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Senator Bob Casey

by Hand

Dear Senator Casey,

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

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

I n | ast

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

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

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

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

weapns abolition movement, are seeki

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

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

The Rev. Robert Moore,

Executive Director, Coalition for Peace Action

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



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

e

~ [ EOREIGH POLICY N FOCUS ratifications). The administrigin, wisely, isn't putting all its eggs
, R VLly LI )
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in the CTBT basket. Instead, it's pursuing a treaty for further
Kevin Martin, National Peace Action | April 9, 2009 nuclear arms cuts with Russia and strengthened nuclear
nonproliferation policiesWe're on the verge of retracing our
Foreign Policy In Focus Editor: John Feffer steps to that critical fork in th@ad. Will the United States lead

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

nuclear states have been justifiably frustrated by the lack of

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

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

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

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

for the road not takenytKennedy in 1963 and by successive

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

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

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

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

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



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

elimination talks now could also help detour around a host of

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

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

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

Conventions.Given the ambitious nature of eliminating all

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

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

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

Bold vs. Incremental

According to théncrementalists, abolition should come later.

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

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

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

(enriched uraiwm and plutonium for nuclear warheads), or

others.

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

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

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

innumerable hurdles that must be cleared before negotiations on

nuclear weapons abolition can even begin. Given serious

concerns about milear proliferation and even nuclear terrorism,

would be imprudent to wait. Embarking on nuclear weapons

Foreign Policy In Focus

contributor Kevin Martin is Executive Director of

Peace Actionww.peaceaction.org.

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

Six Wrong -Headed Cliches
about Disarmament

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

With President Obama's Prague speech

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

disarmament is a pressing issue that is
unfortunately plagued by old

stereot ypes.

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

Wrong. The treaty that came into force in

1970 was largely the work of the

superpowers: the United States and the

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

regions.

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

1) Transparency

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

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

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

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

2) Formation of Inter national Coalitions

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



3) Political Style

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

and are becoming increasingly accessibleis
indispensable.

The NPT is in Crisis Because the Nuclear

Powers are not Disarming Enough.

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

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

nuclear energy.

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

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

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

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

decommissioning of several thousand warheads. In his

disarmament and nowproliferation: The greater the



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Does Iran Have the Right to Enrich
Uranium?

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

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



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

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

as these two technologies are especially suited to misuse

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

A world without nuclear weapons is

unachievable - and dangerous.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

intrusive verification system would be required. This



would generate high costs and create a gigantic
bureaucracy.

Would the dictatorships of this world be willing to

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

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

Missile Defe  nse Impedes Nuclear

Disarmament.

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

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

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

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

he

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

Poland and the Czech Republic, President Obama has far

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

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

www.peacecoalition.orqg
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