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France, and China com-
bined will continue to
possess around 1,000 in
total. This does not in-
clude the number of so-
called tactical (or
non-strategic) nuclear
weapons in these inven-
Non-Proliferation of tories (which some esti-

Nuclear Weapons (NPT) and nuclear disarmament, ispate at 7'00?_8’200 for_ the l(_jJnite_d Start]es and_
daunting one, as it contains within it at least three basit »000-16,000 for t < Russian Fe_ eration). These esti-
challenges. The first is determining, often in the apmates are of course just that—estimates; on the hopeful
sence ofletailed information, where we stand regard-s'de START ”_I and ot_her steps may mak_e them h'g.h;
ing world-wide nuclear disarmament. The second i&" the other side inertia or developments in the coming

outlining the elements of an effective nuclear disarmaf®ars may make them overly optimistic.
ment agenda, and the third is relating that agenda to theMoreover, in 1997, both the United States in Presi-
future of the NPT. dential Decision Directive 60 (November 1992nd

There are also two dimensions to the discussion, siné@e Russian Federation in its Presidential Decree 1300,
while on the one hand the NRTeatesa context, on the dated December 17, 1997, reaffirmed their reliance on
other hand iexists withina context. Developments in nuclear weapons, €.g.. _
each of these dimensions will be critical for the Treaty. The most |1mportant task for _the Russian
To recapitulate, the NPT faces three basic challenges Federation’s Armed Forces is ensure
within two dimensions. This paper will try to deal with Mark Moher is Director General of the United States
all of these as it outlines, in a necessarily brief way: firsBureau at the Department of Foreign Affairs and
a nuclear disarmament reality check; next, “the nucledpternational Trade in Canada. His previous posting until

disarmament agenda;” third, “the future of the NPT;nAugust 1999 was as Canada's Representative to the
and finally, a brief projection (but not a prediction!) Conference on Disarmament and Ambassador to the United

Nations for Disarmament. He was Head of Delegation to
the 1997-1999 sessions of the Preparatory Committee for
REALITY CHECK the 2000 Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference. He
To begin, a brief reality check. First, it is worth re-has al_so served as Director-General of the Internatiqnal
calling that in 1987 there were, accordingtee Bulle- Security Bureau in Canada’s Department of Foreign
tin of the Atomic Scientistan estimated 68,000 nuclear ~fairs and International Trade, and as a member of the
weapons held by the five NPT nuclear weapon stat Standing Advisory Group on Safeguards Implementation

) ) i eC%AGSI) of the International Atomic Energy Agency, in
(NWS): 24,000 by the United States; 43,000 by the Rug;hich capacity he prepared the draft of the “93+2"

sian Federation; 300 by the United Kingdom; 420 byirengthened safeguards (INFCIRC/540) Additional
France; and 420 by China. By 1997, estimates indicatgslotocol.

of the Programme for
Promoting Nuclear
Non-Proliferation.
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nuclear deterrence the interests of prevent- that from time to time are worth readdressing. Rivegt

ing both nuclear and conventional large-scale  do we want to do about nuclear weapons, and, second,
or regional wars and to implement alliance whatactionsdo we wish to takePlow? Where Cita-
commitments. tions of Treaty text or of Final Declarations or Deci-

It was also in such a context that the Russian FederatiGH’"'S of previous NPT review c_onferences_are hot
earlier moved away from its “no-first-use” policy. Ef- sufficient answers to these_ questlons._CoIIectlver we
forts in the United States to broaden deterrence persp&f’-‘ve to conflrm our essent!al perspectlvg; lthen we can
tives and requirements, i.e., that nuclear weapons WﬁPCUS on Treaties, Declarations, and Decisions.

be used not only to deter nuclear but biological and The first question is absolutely critical; it triggers po-
chemical threats as well, also must be acknowledgeda itical, strategic, moral, economic, and social debates.

These estimates and policy positions mean that duRecapitulation and resolution of all these debates is not
recognition of inventory reductions by most of the NWS_OOSSIbIe here a_nd NOW. What is poss!ble and necessary,
over the past decade daest result in any decrease in if the further discussion of the NPT’s future is to be
the necessity for continuing dynamic nuclear disarma\fiable' Is to answer the qu_e_stion_ directly, Witho_Ut casu-
ment measures. One is still left with the impression, a|§try, sllljbterfluge, or condltlona::ty.lévet:) Wante«hmg
in the 1970s and 1980s, that there are weapons chasff'\%;e a nuczjear }_’f\{eap?‘pwzs c_)u e prgp;]afre tod
targets rather than targets requiring weapons—using the s_sert and reaftirm this 0 JeCt_'Ve'_ A straightforwar
rhetoric of deterrence! In short, the nuclear arsenals zpnflrma}tlon O_f this collective ObJeCt'_Ve opens the way
the leading NWS remain quite extensive both in siz or consideration of subsequent basic questions.
and in scope of announced missions. Thus a great dealThe importance of this objective is critical when we
remains to be achieved—and against continuing, if ndurn to the Non-Proliferation Treaty. It is essential to
growing, opposition in many quarters to further negotihave a clear consensus—unanimity, that is—on the cen-
ated nuclear reductions and to nuclear disarmametral commitment, contained in Article VI of the Treaty,
more generally. by all states parties “to pursue negotiations in good faith

Let us also at this “reality check” phase deliberatelfn effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear

set aside the 1990s argument that nuclear proliferaticf?{mS raf:e %t an early date and to nu?Iear disarma-
in South Asia or in other regions of the world makegr;le_nt"“_ ?)? .ates fove_:r me(?slgljres, pace, forums, etch_are
nuclear disarmament activities much more difficult, if®" Inevitable; contusion, deliberate or not, over this

not impossible unless all states concerned (an open-enocéq'caI commitment should not be. Any such confusion

issue in itself—how many states does this mean?) afflly Serves to provoke cynicis_m or worse about rhetori_—
involved and unequivocally committed. This is the “uni-Cal commitments to nuclear disarmament; moreover, it

versality” position. Such an argument may need to b alls into qur?stlon the pur;()jo_ser?n? coreg(écc))nstructl_on of
taken into account in a true end-game, or nearend-garﬁ e NPT. What was agreed in the late 1960s remains so

negotiation, but the hypothesis that states possessi the Iat_e 19.908:

hundreds if not thousands of nuclear weapons with so- -Itis ’_‘e'ther unn_atural nor unreasonable that
phisticated delivery vehicles need to be paralyzed by countries foregoing their o_onn to produce

such proliferation concerns from pursuing further nuclear nuglear weapons S.hOUId W'Sh to ensure that
disarmament measures, such as inventory reductions, their act of self-denial should in turn lead t_he

fissile material production moratoria, or the entry-into- nuclear-weapon powers to undert_ake tangible
force of the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test Ban Treaty steps to reduce and eliminate their vast stock-
(CTBT), is difficult to credit. Therefore, the focus here piles of nuclear weapons and delivery ve-

will be on nuclear disarmament by the five nuclear hicles..*

weapon states. A Working Paper (PCIII/10) on Article VI attesting
firmly to this Treaty objective was submitted by Canada

THE NUCLEAR DISARMAMENT AGENDA to the May 1999 NPT PrepCom in New York. Thus, for

; : , example, any effort to maintain that the achievement of
Next, “the nuclear disarmament agerid@imple . . s -
nuclear disarmament is conditional on the abolition of

words, yet words that raise some fundamental question . . .
Y g a?l conventional weapons should be rejected. Neither
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“the nuclear disarmament agenda” nor “the future of théently challenged. Calling into question the Anti-Ballis-
NPT” can be assured or realistically evaluated withoutic Missile (ABM) Treaty is one such example. Increas-
clarity as to this common objective being fully assureding momentum and resources behind steps to weaponize

If the elimination of all nuclear weapons is reaffirmed®Uter space is another. A “nuclear disarmament agenda

as the common objective of the nuclear disarmamerpust appropriate_ly address _aII of these categories if it is
agenda and recognized as a binding political-legal cont? be valid and viable over time.
mitment in Article VI of the NPT, the focus of attention  Turning to thenowandwhereof a “nuclear disarma-
can turn to subsequent basic questions: wbidnsdo  ment agenda” raises other challenging issues. Debates
we wish to take? How? Where? over the past five years or so illustrate that assertions of
Any comprehensive “nuclear disarmament agendaexcluswlty, or r_|g|d framework; asto tlm_e an_d forums_,
are self-defeating. An appropriate combination of uni-

will be remarkably complex, with multiple qualitative | bi I il | he i S
and quantitative variables interacting with one anotherlﬁtera' llateral, multilateral among the five NWS, re-

In recent years many efforts have been made to set 0qunal multilateral, and global multilateral forums needs
elements of such an agenda. Again a review, even R be engaged. The rate of progress should be the maxi-

overview, of all these efforts is not practicable here angum achievable according to the specific issue and fo-

now. But complexity should not deter us from trying to'YMm- _An_d, of great |mportanc_e, the aPprOp”ate
set out categories of actions. Canada made an initi(,gombmatlon needs to be responsive to the interests, the

albeit imperfect, effort to do so in a recent Conferenc@veStmentS’ and th.e concern“s of all states. Arfucle Vi of
on Disarmament (CD) working papetn a loose para- the NPT is a commltment by each_o_f_the partle_s of the
phrase of that paper, the following categories of action-greaty' While the primary responsibility rest.s with the
will need to be addressed: nuclear weapon states (and the corresponding account-

(1) Measures to address rationales for possessioﬂpi”ty is also theirs), there must be a way to enable all
theories of deterrence: states to engage responsibly and appropriately in the

(2) Measures to address distinctions and doctrine%ursu't_ of “the ”PC'ear dlsqrmament agenda.” This is

as regards strategic and tactical nuclear weapons: the rationale behind Canadian advocacy of the need for

(3) Measures to reduce numbers of nuclear WeaF;_ubstantive discussion of nuclear disarmament issues in
the NPT context, in the Conference on Disarmament,

ons;
(4) Measures as regards operational factors; and elsewhere.

(5) Measures to enhance transparency; So where are we now (in the summer of 1999) as re-
(6) Measures to promote irreversibility; and, gards pursuit of “the nuclear disarmament agenda”? The
(7) Measures to address delivery vehicles. situation is not entirely bleak. As already acknowledged,

Even this tentative effort to set out categories Congignificant progress in reducing the number of nuclear

firms how complex the nuclear disarmament agenda jgyeapons has b_een made, bOth through START _and
But constant awareness of all of these categories andt&roth other unilateral and bilateral steps. A promising

their interactions is critical if sustained progress towardBrogram for future steps through START Il has been

our common objective is to be secured. Thus, any effoPLUt“ned' But we are, frankly, beginning to lose not just

to propagate or achieve acknowledgment of concepts B?Ome”tum_b“t_ actual ground:

deterrence that expand the potential uses of nuclear weap‘l) rat|f|ca_t|on of START Il has bee_n d_elayed_f_or
ons needs to be vigorously opposed. Overly casual usemore tha_n six years, a_lnd obstacles_ toits final ratifica-
of the term “universal” needs to be avoided. Moves to fuon and implementation are growing in both Wash-
compensate for reduced strategic nuclear weapons in-Ington and Moscow; _

ventories or availability by rationalizing greater depen- (2) CONCepts of deterrence are being expanded, or
dence on tactical nuclear weapons should be rejected.at least being mgde more ar_nb@uous;

Continuous delays in reducing the number of nuclear (3) ) greater reliance is being placed on so-called
weapons, whether through the START process or through tactical nuclear weapons, , _ _
other measures, need to be censured. And actions tha‘4) I_<ey contrl_but|ons to S”ateg'c security are being
call into question the viability of existing arrangements duestioned while new challenging developments are

that contribute to strategic security need to be consis- being pursued;
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(5) ratification and entry into force of the CTBT are above as confirming their view that the five NWS have

still distant; no real intention to eliminate their nuclear weapons over
(6) progress in dealing with fissile material inven-any time period. Overlapping with this camp is a group

tories and production is constantly delayed; and, of states that are watching extremely closely the evolu-
(7) discussions incorporatire factaf notde jure  tion of discussions, largely behind closed doors, on the
acknowledgment of “minimum nuclear deterrence”future of nuclear weapons in South Asia. Protestations
in a volatile region are underway. of fidelity to the NPT and its limit on the number of

While recognition of these factors should not blind udY /S tE f'Vel a:j3|de, andy outcome of those ?'Scuss'lc_’nf
to progress made in the past, repeated litanies of th‘ﬁat acknowledges and accepts a "new nuclear reality

progress should equally not blind us to these factord) South Asia will be seen as having direct relevance

And increasingly and even more alarmingly, efforts toglsewhere. Multiple frustrations of steps that states par-

engage in effective nuclear disarmament are obstructé'(?’shregard as_”n_ece_ss%rly 1;or Zatr:sf?g_to_ry |mple?m(?1ntat|on
by claims designed to revalidate the retention of and util~ the NPT will inevitably feed the "disintegration” op-
ity of nuclear weapons. tion.

“The nuclear disarmament agenda” thus depends nThe construction for the future” option is supported

the answers to three basic questions: do we have an A thoT_Z states ]fhaﬁf see the NET“as a WorI§ n p(rjogress.
equivocatommitmentdo we have a comprehensive and onsolidation of efiorts to make “systematic and pro-

coherentagenda and, do we have the concerteliti- gressive efforts to reduce nuclear weapons globélly,”
cal will necessary to’move forward? reinforcement by an effective CTBT and fissile mate-

rial cut-off treaty (FMCT), further work on nuclear-
THE FUTURE OF THE NPT weapon-free zones and on negative security assurances,

' _ and demonstrated commitment to the integrity of the
The third challenge is “the future of the NPT.” ThreeNPT over time are characteristics of this option.

alternative paths can be postulated in this regard. One is,, , . . . : .
y b ” b . . 9 . Which option will prevail? Most states parties to the

the “muddle through” path. A second is the “road to diss . ! :

) o o “ . NPT currently associate themselves to the first and third.

integration” And the third is that of “construction for

. ) But there are others, even some in the first and third
the future” A brief word on each. . -
groups, who see a growing probability for the second.
The first, or “muddle throughpath is currently seen The final outcome will be based on the answer to one
as most likely by most states. It starts from the premisgirect question: does the NPT continue to be of central
that the NPT, whatever the difficulties, will always haveyalue to its states parties? This answer will be dictated
some value as regards nuclear disarmament, nuclegsth by internal considerations—primarily, the progress
nonproliferation, and the peaceful uses of nuclear emade in “the nuclear disarmament agenda”—and by ex-
ergy. Moreover, it has been indefinitely extended as reernal developments, e.g., fidelity to the basic principles
cently as 1995. And the existence of “friends of the NPTpf the NPT in discussions concerning South Asia and
with considerable power and influence will militate other troubled regions. At this stage the jury is out with
strongly against any significant challenge. The concluregard to both!
sionis, accordingly, that whatever the criticisms or
whatever the failures, the NPT will remain in place. ThisROJECTION

leads to a rather complacent, minimalist perspective. , _ . _
Finally, let us return to the topic of this viewpoint as a

The “road to disintegration” is seen as possible, ifyhole—*The Nuclear Disarmament Agenda and the
perhaps not yet probable, by states in two camps. Ofgtyre of the NPT.” There is a direct and causal rela-
camp argues that a persistent failure to achieve cofpnship between these two concerns—that is, dynamic
plete nuclear disarmament or even consistent progreggpstantive progress on an effective “nuclear disarma-
in that direction will inevitably lead to massive defec-ment agenda’ is critical for the future of the NPT. There
tions of states parties. This camp is highly critical of th@ an and should be no doubt as to the commitment made
1995 decision on the indefinite extension of the Treatyy means of Article VI of that Treaty. Thus Canada’s
on the grounds it gave the nuclear weapon states a bl istence in paper PCIII/10 on the commitment to
check for the future. They cite the evidence already givepyclear disarmament. Equally there can and should be
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no dOL_Jbt about our collective Ir_]tentlon to fulfill th_at ! Robert S. Norris and William M. Arkin, “November/December 1997

commitment through an appropriate program of actiomuclear Notebook, The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientistshttp://

The absence of such a program and of evidence it jgvw.bullatomsci.org/issues/nukenotes/nd97nukenote/html>.

bei d will i itablv lead doub h 2 R. Jeffrey Smith, “Clinton Directive Changes Strategy on Nuclear Arms,”
emg_ pursue_ W! Inevita ylea to qu tastot eWashington PostDecember 7, 1997, p. Al.

NPT itself. It is this fact that has led to vigorous advo- Rossiyskaya Gaze@loscow), December 26, 1997, pp. 4-5.

cacy of the need for an “NPT 2000 Review Conference;u?rt]?r?sngsm Canadian ambassador to the NPT negotiations in 1968,

P”nC'pleS and Objectlves for Nuclear Non-Proliferations Canada Working Paper DC/1574, “Nuclear Disarmament: Substantive

and Nuclear Disarmament.” The “program of action’Discussion in the Conference on Disarmament,” March 9, 1999, <http://

: : - 93.135.136.30/frames/disarm/curdoc.1574.htm>.

contained therein for the next five years (2000-2005 NPT/CONF.1995/32, Decision 2, Paragraph 3C, “Principles and Objec-

should be an effort to set out cleanligatcan and should tives for Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament.”

be done—nohow—by all states party, singly and col-

lectively as appropriate. Investment in the NPT’s

“strengthened review process” per se is another element

of that engagement.

The call for action inside the NPT—i.e., for our com-
mitment, our agenda, our political will—is loud and
clear. Will we rise to the challenge?

At the same time we should not delude ourselves. All
of our work in the NPT context will be rendered futile if
developments outside that context call into question the
core foundation and understandings of the Treaty. Word
games and “let’'s be realistic” arguments will not suf-
fice. If proliferation can take place and nde factoor
de jurepolitical security relationships rooted in an in-
definite acceptance of “minimum nuclear deterrence”
in one or more regions emerge in acknowledgment
thereof, then “The Nuclear Disarmament Agenda and
the Future of the NPT” will be even more fundamen-
tally undermined. The projection in that case clearly
would be that the world we live in will be a less peaceful
and secure environment for us all.
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