SecTtiON 2.1

Article VI Non-Compliance

JouN BURROUGHS

REcoOMMENDATIONS OF THE WMD CoMMISSION

Recommendation 2: All parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty
should implement the decision on principles and objectives
for non-proliferation and disarmament... adopted in 1995.
They should also promote the implementation of ‘the thirteen
practical steps’ for nuclear disarmament that were adopted in
2000.

Recommendation 20: ...All nuclear-weapon states parties to
the Non-Proliferation Treaty must take steps towards nuclear
disarmament, as required by the treaty and the commitments
made in connection with the treaty’s indefinite extension. Rus-
sia and the United States should take the lead....

Cessation of the Nuclear Arms Race

Recommendation 23: Any state contemplating replacement
or modernization of its nuclear-weapon systems must consider
such action in the light of all relevant treaty obligations and
its duty to contribute to the nuclear disarmament process. As a
minimum, it must refrain from developing nuclear weapons with
new military capabilities or for new missions. It must not adopt
systems or doctrines that blur the distinction between nuclear
and conventional weapons or lower the nuclear threshold.

The Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty

Recommendation 28: ...The United States, which has not
ratified the [CTBT], should reconsider its position and proceed
to ratify the treaty, recognizing that its ratification would trigger
other required ratifications and be a step towards the treaty’s
entry into force. Pending entry into force, all states with nuclear
weapons should continue to refrain from nuclear testing....

Continued on next page
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Article VI of the NPT obligates states parties to “pursue in good faith
negotiations on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms
race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament.” The United States claims to
be in compliance with this obligation largely based on the reduction of the size
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of its arsenal from the Cold War era.' The total of U.S. warheads has declined
from its peak of about 30,000 in 1967 to about 10,000, and will further decline
to an estimated 6,000 in 2012.> Given that one bomb can devastate a city,
and dozens a society, this reduction is essentially meaningless. Further, under
current official plans the United States intends to rely on large, modernized
nuclear forces for decades to come as a central component of its security
posture. Plainly, the reduction in arsenal size is more a matter of efficiency
and rationalization than working towards marginalization and elimination of
nuclear weapons. Additionally, as detailed in this section, the United States
is in flagrant violation of important post-Cold War commitments made under
the NPT.

The WMD Commission is in accord with this view, emphasizing the
failure to fulfill NPT commitments made in 1995 and 2000. As explained in
section 1.2, at the 1995 Review and Extension Conference, in connection with
the decision to extend the NPT indefinitely, states parties agreed to Principles
and Objectives for Non-Proliferation and Disarmament. The Principles and
Objectives record, among others, a commitment to implement Article VI
through the “determined pursuit by the nuclear-weapon States of systematic
and progressive efforts to reduce nuclear weapons globally, with the ultimate
goal of eliminating those weapons.” At the 2000 Review Conference, states
parties agreed to 13 “practical steps for the systematic and progressive
efforts to implement Article VI” (see box). The WMD Commission observes
regarding the 1995 promise that “it is easy to see that the nuclear-weapon
states parties to the NPT have largely failed to implement this commitment.”
The Commission additionally points to a “loss of confidence in the [NPT] as
a result of the failure of the nuclear-weapon states to fulfill their disarmament
obligations under the treaty and also to honour their additional commitments
to disarmament made at the 1995 and 2000 NPT Review Conferences.””

This section surveys the U.S. record, with some reference to other
countries, under two main headings taken from Article VI, first, cessation
of the nuclear arms race, and second, nuclear disarmament. The latter is
organized with reference to practical steps agreed in 2000.

The 13 Practical Steps
Excerpted from the Final Document of the
NPT 2000 Review Conference

The Conference agrees on the following practical steps for the
systematic and progressive efforts to implement Article VI of the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and paragraphs
3 and 4 (c) of the 1995 Decision on “Principles and Objectives for
Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament’:

Continued on next page
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Cessation of the Nuclear Arms Race
and Modernization of Nuclear Forces

The first prong of the Article VI obligation is to negotiate in good
faith the “cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date.” In 1995,
France, Russia, Britain, and the United States told the world that “the
nuclear arms race has ceased” in a declaration issued at the Conference on
Disarmament.® Unfortunately, this optimistic claim is not true.” Research
and development is taking place in all states possessing nuclear weapons
for purposes of replacing existing systems, increasing reliability over the
long term, and enhancing military capabilities.® Among the research and
development programs are the following. France reportedly is planning
the deployment of new warheads whose concept was tested in 1995-1996
on new versions of its cruise and submarine-launched missiles.” Russia is
developing new warheads for its most recent silo-based and mobile missiles,
including one involving a maneuverable reentry vehicle.'” The U.S. “Reliable
Replacement Warhead” program aims to yield modified or new-design
warheads.!! Britain reportedly has a similar program for warheads deployed
on U.S.-supplied Trident missiles based on submarines.'? In March 2007,
its parliament approved a plan to build a new generation of submarines.'

As part of its broader efforts to indefinitely maintain global military
superiority, the United States continues to upgrade, modernize and replace
its nuclear war-fighting capabilities. After Congress denied funding in two
consecutive years for the Bush administration’s plan to develop a robust nu-
clear earth penetrator, more commonly known as the nuclear bunker-buster,
U.S. weapons designers have turned to a larger project. The new centerpiece
for the future U.S. nuclear stockpile is the Reliable Replacement Warhead
(RRW), initially proposed in lieu of funding for research on “advanced con-
cepts” (likely including low-yield weapons) and the nuclear bunker-buster.

The RRW program is examined in depth in section 2.3. In brief, it is
intended to produce a family of new warhead designs, the components
for which “would be designed to increase margins, provide for ease of
manufacture and certification, and ... improve our ability to ensure long-term
confidence in the stockpile and reduce the likelihood of resumption of nuclear
testing.”'* A task force commissioned by the Secretary of Energy “endorses
the immediate initiation of the modernization of the stockpile through the
design of the Reliable Replacement Warhead. This should lead to a family
of modern nuclear weapons, designed with greater margin to meet military
requirements while incorporating state of-the-art surety requirements.”’> In
March 2007, the Department of Energy selected a design for the first RRW
warhead, to be deployed on submarine-launched Trident II missiles. Despite
current congressional intentions, the U.S. program will enable research on
improvement of military capabilities. It has been described by a top official as
incubating future “revitalized” scientists able to design, develop, and produce
anew warhead design with “different or modified military capabilities” within
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three to four years of a decision to do so.'® Exotic changes are not necessary to
achieve significant advances in capability. Under the U.S. “lifetime extension
program,” the main warhead for submarine-launched missiles is being given
a capacity to destroy “hard targets” with a “ground burst” by modifying a
sub-system in its reentry vehicle.!” None of this is consistent with the NPT
obligation of negotiating cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date,
or the unequivocal undertaking to eliminate nuclear arsenals made at the 2000
NPT Review Conference, or the 2000 commitment to a diminishing role of
nuclear weapons in security policies. (For the U.S. position, see box.)

Although there is much uncertainty regarding the ultimate nature and
direction of the RRW program, its implications are clear. The program is
an enabler for changes in the U.S. nuclear weapons complex, currently
going under the label “Complex 2030,” intended to implement the Bush
administration’s “capabilities based” nuclear posture promoted in the 2001
Nuclear Posture Review (see section 2.3). The program would eventually lead
to the replacement of every nuclear weapon in the U.S. arsenal, and require
a return to large scale nuclear weapons production, suspended in the United
States since 1989. When taken together with the modernization programs
proposed and underway in the nuclear weapons complex and with respect to
delivery systems (see section 2.4), the United States is set to recreate the Cold
War era capacity to produce new nuclear weapons.

The bottom line is that the RRW program manifests an intention to
maintain nuclear forces for decades to come. In 2002, the then head of the
National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA), John Gordon, testified
that the Nuclear Posture Review “reaffirms that nuclear weapons, for the
foreseeable future, will remain a key element of U.S. national security
strategy.”'® The NPR refers to studies on a new land-based intercontinental
missile to be operational in 2020, a new submarine launched ballistic missile
and nuclear-armed submarine in 2030, and a new heavy bomber in 2040, as
well as “refurbished” or modified or new warheads for all of them.! This
position was reiterated in early March 2006 by the current head of the NNSA,
Linton Brooks, who declared that the “United States will, for the foresecable
future, need to retain both nuclear forces and the capabilities to sustain and
modernize those forces.”?® The United States and other nuclear weapon states
claim in international forums that their modernization programs are intended
to and will result in perpetuating existing military capabilities. To the extent
this is true, planning and preparing for maintenance of nuclear forces for
decades to come is contrary to the obligation to work in good faith for nuclear
disarmament, as examined further below.

Nuclear Disarmament

As explained in section 1.2, the 13 practical steps unanimously adopted by
the United States and other states participating in the NPT Review Conference
in 2000 are an indispensable guide to assessing compliance with the Article VI
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obligation of good faith negotiations on effective measures relating to nuclear
disarmament. This is so both because the practical steps are comprehensive,
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sophisticated, and sensible, and because as a matter of international law, under
Article 31 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, they provide
criteria for interpretation of Article VI. In particular, the principles animating
those steps, namely those of verification, transparency, and irreversibility,
along with the commitments to the CTBT, the FMCT, a diminishing role
of nuclear weapons in security policies, and reduced operational status of
nuclear forces, are essential to reduction of nuclear forces to low levels,
leading to their elimination. That is not to say that every measure identified by
the practical steps is necessary for compliance with Article VI; in some cases
a step (e.g., a subsidiary body in the Conference on Disarmament to deal with
nuclear disarmament) is a reasonable but not a unique means of implementing
the obligation. And in the cases of the ABM Treaty and the START process,
U.S. actions have rendered the references moot in name, though not in
substance. The following measures U.S. policies against key practical steps.

Practical steps 1 and 2 - to achieve the early entry into force of the Compre-
hensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty, and a moratorium on nuclear-weapons-test
explosions or any other nuclear explosions pending [its] entry into force.

Negotiated in 1996, the CTBT has yet to enter into force. In order to so,
it must be signed and ratified by 44 listed countries that have commercial or
research nuclear reactors. Ten of the 44 states have yet to ratify the treaty.
Of the ten, three nuclear weapon states, the United States, China, and Israel,
have signed but not ratified the treaty; India, Pakistan, and North Korea, all
possessing nuclear weapons, have not taken the first step of signing it. In
1999, the Senate failed to approve its ratification, and the Bush administration
opposes its entry into force, though it has adhered to the moratorium on tests.
In October 2006, North Korea conducted a test explosion of a nuclear device,
the first such test by any country since 1998 tests by India and Pakistan. The
North Korean test brought the importance of the CTBT into sharp relief.

The Preparatory Commission for the CTBT Organization has made great
strides in developing the International Monitoring System, which will likely
be completed in 2007. In a 2002 study, the U.S. National Academy of Sciences
concluded that with a fully functioning monitoring system, clandestine nuclear
explosions with a yield of more than one to two kilotons are detectable by
technical means alone, and further found that any undetected low-yield
explosions are not likely to significantly advance weapon development.?! The
CTBT would help check the spread of nuclear arms, constrain refinement of
advanced arsenals, and protect the environment. It already has a substantial
organizational and technical infrastructure. It would be an indispensable part
of the architecture of a nuclear weapons-free world.

The WMD Commission places a strong emphasis on the CTBT, possibly
overstating its value in facilitating nuclear disarmament. The CTBT preamble
includes this provision:
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Recognizing that the cessation of all nuclear weapon test explosions
and all other nuclear explosions, by constraining the development
and qualitative improvement of nuclear weapons and ending the de-
velopment of advanced new types of nuclear weapons, constitutes
an effective measure of nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation
in all its aspects...

The preamble is correct in claiming that the ban does no more than
“constrain” improvement. During 15 years of observing a moratorium on
underground explosive nuclear testing, the United States has been able
to upgrade its warheads, and in the instance of the B-61-11 it was able to
produce a nuclear bomb with enhanced earth-penetrating capability, all
without explosive testing. The RRW program promises to be the next step
in this evolution, packaging a new series of nuclear weapons, possibly with
new military capabilities and missions, designed and manufactured without
explosive testing.

The RRW program could directly undermine the CTBT as well.
According to Dr. Robert Civiak, a former Office of Management and Budget
examiner with responsibility for oversight of spending on the nuclear weapons
complex, the Department of Defense might not accept a new warhead design
in the arsenal if it had not been tested.”? Additionally, a Congressional
Research Service report cites concerns of the National Nuclear Security
Administration (NNSA) that, due to the constant changes being made to
the current stockpile, the current system of Life Extension Programs, which
would likely be replaced by the RRW program, are more likely than the RRW
program to result in an eventual return to nuclear testing.” Either way, NNSA
has not been able to confidently dismiss the possibility that nuclear testing
will one day be required.

The United States should ratify the CTBT and work to persuade other
countries to do so in order to bring the treaty into force. But it should also be
recognized that the durability of the treaty will be in question if the United
States and other nuclear weapon states insist on making nuclear weapons
central to their security postures for decades to come. In contrast, the CTBT
would be unassailable if those countries were on a path of marginalization,
reduction, and elimination of their arsenals, as required by their NPT
commitments and the disarmament obligation applying to all states.

Practical step 3 - the necessity of negotiations in the Conference on Disarma-
ment on a nondiscriminatory, multilateral and internationally and effectively
verifiable treaty banning the production of fissile material for nuclear weap-
ons or other nuclear explosive devices.

An FMCT would permanently end production of fissile materials,
primarily separated plutonium and highly enriched uranium (HEU), for use
in weapons. It would affect most directly the countries possessing nuclear
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weapons; NPT non-weapon states already are subject to a verified ban on
diverting materials to weapons. Achievement of an FMCT would restrain
arms racing involving India, China, and Pakistan, cap Israel’s arsenal, and
establish ceilings on other arsenals as well. A verified FMCT also would
help build a stable framework for reduction and elimination of warheads
and fissile material stocks, help prevent acquisition of fissile materials by
terrorists, meet a key NPT commitment, and institutionalize one of the basic
pillars of a nuclear weapon-free world.

Commencement of FMCT negotiations has been blocked since 1997 due
to the failure of the Conference on Disarmament (CD) to agree on a program
of work; when this blockage will be overcome remains uncertain (see section
1.4). As WMD Commission Recommendation 28 says, a step that would
facilitate negotiations would be for countries possessing nuclear weapons to
agree among themselves on cessation of production of fissile materials for
weapons. This is especially true because there are difficult issues to be faced
in negotiations, as outlined below. An informal moratorium on production of
fissile materials for weapons already exists among Britain, France, Russia,
and the United States; China is also believed to have stopped production.

In May 2006, the United States submitted a draft FMCT to the Conference
on Disarmament along with a draft mandate for negotiations. While the draft
treaty contains no verification requirements, the draft mandate does not
preclude proposing them. It is not necessary that a mandate require that a
treaty be verified, so long as this is subject to negotiation. If negotiations
do begin, the United States should return to its long-established position
that verification is imperative and feasible. The current U.S. position is
that extensive verification mechanisms could compromise the core national
security interests of key parties, would be so costly that many countries would
be hesitant to implement them, and still would not provide high confidence
in the ability to monitor compliance.* However, as the International Panel on
Fissile Materials (IPFM) has observed, a verification system could initially
focus on declared enrichment and reprocessing facilities in the weapon
possessing states.® They could be monitored just as the same kinds of
facilities are monitored through TAEA safeguards in non-weapon countries
Brazil, Germany, the Netherlands, and Japan. The WMD Commission also
holds that such verification is feasible.?® Later stages of verification could
focus on the more difficult task of confirming the absence of clandestine
activities.

The U.S. draft is also deficient because it does not bar the conversion
of the existing large stocks of civilian materials to weapons use and is silent
on the existing large military stocks. As IPFM has demonstrated, these and
other matters like HEU used in naval reactors are susceptible to practical
approaches, within an FMCT, or in subsequent agreements reached within
an FMCT framework, or in parallel negotiations. For example, an FMCT
could provide that existing military materials declared “excess” to “military”
needs would be subject to a verified ban on weapons use. Finally, due to
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the enormity of the risks posed by the nuclear fuel-cycle, the United States
should support renewable energy sources and energy conservation, and to
this end should consider establishment of an international sustainable energy

agency (see section 3.2).
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Practical step 5 - the principle of irreversibility to apply to nuclear disarma-
ment, nuclear and other arms control and reduction measures, step 7—early
entry into force and full implementation of START Il and the conclusion of
START III as soon as possible; step 9(b) increased transparency by the nu-
clear-weapon States with regard to the nuclear weapons capabilities and the
implementation of agreements pursuant to Article V; step 13—further devel-
opment of verification capabilities.

Perhaps the most serious instance of backsliding on the 2000 commit-
ments is the U.S. abandonment, with Russian acquiescence, of application
of the principles of verification, transparency, and irreversibility in bilateral
reductions. These principles, explicit in WMD Commission recommenda-
tions, were not only endorsed in the practical steps for disarmament and sub-
sequent General Assembly resolutions (see section 1.2), they were inherent
in the decades-old history of arms control between the two countries, includ-
ing the START process rejected by the Bush administration. The 2002 U.S.-
Russian Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT, also known as the
Moscow Treaty) requires only that at a single point in time, December 31,
2012, deployed strategic warheads not exceed 2200 on each side. SORT does
not require destruction of delivery systems or dismantlement of warheads. In
contrast, START I required, and START II would have required had it entered
into force, the destruction of delivery systems, and the 1997 Helsinki com-
mitment to START III additionally envisaged accounting for and dismantling
of warheads. Beyond the deployed strategic forces, and based in part on the
retention of reduced delivery systems and warheads, the United States plans
to retain large numbers of warheads in a “responsive force” capable of rede-
ployment within weeks or months. As of early 2007, it is estimated that the
United States has about 4,700 deployed nuclear weapons, with about 2,000
in the responsive force, and the remaining 3,000 scheduled for dismantle-
ment.”’

Closely related to the abandonment of irreversible reductions is the lack of
treaty-required mechanisms for transparency and verification. SORT includes
no provisions for verification of reductions or dismantling of warheads or
delivery systems, leaving each country free to retain thousands of warheads in
addition to those deployed. The two countries declared that they would make
use of monitoring mechanisms under START to track reductions. But START
expires in 2009, and SORT does not provide any schedule for reductions prior
to 2012. A high priority therefore is for the United States and Russia to agree
on means to verify and make irreversible the reductions. WMD Commission
Recommendation 18 calls for negotiation of a new treaty that would further
cut strategic forces and also provide for verified dismantlement of warheads
withdrawn under SORT.?® If necessary pending the new agreement, START
could also be extended to provide some monitoring of SORT reductions and
to continue limits on multiple-warhead land-based missiles.

In negotiating SORT, the Bush administration rejected a detailed
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agreement spelling out transparency and verification measures on the
grounds that Cold War-style arms control is no longer necessary and that the
United States has no interest in determining together with Russia the size
and composition of the two countries’ arsenals. This approach overlooks that
Cold War or no, the two countries need to regulate their nuclear relationship;
“partnership” is not necessarily forever. Further, accounting for warheads
and verifying reductions are essential to achieving marginalization and
elimination of nuclear weapons globally (see section 3.3).

Practical step 9(a) - further efforts by the nuclear-weapon States to reduce
their nuclear arsenals unilaterally, and step 9(c) - the further reduction of
non-strategic nuclear weapons, based on unilateral initiatives and as an
integral part of the nuclear arms reduction and disarmament process.

Following the end of the Cold War, Russia withdrew all Soviet-era
nuclear weapons back to its territory. While in 1991 the United States
and Russia engaged in reciprocal withdrawals of non-strategic weapons,
the United States continues to deploy as many as 400 B61 non-strategic
nuclear bombs in Europe.” The United States is the only state to maintain
nuclear weapons on foreign territory. This situation persists despite the end
of hostilities between the superpowers and repeated calls from Russia for
withdrawal of that deployment. In Recommendations 21 and 22, the WMD
Commission rightly calls for finalization and verification of the 1991 process
and non-deployment on foreign territory. Further, the two countries should
negotiate reduction of non-strategic weapons, either separately or together
with strategic weapons (in fact, there is little meaningful distinction between
the two categories). Other states with nuclear weapons will need to participate
in this process as well.

Practical step 9(d) - concrete agreed measures to further reduce the
operational status of nuclear weapons systems.

This commitment goes to the core of the nuclear dilemma. So long as the
United States and Russia maintain many hundreds of nuclear warheads ready
for immediate use and contend that this posture is essential to their security,
implementation of the nuclear arms control and disarmament program will
be highly problematic. The United States is estimated to maintain more
than 1600 warheads ready for delivery within minutes of an order to do so,
and Russia more than 1000 warheads similarly ready for launch.* It is an
absolute scandal that, every moment of every day, the two countries remain
locked in a Cold War-style nuclear standoff. Non-governmental experts have
explained that the standoff can be defused through separation of warheads
from delivery systems and other measures that lengthen the time required for
a nuclear launch, from days to weeks to months.*! An accompanying step is
the elimination of the launch-on-warning option that requires nuclear forces
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to be on hair-trigger alert. De-alerting would help alleviate risks associated
with mistakes, coups, attacks on nuclear weapons facilities, false warnings,
unauthorized launches, and hacking into command and control systems.

Practical step 9(e) - a diminishing role for nuclear weapons in security
policies to minimize the risk that these weapons will ever be used and to
facilitate the process of their total elimination.

The United States claims to be in compliance with this commitment
due to development of non-nuclear means for striking enemy targets and for
defendingagainstattacks, notably anti-missile systems. However, the increased
emphasis in recent years on options for use of nuclear weapons in a widening
range of circumstances, detailed in sections 2.2 and 2.4, makes nonsense of
this claim. The classified but leaked 2001 Department of Defense Nuclear
Posture Review is representative of other policy and planning documents. It
states that nuclear weapons will be “integrated with new nonnuclear strategic
capabilities” including advanced conventional precision-guided munitions,*
suggesting a view of nuclear weapons as “simply another weapon.” It plans
for an enlarged range of circumstances under which nuclear weapons could
be used, notably against non-nuclear attacks or threats. The NPR also states
that nuclear weapons “could be employed against targets able to withstand
nonnuclear attack, (for example, deep underground bunkers or bio-weapon
facilities),” and contemplates their use in response to a biological or chemical
attack.’® Finally, the NPR refers to nuclear use in response to “surprising
military developments” and “unexpected contingencies.”* Those new catch-
all categories are virtually without limit.

The WMD Commission finds that the trends are very much in the wrong
direction, observing that evolving doctrines

all risk lowering the threshold for the use of nuclear weapons.
They expand the range of scenarios for the military use of such
weapons and are an incentive to develop new nuclear weapons, all
in direct contradiction of commitments made to strive for nuclear
disarmament and all to the detriment of international security.*®

In Recommendation 15, the Commission urges reversal of the trends
and adoption of policies of no first use. That would be going in the right
direction. However, at the end of the day, the United States and other
countries with nuclear weapons need to acknowledge that there are no
circumstances in which these instruments of terror rightly, lawfully
and wisely should be used. That would also help generate the will to act
on the undertaking to eliminate nuclear arsenals pursuant to Article VI.
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Recommendations for U.S. Policy

* The United States should implement Article VI of the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty by supporting and working for the com-
mencement of multilateral negotiations on the global elimination
of nuclear forces, and working in particular with other states pos-
sessing nuclear arsenals to set in motion a process leading to such
elimination.

*  The United States should fully implement the Article VI obligation
of negotiating cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and
the commitment to a diminishing role of nuclear weapons in security
policies. To this end, it should abandon the Reliable Replacement
Warhead program, and refrain from any activities which may lead
to the resumed production of nuclear weapons or development of
nuclear weapons with improved military capabilities or for new
missions.

*  The United States should implement the substance of key commit-
ments made at the 1995 and 2000 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
Review Conferences by taking the following steps:

o Ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, continue to ob-
serve the moratorium on explosive underground nuclear test-
ing pending its entry into force, and work to persuade other
countries to ratify the treaty in order to bring it into force.

o Negotiate with other countries a verified Fissile Materials
Cut-off Treaty.

o Negotiate with Russia a new agreement on the deep, verified,
and irreversible reduction of nuclear forces, with provisions
for the verified dismantlement of warheads withdrawn from
deployment under the 2002 Strategic Offensive Reductions
Treaty (SORT). If necessary pending the new agreement, the
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty should be extended to pro-
vide some monitoring of SORT reductions and to continue
limits on multiple-warhead, land-based missiles.

o Remove all U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe to U.S. territory
pending their dismantlement, and work with Russia to com-
plete and verify the 1991 process of withdrawal and elimina-
tion of non-strategic nuclear weapons. The United States and
Russia should also negotiate reduction and elimination of all
non-strategic nuclear weapons, either separately or together
with strategic nuclear weapons.

o Stand down (de-alert) U.S. and Russian nuclear forces by
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implementing measures, such as removal of warheads from
delivery systems, that lengthen the time needed for launch of
nuclear missiles or other use of nuclear weapons.

The United States should acknowledge that in no circumstance may
nuclear weapons be rightly or lawfully used.

The United States should not enter a nuclear cooperation arrangement
with India unless both the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and a
verified Fissile Materials Cut-off Treaty have entered into force and
apply to both countries, and India has formally accepted the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty obligation of good-faith negotiation of
cessation of arms racing and nuclear disarmament.



