The New Paradigm for Nuclear
Weapons

“Today, the cold war
has disappeared but thousands of
those weapons have not. In a strange tumn of
history, the threat of global nuclear war has gone
down, but the risk of a nuclear attack has gone up.
More nations have acquired these weapons. Testing
has continued. Black markets trade in nuclear secrets and
ials. The technology to build a bomb has spread.
rrorists are determined to buy, build or steal one...
Some argue that the spread of these weapons
cannot be checked-that we are
destined to live in a world where
more nations and more people
possess the
ultimate tools of
destruction.
This fatalism is a deadly
adversary. For if
we believe that
the spread
of nuclear
weapons is
inevitable,
then we are
admitting to
ourselves that the
use of nuclear weapons is inevitable...
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What Are We Talking Abou‘t Today’ |

History

The New Paradigm:
Making It Happen

The New Paradigm:
Political Issues & Realities




Why?

* April 2009 Prague Speech:
President Obama makes
Getting to Zero on

Nuclear Weapons otticial
U.S. Policy

* 'This marked a landmark
shift for 21°* Century
security policy

* Policy complicated by new
security dilemmas
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Survival (1945-1967)

* Bombings of Hiroshima & Nagasaki, August
1945: Nuclear Attack = the Lesser Evil

* Cold War and development of basic concepts
ot deterrence (Mutually Assured Destruction)

e Cuban Missile Crisis, 1962 g ¢
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* Massive build-up of U.S. and Soviet arsenals \ ¢ \E

& hydrogen bombs \




Stablhty (1968-1992)
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® 1957: Development of onprhferation regime including
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)

*1968: Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT)

[ Treaties: SALT I & 11 (1970s); START I (1991):

* Arms Control

Largest arms control treaty =2 resulted in 80% reduction of strategic

nuclear arms

® 1986: Reagan

and Gorbachev Reykjavik Summit




Our commitment to disarmament started here:

1968 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, Article VI:
“Fach of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue negotiations

in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the
nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, and
on a treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict and
etfective international control.”

United States Constitution, Article VI:
“... all Treaties made, or which shall be made, under the Authority of
the United States, shall be the supreme Law of the Land...”

This has NEVER meant unilateral disarmament!




Current Key Players

Five nuclear powers recognized by NPT

e United States
e Russia

e China
* United Kingdom
* France

T'wo nuclear powers outside NPT L

e India
e Pakistan

Two suspected nuclear powers outside NPT:

e [srael
e North Korea

Statistics from the Center for Defense Information, as of January 21, 2009
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Complacency (1993-2010)

®* [ndia and Pakistan test nuclear
weapons

+ Era of Rogue Proliferation:
* Libya (until 2003)
* North Korea
* Iran THE

* Syria; MERCHANT
v OF

AIOMKHAN became the
SWOrld's most dangerous

* A.Q. Khan Network Exposed
. \UGLEAR TRAFFICKER
¢ Al Qaeda Seeklﬂg WMD? PLUS: Can the U.S. defuse Iran?
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The Four Statesmen and the
New Nuclear Paradigm

January 4, 2007 - George Schultz, William Perry, Henry Kissinger, and
Sam Nunn publish an op-ed titled A World Free of Nuclear Weapons™

Bipartisan effort:

® Two Democrats and Two Republicans

Two major reasons:

® Deterrence is “decreasingly effective” for
maintaining international security

® Terrorists could acquire nuclear weapons




The Logic of a New Paradigm Takes Root

French President
Nicolas Sarkozy
letter to UN SG,
December 5, 2008

President Barack
[ Obama, Prague,
89 April 5, 2009

RN
British PM

Russian
Gordon Foreign
Brown, Minister Sergei
London, March Lavrov
17,2009 speech to UN
CD, March 7,

2009




The New Paradigm:
Making it Happen
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Treaty Ratification Part I:
STAR

1991: START I aimed to reduce US- -~

Soviet nuclear arsenal.

Dec. 5, 2009: START I expired.

April 8, 2010: Presidents Obama and |
Medvedev signed the New START Treaty |

in Prague. 3

Sept. 16, 2010: The US Senate Committee
on Foreign Relations passed the Treaty
onto the full Senate for ratification.

*December 22, 2010: US Senate ratified by a vote of 71 to 26 after lengthy debates in a

lame duck session.

*April 6, 2011: United States and Russia are allowed to inspect each other's nuclear
weapons facilities under the conditions of the new treaty.




Key Elements of the New START Treaty

1) ~2,000 > 1,550 warhead limit;

2) 1,600 strategic delivery vehicles =

a) 800 deployed and non-deployed ICBM /
SLLBM launchers, and heavy bombers;

b) and 700 deployed ICBMs, SLLBMs, and
heavy bombers;

3) More robust verification regime;

4) No batrriers to development of BMDS
or conventional global strike capability; |




Why was it so difficult to ratify START?

On the Hill:

* Sen. Jon Kyl (R-AZ)

* Republican party coalition & ‘Don’t Ask, Don t
Tell’

* Tea Party candidates

In Security Policy Circles:
* Harold Brown (Sec. of Defense under Carter): can’t
un-invent technology

However:

* Support from Detense Secretary Gates and top
military leaders made opposition difficult for
Republicans and conservatives.




Why was it necessary to ratify START?

* Seta precedent for global nuclear policy (uphold NPT)

* The U.S. & Russia have 95% of the world’s nuclear weapons

* Continued cooperation & transparency with Russia

* NOT renewing START would have marked a major departure from the bipartisan
national security consensus.

* Most important: The fewer nuclear weapons in the world, the less likely it 1s that
terrorists get their hands on them.
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So where do we go from here?
The Prague Agenda (since April 2009)

1) Strengthen international treaty regimes: START, CTBT, FMCT

b/ b/

2) Change in nuclear posture and strategy

Monzitoring and controlling all sources of fissile
material while reducing global stockpiles of nuclear

weapons 1s critical to achieving the Prague Agenda




Treaty Ratification Part II:
CTBT

* The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT)

“prohibits any nuclear weapon test explosion
or any other nuclear explosion.”

* CTBT would help curb the spread of nuclear
weapons and the development of more
advanced nuclear weapons.

 In 1996, the United States was the first nation
to sign the CTBT but failed to ratity it in
1999.




Why CTBT, Why Now?
We've made 1t 13 years without ratifying it. Why now?

* It would restore U.S. moral leadership.

* Motivates other states to ratify, potentially including China and
India.

* Provides an important legal constraint on testing by non-NPT
signatories, including rogue states.

* Environmental effects of dangerous nuclear fallout
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Treaty Ratification Part III:
Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty

May 29, 2009: Obama restated his commitment to the passag
verifiable FMCT

2009: The Conference on Disarmament (CD) has resumed FMCT

talks and unanimously agreed to resume arms control talks.

Bipartisan support for an FMCT exists in the U.S., including public
support from Senator John McCain (June 3, 2009).

Pakistan has blocked any further progress on an FMCT, citing
strategic parity with India as central to achieving an agreement.




Change in Nuclear Strategy:
Nuclear Posture Review 2010

1994: NPR determines role of nukes in Cold War strategy

2002: Post-9/11, NPR determines role of nukes in counterterrorism strategy

2010: NPR’s Big

shiftl Maintain deterrence but limit stockpile and role

The New Strategy:

* The US. promises to not use nuclear weapons against non-weapons states (1f
they are in compliance with their NPT obligations).
* The US. actually limits stockpile: deployed warheads reduced from 1,700 to

1,550.
e The U.S. wi
e The U.S. wi

| continue to provide a nuclear shield for its allies.

| not develop any new weapons.

* The U.S. will not conduct nuclear testing and will seek ratification of the

CTBT.




Budget Wars

In the current budget debate, where could we cut costs?
Start with expensive nuclear weapons programs

*The government is set to spend $700 billion
CUT Nu KES, on nuclear weapons over the next decade

.’ “New START came with $86 billion
‘ I concession for “weap

programs

$54 billion per year now spent on nuclear weapons and weapons-related programs
$2 billion per year increases for new bomb factories

$12 billion more per year over the next decade for new nuclear-armed missiles, submarines
and bombers

$110 billion for 12 new nuclear-armed submarines
$55 billion for 100 new bombers
$7.5 billion for a Uranium Processing Facility at the NNSA's Oak Ridge, Tennessee site



Nuclear Security Summit

* The 2010 Nuclear Security Summit in Washington, D.C. brought together

47 world leaders to confront the threat of nuclear terrorism.
* Many nations took concrete steps to enhance their own nuclear security

* Communiqué — “Secure all vulnerable nuclear materials within four years”
* Much more still needs to be done



Other Ma]or Developments

Annual UN Conference on Disarmament:
Efforts continue to negotiate an FMCT, despite
Pakistan’s resistance

* Nuclear Security Summit :

Seoul summit 1n 2012 — opportunity to
accelerate efforts to secure vulnerable
nuclear material

e WMD Free Zones
In the Middle East?

e 2015: 5-Year U.S. NPT Review:
The next meeting will likely focus on CTBT,
FMCT, the Middle East free zone, and the
status of potential proliferators.




The New Paradigm:
Questions, Challenges, & Tough Realities

REALLY
ITS FOR
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DOMESTIC
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Four Key Challenges

1. Veritication
2. 'The Deterrence Dilemma
3. Nuclear Policy in the International Playing Field

4. Nuclear Energy
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Can Compliance Be Verified?

Significantly complicated by the black market weapons trade.
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Deterrence: Can Terrorists Be Deterred?

* Does the logic of deterrence still hold when non-state terrorist actors
present a primary threat?

* Without the geographic constraints imposed by nationhood, terrorist
networks are not threatened by nuclear weapons in traditional ways.




Extended Deterrence:
The Importance of Reassuring our Allies

* Maintaining the U.S nuclear umbrella is a critical ﬂ
element in preventing further proliferation. |

* Nations such as Japan and S. Korea rely on the

U.S. nuclear umbrella to deter attack from its

regional threats, such as North Korea.




International / Regional Security Dilemmas
* Ongoing conflicts and tensions make nuclear states reluctant to
forfeit their weapons and non-nuclear states consider developing

them.

* Ex: Tensions between India/Pakistan and Iran/Israel, present
major obstacles to progress.

*Ex: Libya- Would NATO have invaded if they hadn’t given up
nukes 1n 20037
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* Article IV of the NPT guarantees
access to non-nuclear weapons
states to technology for “peacetul
means’’ 1e., nuclear energy.

* Incentives to use nuclear energy to
reduce carbon emissions and to
increase infrastructure development

— Even Obama endorsed nuclear energy in
March 30, 2011 “Blueprint for a Secure
Energy Future”!

HOWEVER, this can increase the risk of fissile materials getting into dangerous
hands.

AND, accidents like Fukushima raise questions of nuclear safety, as well as security




Bottom line:
The greatest potential threat to U.S. national security...

...1s a nuclear weapon in the hands of a terrorist.

= The logic of deterrence has lost its logic.
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1. Call your Congressperson
2. Take action with grassroots
organizations

3. FCNL’s Nuclear Calendar
4. Educate!

The Herbert Scoville Jr.
Peace Fellowship

Peace Action >

Prouvidin rtunities for Tomorrow'’s _y N .
9 Oppo F j Working for Peace Since 1957 .
Leaders in Peace and Security + A WORLD WITHOUT

NUCLEAKR WEAPONS
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Further Resources

Carnegie Endowment disarmament page -
http://www.carnegieendowment.org/topic/index.cfmrfa=viewTopic&topic=3000137

CSIS Project on Nuclear Issues - http://forums.csis.org/poni
International Commission on Nuclear Nonproliferation and Disarmament - http://www.icnnd.org

Nuclear Security Project - http://www.nuclearsecurityproject.org

United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research - http://www.unidir.org

Ploughshares Fund - http://www.ploughshares.org

Arms Control Association - http://www.armscontrol.org/

Project for the CTBT - http://www.projectforthectbt.org/
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Status of World Nuclear Forces 2010*

Country Strategic | Non-Strategic| Operational Imriorfta(l)ry
Russia 2,600 2,050 4.650 12,0007
United States 1,968 500° 2.4684 9,600¢
France 300 n.a. ~300 300/
China 180 P ~180 2408
United Kingdom 160 n.a. <160 2257
Israel 80 n.a. n.a. 807
Pakistan 70-90 n.a. n.a. 70-90¢
India 60-80 n.a. n.a. 60-80¢
North Korea <10 n.a. n.a. <1

Total: |  ~5,400" ~2.550" ~7.,700* ~22.600*

*See notes.




