclear weapon state buildingemaoclear weapons and more
delivery systems. | want to add that | believis fair to hold the U.S to a higher standard
than a country like China, but | do not believe NEWisarmament objectives can be
seen as genuine if they are totally silent aboeioily NWS that is actively increasing
its stockpile. One last aside concerns NAM custiciof Israel—in 2000, the mention of
Israel was balanced by some criticism of India’d Bakistan’s nuclear tests and Iraqi
noncompliance. However, since that time, my undedihg is that the NAM has been
totally silent about India and Pakistan. To baliyke, their criticisms must be even-
handed.

9. Non-strategic nuclear weapons. Russia realizes that it is cheaper to deploy ajread
developed nuclear weapons to protect its securéi to raise and maintain a standing
army and build modern conventional weapons. tioisclear to me that Russia can be
persuaded to reduce significantly these non-sti@mgtems. Nonetheless, we should
examine a trade-off where the U.S. withdraws itslear weapons from Europe in
exchange for Russian reductions.

10. Reducetheoperational status:. Commentators for years have talked of the detay i
Russian handling of nuclear forces, but recent-8irce-related events suggest that we
need also to be concerned about decay in U.S. ingndRapid response in such an
environment seems not only risky but foolhardy.e Told War is over—launch on short
notice is no longer required. It is past timedmerious discussion that would give both
the Russian and the American president far more tormake what could be catastrophic
decisions.

11. Diminish nuclear weaponsin security policy: Actions and statements by both the
U.S. and Russia point in both directions. As nared previously, Russia seems to be
increasing reliance on nuclear weapons in its #gquosture. The U.S. on one hand
seems to acknowledge an increasing the role fortsoaventional weapons while
continuing to argue that new nuclear weapons agdetefor new challenges. Heartening
is a recent statement by the head of the succesSHC that he no longer was searching
for a number of targets equal to the number ofearclveapons available. Instead, he was
focusing on the number of targets for which nucleeapons might be required.
Disheartening was the recent statement by Secréatgs that nuclear weapons would
grow in importance because of proliferation ancereed Russian emphasis on nuclear
weapons.



12. Excessfissile material: During the 90s, Russia and the United States waecta
identify excess fissile material no longer requifedmilitary purposes. Perhaps the most
well-known were the tons of HEU that Russia agreedown-blend under IAEA
supervision. With further reductions, one wouldwase that it will be possible for both
Russia and the U.S. to identify additional stotlet are excess to defense needs. The
likelihood of any of the other nuclear weapon sadentifying fissile material excess to
defense needs remains slim.

These twelve measures | believe are among the ségessary to address the Article VI
challenges facing the NPT. The US has long argjuaicthe way to achieve total nuclear
disarmament is through incremental steps. | petlsoreanain unsure that we can get to
zero, but | do believe that the “four statesme®’ @rrect that the U.S. should clearly
and publicly embrace that goal while taking a seakinterim measures. As those steps
are taken, I do believe that the next steps witblbee clearer and more achievable.

Should our next president embrace these measuwsjdes one ensure that these
measures do not over time simply become “lost enlthreaucracy'—how do we avoid
nonproliferation and arms control being treatet@sness as usual? | believe the
challenges are extraordinary, | believe extraomjichallenges require extraordinary
means. This for me means the appointment of aiperhindividual the day after the
election whose job during the transition is to kls& our nonproliferation and arms
control priorities and then examine how best taexahthose priorities. For me, | do not
believe that they can be achieved by adding thesestto what is already a burgeoning
list of other priorities in the Department of Statéor me, seriousness about achieving
these measures—and conveying to other governmaentedousness—means creating
an agency whose sole focus is nonproliferationaands control.



