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Introduction

This document summarizes input received duringiasef Pugwash consultations in Autumn 2009.
The purpose of this series of meetings was twofold:

« To explore the security concerns and political atiss to Entry Into Foréef the
Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), and

» To obtain a better understanding of what each cgwatn do concretely to create an
environment to overcome these obstacles.

Our goal is to explore synergistic steps that caate a more positive environment and identify some
preliminary steps that might facilitate Entry Irtorce of the CTBT.

Pugwash convened a special meeting in New Yorki@i©ctober 2009 with 23 senior policy makers
and experts from most of the key states. Thispwraseded and followed by a series of discussions in
New York (at the UN), Washington, DC, Geneva, Isdad, Beijing, and with key Middle Eastern
countries.

While Pugwash is deeply grateful to all participsafar their honest input, assessments, and creative
suggestions, there was no attempt to seek consefisissdocument is an overview of the points rise
Since the input was from varied sources, no ongsopeshould be identified with any particular pomt
this document. We do think, however, that thereaveeveral very useful suggestions that came out of
these meetings, and we encourage dialogue at gref@fate governmental levels on some of the points
raised at the end of this document.

In all of our meetings, participants reaffirmed tldue of the CTBT. Its affect on regional seguahd
global disarmament efforts was interwoven througtioe detailed discussions. Participants
acknowledged that the CTBT is not an end in aritseff, but a step toward delegitimizing nuclear
arsenals. Individual countries will rightly makelpment on the impact ratification and Entry Intovde
will have on their own security calculus. Thersdsne hope that we are now moving toward achieving
some of the CTBT's central goals.

International environment

Participants acknowledged that these meetingsptaae at a remarkable time, in which the world
community was witnessing many encouraging stefgscthad create a positive momentum toward
achieving longstanding disarmament and non-pralifen goals, notably the historic chairing of this U
Security Council by US President Barack Obama hadpproval of UNSC Resolution 1887, ongoing
US-Russian negotiations on strategic nuclear gonagyress on ballistic missile defense issues, an
approved work plan for the Conference on Disarman@ a growing international consensus among
former ministers and policy makers that an eventualear weapons free world is in the securityriggts
of all.

! The CTBT will enter into force 180 days after thestatesspecifically listed in Annex 2 of the Treaty havgred and
ratified the treaty. These states were those mittlear technology capabilities at the time offthal Treaty
negotiations in 1996. Of these, nine are still migsChina, DPRK, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Iramakd, Pakistan
and the USA. DPRK, India, and Pakistan have ystgn the CTBT. See for example, “CTBTO Fact Slieet,
http://www.ctbto.org/fileadmin/user_upload/publiofarmation/CTBT_FactSheet.pdf
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CTBT trends

There also have also been positive trends regatden@TBT itself. While at the time of the 2000NP
Review Conference there were 50 states that hdigdahe CTBT, today there are 151 (with 182
signatories). The verification regime is emergiwgh 250 International Monitoring System (IMS)
centers and laboratories now certified relatively positive side effect of the DPRKste in 2006 and
2009 was that the system has now been tried atatites

On September 24-25 2009, the Conference on Faicitjt&ntry into Force of the CTBT, or “Article XIV
conference” took place in New York City and invalvepresentatives from 103 States (86 ratifying
States, 13 signatory States and two non-signataitesy. The final document states,

We call upon all States which have not yet dondassign and ratify the Treaty without delay, in
particular, those States whose ratification is reddr entry into forceWe strongly encourage
such Annex 2 States to take individual initiativeso ratify the Treaty. We also commend
efforts to create conditions facilitating ratification by such Annex 2 States, including
confidence building measures through which such Stas could be encouraged to consider,
as an option, ratifying the Treaty in a coordinatedmanner. At the same time, we renew our
commitment to work for universal ratification ofetfireaty and its early entry into force
(emphasis added).

While there is a need to give capitals of the reingi nine so-called ‘Annex 2’ countries time toess
how this new international situation plays intokeaountry’s individual situation, this series ofgwash
consultations built on the approach called fotie &bove declaration.

We focused on opportunities for leadership amoed#y countries and, to the extent possible, on
identifying ways in which these individual natiorzadtions might have a synergistic effect benefitimg
global non-proliferation and disarmament regim&isTs time urgent. While there is a current
international focus on nuclear disarmament, thezgtebse who question whether this is a permanent
‘turn of the page’ or if things could regress.

There is a danger the current window of opportumityy be missed if the CTBT is tied too much wité th
need to resolve regional problems in the Middlet HasSouth Asia, etc. Some of our participants
thought there is a window of approximately 1-2 geand if missed, a similar opportunity may not
present itself for a generation.

In other words, according to one of our particigattie ‘transformative efforts’ of Obama and others
must now be urgently operationalized.

One of the main issues addressed in several meatiag the view that the US bears the main
responsibility for leading the Annex 2 countriewinatification. On the other hand, people in
Washington pointed out that a positive approachatde/the CTBT from the remaining Annex 2

% See for example, statement of Tibor Toth, ExeeuSecretary CTBTO, 17 November 2009,
http://www.ctbto.org/fileadmin/user_upload/publicfarmation/2009/Verification_Statement 17 NovemB2€09.
pdf.

3 “Unique Day for Comprehensive-Nuclear-Test-Banalyg Press Release, 25 September 2009.
http://www.ctbto.org/press-centre/press-releas@@2mique-day-for-comprehensive-nuclear-test-baatiy

“ “Annex, Final Declaration and Measures to ProntlséeEntry into Force of the Comprehensive NucleastiBan
Treaty,” CTBT-Art.XIV/2009/6, available at: _httpyww.ctbto.org/fileadmin/user_upload/Art_14 2009KTF
Art.XIV-2009-6.pdf
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countries could have an important impact on theSd8ate and could play some role in any future
attempt to bring about CTBT ratification in the &tn

The goal of our past and future activities has taehwill be then to encourage key political player
various countries to see what can be done in eaahiry to support the idea of CTBT Entry Into Force
while stressing the synergistic elements, as ogptusthe “wait and see what others are doing” aagno

Country Profiles

This section gives a general overview of the sibuain the nine remaining Annex 2 countries. Ihat
meant to be fully comprehensive. We welcome feeklbad dialogue on these points.

China (signed, not ratified)

The Chinese Foreign Minister recently reiterateih€e support for the CTBT. “China is the Treaty's
constant supporter and abides by its commitmemtdi@atorium on nuclear test [sic]. ...China has...also
taken active and steady steps to advance the ptepawork for the implementation of the Treaty...eTh
Chinese government will continue to work with theernational community to facilitate the early Bntr
Into Force of the Treaty’”

A 17 November 2009 joint statement between US &easiBarack Obama and President Hu Jintao
states, “They committed to pursue ratificationhed Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty as soon as
possible, and will work together for the early gritito force of the CTBT?

It is widely believed that China will ratify onchd US Senate confirms the CTBT. However, some in
Washington, DC believe that if China would ratifietCTBT, but withhold deposition of the ratificatio
until the US ratifies, then that would give Chinaximum political leverage to ensure US ratification

It was noted that China could play an importantiégahip role. If a country like the PRC, with metle
numbers of nuclear weapons and a more limitethtghistory than the US, can feel comfortable about
its warhead reliability under a CTBT, then this Wbsend a clear message to the US and other cesintri
that they too can have a similar confidence.

Democratic Peoples’ Republic of Koredhas not signed nor ratified)

The CTBT is not an active part of the ongoing déstons and priorities in relation to negotiationthw
the DPRK. It was, however, considered conceivhpleome participants that the DPRK might make a
statement on a testing moratorium, and that thightrie the most realistic “ask” at this momentirimet
After a series of successful confidence buildingsuees and progress on these issues, this discussio
might then be reopened. This further emphasizeaéed for the negotiations to move forward in a
productive manner.

® “Message from H.E. Yang Jiechi Minister of Foreififiairs for the People’s Republic of China to tBixth
Conference on Facilitating the Entry Into Forcetmf Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty,” 24 Saper
2009. http://www.ctbto.org/fileadmin/user_upload/A4 2009/240909_Afternoon_Session/240909 Chima.pd
®“In Full: US-China Joint Statement,” CBS News, N@vember 2009.
http://www.cbsnews.com/blogs/2009/11/17/politicsitpralhotsheet/entry5677524.shtml
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It was noted, however, that the DPRK has sent Egndhe past by not restarting plutonium produrcti
and seems to be doing so now. Although this wasaps a ‘two-edged’ signal with the implicit threat
resume, it was noted that in stopping reprocessimgerous times the DPRK gave up a significant
amount of plutonium.

A concern was raised, however, that more attemtémus to be paid to the impact on prospects forfiCTB
entry into force if the DPRK were to test priordawote on CTBT ratification in the US Senate. #sw
noted that DPRK probably does not yet have thétalbd arm missiles with nuclear warheads, anddo d
this they will need possibly more tests. They alsed to increase the reliability and functionifigheir
medium and long-range missiles. It is a reasoradgemption, according to one participant, to assum
there are technical people in DPRK looking intcstheorts of questions.

The need for inducements was discussed, and thth&dor years the DPRK’s negotiating positiorswa
that it wanted a new political relationship witletd SA. The DPRK would like to be reassured that th
US, Japan, South Korea are no longer a threaetoghcurity and economy. It must be noted that th
USA does not have a good track record in this egard there is a trust deficit on both sides. kvihe
DPRK is reassured, at the minimum they may be peeli@ give up capacity to build more nuclear
weapons. It seems they do, however, intend to &etgast their present deterrent, though
“denuclearization of the Korean peninsula” remadirer stated goal, implying that even their nuclear
weapons may be on the table.

It might help with negotiations with the DPRK ifgftUS were to make a statement to the effect of “The
U.S. maintains nuclear weapons to deter, and éssary, respond to nuclear attacks against ittelf,
forces, or its friends and allies.” Some thoudjlig tnight be possible in the context of the US eacl
posture review, or some sort of negative secussyeance.

Questions were discussed over the possible preaaiie China might play in promoting a positive
outcome, though some expressed the sense thabghible impact of China’s role may be smaller than
what is generally believed.

Egypt (signed, not ratified)

In Egypt public opinion is focused on the non-unbadity of the NPT, with attention to the CTBT frach
in that context. At the recent Article XIV Confae, Amb. Abdelaziz restated Egypt’s position:

Egypt played a visible role in the negotiationtod CTBT and was among the first states to sign
the Treaty in 1996. Egypt's support for the Trdadg been associated with the fact that, as
stipulated in the CTBT preamble itself, CTBT isamplementary reinforcement to the NPT
system, and was motivated by the adoption of th& N5 review/extension package that
included an essential resolution on the Middle Eaite 2010 Review Conference will be of
paramount importance to move our agenda togethénplement the 1995 Resolution on the
Middle East, which will open the doors for a newibon to the CTBT.

There is a deep sense of frustration in Egyptttiere has not been significant progress on the Klidd
East resolution, and this affects not only the CTBIT prospects for a successful NPT Review
Conference as well. Ways on which the Middle E#sD Resolution could be implemented have been

' Statement of Egypt, delivered by H.E. Amb. Magédmtidlaziz, Permanent Representative of Egypt tdJthited
Nations in New York, at the Conference of FacilitgtEntry Into Force of CTBT, 25 September 2009,
http://www.ctbto.org/fileadmin/user_upload/Art_140@/250909 Morning_Session/250909 Eqgypt.pdf
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discussed and several proposals have been corsideieiding an international coordination to pramo
a WMD Free Zone in the Middle East.

In our meetings, some expressed the view that thex@eed to create the public environment in Egyp
for discussing the CTBT. However, others felt thiathe moment, if Egypt were to push forward on
CTBT, it may be counterproductive, as many wouldeahe raw history that when Egypt joined the
NPT, Israel did not follow suit. They would prefer Israel to move first. On the other side, Bgyp
being a member of the NPT, has also signed (bugetatatified) the Pelndaba Treaty, so Egypt has
multiple obligations that are impeding any nuclest.

Thus, in this as in many other cases, the refosaltify the CTBT is mainly a part of a politicdieckers
game, in which arms control items are the draftsniéris is all understandable, but an effort shdadd
made to call the attention to what the CTBT andadtiver arms control items mean in reality, andordy
in the realm of political symbolism.

India (has not signed nor ratified)

India maintains a voluntary testing moratoriumdi#m Prime Minister Singh reiterated India’s
commitment to this moratorium in a press conferemitie Japan’s Prime Minister Hatoyama. He said,
“...India has unilaterally declared moratorium [sbe] conducting nuclear explosive testing and that is
commitment we will honour?’

As part of the US-India deal, the Indian foreigmistier reaffirmed India’s unilateral moratorium on
testing and the US Secretary of State and othatedsthis deal would be wrecked if India were &gite

The Indian Prime Minister, National Security AdvuiSand the Department of Energy have all disagreed
with the perception recently put forth by K. Samtéua, an Indian scientist who claims that India seed
further tests?

8 «Japan asks India to sign CTBT, no word on N-dedess Trust Of India, 29 December 2009,
http://ibnlive.in.com/news/japan-asks-india-to-sight-no-word-on-ndeal/107916-3.html

° Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice told Congredspril 5, 2006, “We’ve been very clear with the
Indians...should India test, as it has agreed ndbta@r should India in any way violate the IAEA egifiard[s]
agreements to which it would be adhering, the deat our point of view, would at that point be 6ff
http://csis.org/publication/us-india-nuclear-deatianonproliferation A US government official responded to a
Congressional question on this matter by sayingtithe 14 of the proposed US-India agreement fapewation
provides for a clear right for the U.S. to termiaticlear cooperation and a right to require thameof equipment
and materials in all of the circumstances requineder the Atomic Energy Act, including if India daated a
nuclear explosive device....” Questions for the Rdcdubmitted to Assistant Secretary Bergner by @tnair Tom
Lantos, House Committee on Foreign Affairs, Octdhe2007, _http://media.washingtonpost.com/wp-
srv/iworld/documents/Lantos_Letter.pdf

19 National Security Adviser M.K. Narayanan, “As afwm, we are steadfast in our commitment to the nooitn.
At least there is no debate in the internal cirellesut this.” In the same article he is quotedaging, “I think we
need to now have a full-fledged discussion on thBT” Quoted in Siddharth Varadarajan, “NSA: Indieesn’t
need another nuclear test,” The Hindu, 30 Augu6820
http://www.thehindu.com/2009/08/30/stories/2009EBM1 0800.htm

K. Santhanam, a former official with the DefenaasBarch and Development Organisation , was qusted a
saying, “We can't get into a stampede to sign CTWe€.should conduct more nuclear tests which aressery
from the point of view of security,” Times of India7 August 2009, http://timesofindia.indiatimesrgmdia/No-
CTBT-India-needs-more-nuclear-tests-Pokhran-II-do@tor-/articleshow/4940502.cm&ollowing Santhanam’s
statement, the government reportedly “stronglytesficlaims that the 1998 test of a thermonucleaicdehad been
a failure”, Siddharth Varadarajan, “Fizzle’ claiffor thermonuclear test refuted,” The Hindu, 28 Asig2009,
http://www.hinduonnet.com/thehindu/2009/08/28/ssf2009082859831000.htffhis article quotes Principal
Scientific Adviser R. Chidambaram.
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As part of the Lahore Declaration, there is a Meandum of Understandiffgbetween the India and
Pakistan that the two sides remain committed taortbeatorium. For ten years this moratorium has hel
and there has not been a single statement in pdibBassing testing (prior to Santhanam). On Lidan
of each year, there is an exchange regarding nuaallations in which each side agrees not tiacht
the others’ installations. There are notificatiofdallistic missile tests. The MOU includes also
discussion of nuclear doctrin.In 2007 India and Pakistan signed detailed nuclsk reduction
measures. There are still questions as to howotk through Pakistan’s concerns regarding the mdia
stockpile.

Some participants suggested it might be usefubtbagk to the MOU, to explore expanding the ‘non-
attack’ provisions to other facilities, and usesths a way to restart the process. India supporiESMCT.

In September 1998, Indian Prime Minister Vajpayepleasized India’s commitment to the goals of the
CTBT, “After concluding this limited testing praam, India announced a voluntary moratorium on
further underground nuclear explosions," he s&itk conveyed our willingness to move towardegure
formalization of this obligation. In announcing armatorium, India has already accepted the basic
oingatlig)n of the C.T.B.T* He also stated that India would not stand irvihg of operationalizing the
CTBT.

It was agreed that building on the momentum of QdjarRrague speech, ratification by the US and
China, for example, would certainly create a maxefable environment in India not only for the CTBT
but also for the general framework of nuclear disanent. Some participants thought that these gbrts
steps would create the conditions where India’tatatial moratorium could transition into a legally
binding obligation. Indian Prime Minister Manmoh@imgh reported stated recently in December 2009
that, “"Should the US and China ratify the CTBThew situation will emerge™® An even more direct
commitment from the leaders would be most useful.

There is however a spectrum of views in Indianaallicountries. Participants discussed the ptessib
negative impact of encouraging debate in Indi&iatttme. At the moment, some said, there is nose
‘application of minds’ to the idea of conductingciear tests likelihood of an Indian test in the
foreseeable future is seen by some as neglighmegh questions related to design and reliabikigynot
be ignored, as is the case in most states witteaugleapons. It was felt that this situation ikkehy to
change unless there is a dramatic turn—for exaihthe nuclear regime collapses, or if there isad

for nuclear modernization, or if the Indian seguahvironment is severely undermined. Some pointed
out that if India takes steps to test as threatbydd. Santhanam, it will be of interest to sei thkes
steps to change the Lahore Declaration. Some ttdhat even if relations were normalized between

2 The Lahore Declaration states (21 February 199édtandum of Understanding): “The foreign secresarie
agreed that the two sides....shall continue to abjdineir respective unilateral moratorium on conhgcfurther
nuclear test explosions unless either side, inois@of its national sovereignty decides that exttenary events
have jeopardized its supreme interests;” Seexamgle:_http://cns.miis.edu/inventory/pdfs/lahodf, p. 3.

13 For related documents, see “Lahore Summit, Fepr2@2, 1999,”
http://www.stimson.org/southasia/?sn=sa20020109215

4 Quoted in Barbara Crossette, “New Delhi PledgeSigm World Ban on Nuclear Tests,” New York Tim25,
September 1998, http://www.nytimes.com/1998/09/25l¥new-delhi-pledges-to-sign-world-ban-on-nuclear
tests.html?pagewanted=1

15 See for example, “To save N-deal, PM says India'igign CTBT”, Times of India, 12 June 2008,
http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/india/To-saveddal-PM-says-India-wont-sign-CTBT/articleshow/3183.ms
16 Josy Joseph, “Let US, China Sign CTBT First [s&ihgh Tells Japan,” DNA, 30 December 2009.
http://www.dnaindia.com/india/report_let-us-chirigrsctbt-first-singh-tells-japan_1328949
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India and Pakistan it is unlikely that either woslgn/ratify the treaty due to nationalist sentitseand
pride.

Indonesia (signed, not ratified)

Indonesia’s recent statement that it would ratily CTBT immediately after the US ratifies was wjdel
appreciated as a very positive step. IndonesiaeigioMinister Hassan Wirajuda stated in June 2009,
“We share [President Obama’s] vision of a worlavimich nuclear weapons have been eradicated. We
trust that he will succeed in getting the CTBTfrati—and we promise that when that happens,
Indonesia will immediately follow suit:*

Iran (signed, not ratified)

It was noted that officially Iran has not indicatealy specific anti-CTBT sentiment, that it has gene
support for it, though it couches its support, asdme other countries, in terms of general trémdard
nuclear disarmament. For example, at the 200ZIArXIV conference, Amb. Ali Asghar Soltanieh said,

...the Islamic Republic of Iran believes that thédwing key factors could pave the way for the
total elimination of nuclear weapons in generat] aarly entry into force of the CTBT in
particular:

- The NWSs bear the main responsibility in entitp force of the CTBT and they should take the
lead in this regard. Ratification of the CTBT bydlear Weapon States could be considered as a
positive step towards restoration of the confidesfddNWSs and international community.

- Some of the Annex Il States are not even a partige NPT and have un-safeguarded nuclear
material and facilities. Their promptly accedinghe NPT would be another significant element
in facilitating early entry into force of the CTBY.

While the absence of exposure on the issue cateappaortunities for forward movement, it was fhkt
Iran is unlikely to start with the CTBT as a comfite building measure.

In Iran the issue of the CTBT is not considerechsate from nuclear negotiations. Movement on the
Middle East WMD Free Zone might help. Perhaps h&greement could imply a corollary for CTBT
ratification. However it was noted that of the 15+2 of the 6 have the same position as Iran vétiard
to the CTBT so there is no leverage to push Iratherissue at the moment. It was felt it mightubeful
to emphasize NAM support for the CTBT in discussiwiith Irart®.

" Indonesian Foreign Minister Hassan Wirajuda atGhenegie Endowment on 8 June 2009,
http://www.carnegieendowment.org/events/?fa=evetail¥sd=1356

18 Statement by H.E Ambassador Soltanieh, PermaregeRentative of the Islamic Republic of Iran

To the UN and other international organization¥i@enna, To the Fifth Conference on Facilitating Ergry into
Force of the CTBT Vienna, September 17-18, 2007,

http://www.ctbto.org/fileadmin/content/referenceitele xiv/2007/statements/1809 pm_session/1809@n.pdf

9 The final document of the XV Summit of Heads oft&tand Government of the Non-Aligned Movement, 8har
el Sheikh, Egypt, 1+ 16 July 2009 state$,The Heads of State and Governmeinessed the significance of
achieving universal adherence to the CTBT, inclgdioy all NWS, which, inter alia, should contribute the
process of nuclear disarmament. Theiterated that if the objectives of the Treaty were to bdyfukalized, the
continued commitment of all States signatoriesgeigfly the NWS, to nuclear disarmament would beeesal.”
NAM2009/FD/Doc.1, http://www.namegypt.org/Releva@@®ocuments/01FINAL%20DOCUMENT.DOC
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If one considers the Iranian declaration that theye no intention to build nuclear weapons, tiyichl
consequence is that it should be possible to hespettions, transparency, and possibly to allow
international bodies to have control. If this @rbined with the lifting of sanctions, this is aspible
way out of the deadlock. It should not be politicanpossible to consider as a side point negiotiptor
CTBT ratification.

It was noted that the extent to which Iran may tie§ a ‘new non-proliferation regime’, and to bé¢he
forefront of facilitating communications and scifintunderstanding of the possibilities of this new
regime, there may be prospects for cooperation.

Israel (signed, not ratified)

At the most recent Article XIV conference, Amb. Dhidanieli reiterated Israel’s “unequivocal support
for the CTBT. Israel’s support has been manifeatedlong including in our active participationtime
many activities of the Preparatory CommissihPMe emphasized the need to address nuclear issues
their regional context.

Participants in the Pugwash consultations emphaisieg Israel gave great thought before signing the
CTBT, and that this should be seen as a very cleamitment. It was noted that when the yearly CTBT
resolutions come up in the First Committee, Iseh@hys votes for them and agrees to the ministerial
declarations. Further Israel has welcomed vetificacenters, and has political standing within the
CTBTO, and it was expressed that this should bwedeas an important perspective on Israel’s policy
toward the CTBT. Israel is not likely to tie ittification of the CTBT to ratification by other watries.

Participants stressed that from the Israeli petspeit is important to see how the regime andrtbe-
proliferation architecture can deal with breachkssael prioritizes a very structured regional @
based on confidence building measures, and impralations with neighbors over global regimes. sThi
is anchored in a 1993 cabinet decision, adoptisig@ by step approach, starting with peace accords
between Israel and its neighbors, followed by aerice building measures, followed by regional
processes, conventional arms control, then noneattional (bio, chemical, then nuclear). This is no
envisioned in decades but in a few years, stepdpyand gradual. It was noted that while it has no
ratified various regimes (CWC, BWC, NPT), Israe$ irecorporated into its legislation the relevant
suppliers’ group regimes.

Israel does not see May 2010 as a critical datth®dCTBT, as they are not a party to the Review
Conference, and are not likely to join the NPTha hear future.

Due to regional considerations, Israel will notfyathe treaty, especially given their concernsiwbo
Iran’s current policies. Others commented thatetfagze a lot of people in Israel who are readyatdack
to ACRS, to see what can be done in a regionahforu

Pakistan (has not signed nor ratified)

At the 2007 Article XIV conference, Amb. Shahbaaffiemed Pakistan’s support of the CTBT. He said,
“Despite being a non-signatory state, we are npbegd to the objectives and purposes of the treaty.

20 Statement by Ambassador David Danieli, Deputy @oeGeneral (Policy), Israel Atomic Energy Comriuss
Conference on Facilitating Entry Into Force of @emprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, United Matidlew
York, 24-25 September 2009,

http://www.ctbto.org/fileadmin/user_upload/Art_1400®/240909 Afternoon_Session/240909_Israel.pdf
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Pakistan had resolved to abide by the main pravssad the Treaty by declaring and maintaining a
unilateral moratorium on nuclear testing in 1998.”

Pakistan maintains its Memorandum of Understandiggrding a testing moratorium with India (see
above) and is likely to continue to maintain thigratorium, unless something undermines it. Theee
belief that if the US were to ratify the CTBT affigiomentum builds with India, Pakistan would not
stand in the way. Currently, there is a quest®toavhy Pakistan should move forward if the USjdn
and China have not done so.

There is no opposition to CTBT (or even to FMCTjeémms of principles, but there is a sense thairkef
Pakistan could proceed, reassurances concernirggdhduld be very clear. The US India nuclear deal
has obviously sent the wrong message in generaloaRekistan in particular, and a forward looking
Indian nuclear policy (non increase of forces, CTBIE.) would have of course a positive effect on
Pakistani nuclear policy. Statements or hints tiatJS might decide to take control by force of
Pakistani nuclear weapons in time of crisis, hadwoarse the opposite effect. Likewise statements o
hints that India may need to test again, have @ndettal effect in Pakistan on these issues.

There remains a considerable conventional imbalbat@een Pakistan and India, and the Composite
Dialogue is stalled. Given this conventional inavede, some participants in the Pugwash consul&tion
guestioned whether it is a given that Pakistan doubve forward on the CTBT even if India does.
Another negative point was that like India, Pakigtaay not have confidence in its designs. Although
neither country likes to discuss this, they dohmote a sense of where they want to stop. Paksstan’
nuclear weapons are India-specific, and this magterboth opportunities and challenges for the CTBT
There was a sense that if the US continues toymegskistan on nuclear security issues, and ilsRak
feels squeezed between India and the US on this ttogit there is no way they will move forward.

Some participants believed that perhaps the bestavaromote discussion would be to make the
technical aspects of the CTBT more widely knowmpeeslly given the developments made in the past
decade. This sort of discussion could move fonimighrallel with progress in other areas of the
disarmament regime, including confidence buildirgasures and regional security.

It was noted that Pakistan is participating in sahthe technical work of the CTBTO, though thisis
widely publicized.

United States of America(signed, not ratified)

At the recent Article XIV conference, US Secretafystate Hillary Clinton reiterated the Obama
Administration’s support for the CTBT:

The Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty is agmal part of our non-proliferation and arms
control agenda, and we will work in the months aheeath to seek the advice and consent of the
United States Senate to ratify the treaty, anettoi® ratification by others so that the treaty can
enter into force.....President Obama and | appladdriesian Foreign Minister Wirajuda'’s recent

1 Statement by Ambassador Shahbaz, Permanent Refatiage of Pakistan to the International Organizasiin
Vienna, Conference on Facilitating the Entry Intwde of CTBT, Vienna, 17-18 September 2007,
http://www.ctbto.org/fileadmin/content/referencéiele xiv/2007/statements/1809 pm_session/1809pkistaa.p
df
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pledge that his country will move forward with fagation once we have done so. We look
forward to similar statements from the remainingix 2 nations.?

The US further reaffirmed its commitment to the dTiB a joint US-EU declaration in November 2009,
“We express our support for entry into force of @@mprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) at
an early date, and in the meantime continued obseevof moratoria on nuclear test explosicfis.”

Following the failed 1999 ratification vote in thks Senate, there is now for the first time in aadiec
active consideration of putting forward the CTBT fatification in the US Senate. A total of 67 emtare
needed, and approximately 7 are still questionaBleme say the target should be 68 or 69 to akwa f
‘hedge.’ Achieving this target may become morédift after the Democratic defeat in the recent
special election in Massachusetts and the upcomidgerm elections.

President Obama has said he will not authorize meskear warhead development (despite contrary
statements made by Secretary of Defense Gateg) UBH\ational Academy of Sciences has a study
underway to address some of the technical isstlies.US Nuclear Posture Review (now reportedly due 1
March, though there are indications this date nfigyferther) is another bellwether. The recent OA6
report on warheads definitely stated that therenareoncerns about the aging of the ars&hétis

possible some of arguments from the defense estimidint may arise during debate of the US-Russia
Strategic Arms Reduction Talks, though the beBdhat the Obama administration firmly realizeg tha
designing a new warhead is not necessary and veouighlicate their broader non-proliferation goals.
Meanwhile, some in the US will say, why should th& stick its head out, when there is no indication
that all of the other countries will follow US ritation?

The administration understands the need to shogress, and the studies about to be published mpy he
with this. The Vice President is beginning to mageeches, and it might be possible to start Senate
Foreign Relations hearings ahead of time. Howsherg is a strong concern that it would be a huge
mistake to push for a vote before the numbersdaligk sThe stakes are high—as one participant aras

it, “There won't be a third Senate debate on th8TT

One US participant said that when the US Senafeesathe treaty, the Indian and Pakistani and iothe
ambassadors should expect to be called into thé@ffiee, and those conversations at that time logll
important bellwethers.

Mutuality and Opportunities for Further Movement
This section briefly identifies some of the ared®re it might be possible to further explore theesgist
elements involved with creating the climate condedor Entry Into Force of the CTBT. Further

discussion on these sorts of points is urgentlyeee

The importance of dialogue and public statements

22 Us Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton, Remmat CTBT Article XIV Conference, New York, NY,
September 24, 2009,

http://www.ctbto.org/fileadmin/user_upload/Art_14008/240909 Morning_Session/240909 _US.pdf

%2009 U.S.-EU Summit Declaration, Annex 3, Declarabn Non-proliferation and DisarmameNgvember 3,
2009, _http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-officedusjoint-declaration-and-annexes

% See for example, Hans Kristensen and Ivan OeltithSON and Replacement Warheads,” 20 November 2009
http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/2009/11/jason.php
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While some raised concerns about prematurely @aisia CTBT in different countries, it was pointad o
that one should not confuse this with, nor use,itam excuse to avoid the need to get increasdidayi
over the various options. Suggestions were putdod for ways to promote discussion at the appabgri
levels.

Many believed that it would be very useful for th8 debate in particular to have statements exprgssi
willingness to move forward once the US ratifiemfrheads of state and public officials in other éxg
countries.

Another idea put forward was to have initiativasifar to the ‘Four Horsemen’ in the US — to getnier
ministers, former army chiefs, etc to start thedssion specifically on the CTBT in various cousgri
either through a letter or at a multilateral coafare.

A related option would be to have the nine Annego2ernments separately or in groups review the
situation and make a statement before the Revievetence, to the effect that they support the dahjec
of the CTBT, that it is an excellent instrumengttthey understand that all will benefit from thesty
when it is working, etc. This might create a pesitenvironment for the NPT Review Conference. dsw
pointed out that the test ban issue has been a stajobling block in many Review Conferences.

The idea of pulling together composite documentgoious declarations to which the Annex 2 coustrie
have at times agreed may be an interesting exgfoisexample, the Article XIV 5-page declaration
includes most, but not India, Pakistan, DPRK cad$rthere have been General Assembly resolutions
that have included Pakistan, DPRK, etc.)

Reinforcing and building upon existing commitments

Most of the Annex 2 countries have committed ttirngsmoratoria, or in some other way have
agreements or public statements that they wiltestt Yet many prefer to wait for others to rafifgt.
The fact is that if the other Annex 2 countriesdo sign/ratify the CTBT, the treaty will not Entietto
Force. The argument then that countries do not westick their heads out and ratify first shohil
switched. For states that have no intention t teghing is in fact jeopardized by ratifying ttieaty,
but rather such a move creates the momentum toimtrg Into Force.

The norms that exist to prevent testing are stinrspme regions. For example, according to Ahmer
Bilal Soofi, a lawyer in the Supreme Court of Ptddisand the founding President of Research Soofety
International Law, the moratorium on testing comeal in the 21 February 1999 Memorandum of
Understanding between India and Pakistan as péneol.ahore Declaration has treaty status, ansl thu
serves as a “mini-CTBT” between the two countri@hers may still say that this MOU is a very weak
substitute for the CTBT. Yet the point is thattbbitdia and Pakistan are to a certain extent lgdllnd
not to test. This fact should be further injedted the relevant policy debates in other Annex 2
countries.

Further engaging in technical discussions

While emphasizing the ratification of the CTBT moae all a political decision, participants ideietif
areas where technical discussions might help cesatgmosphere promoting mutuality. If the sciati
are convinced in different countries as to the taai the CTBT EIF, this will have a profound impac
For example, more discussions could be held detgilie benefits of the verification regime for
countries. These sorts of discussions could dmritito an informative debate in different capijtatst
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putting pressure, but stressing information sharifige CTBTO could conduct technical sessions about
the working/monitoring systems in different couesrias a way to foster an informed discussion.
“Convenient entry points” for discussions includeumnced understanding of what the system can do
beyond verification — for example, tsunami warnéffprts. Exploring ways scientific data can be
exchanged, and how scientists can contribute,risivgportant. This sort of discussion/presentation
should be possible in most countries. The podsilaf additional Middle East monitoring stationsgint

be raised.

It was noted that all states could show their supioo the treaty’s goals by funding the CTBTO.
Providing CTBTO access to data and full suppor&fbthe organization’s activities would also be
helpful.

A separate but related technical discussion centersiclear modernization as a driver for the feeck
need for continued testing. Further discussiongdcbe held both internally and between states with
nuclear weapons on what matters and what doegi@tdang modernizing nuclear arsenals.

For example, other countries are watching the bSge if a deal will be made with the nuclear laivs
nuclear modernization as a quid pro quo for Seradification. Such a move undoubtedly would have a
negative effect in other countries. For examglthe US increases the quality and capabilitiesof
nuclear weapons, this will have an impact on tleisty calculus of other countries and cause deipp
effect. Some say this lack of US progress on thBTG and this outstanding question about the péssib
form of US nuclear modernization, is discouraging meaningful debate in other countries.

One idea put forward was to explore the possibiftiaving a clear statement from the US and/oermth
countries, stating that new tests are not needathintain existing arsenals. It would be helpfidide
agreements and understandings on permissibletatiwere made public or communicated to the
CTBTO. Some expressed the opinion that this isra yield treaty, that hydrodynamic tests with no
yield are not forbidden. Some suggested it woelavbrth asking the P5 what form these agreements
took, as it is unclear if for example a signed pie€paper exists. Participants were adviseddk \eery
closely at the 1997 Clinton transmission of the T8 the Senate, which spells out an article biglart
analysis.

As a related corollary, some participants belieted countries need to have a more public discngsio
the role nuclear weapons in their security policiesluding further definition of the minimum detent
needs, and possibly clear public statements thmbdstrate an effort to decrease the salience déauc
weapons in doctrines. This could reinforce thagple that no new designs need to be tested éor th
purpose of introducing new capabilities.

There was a suggestion that perhaps US Nationalekog of Sciences members and other scientific
experts might go to India and Pakistan and otlgions to discuss these issues. Some related @iduts
could be raised in the Obama summit in 2010.

Regional interplays

As mentioned throughout this summary, regional dyina were obviously thread through all of our
discussions.

In India/Pakistan, the role of major opinion mak@gesmer officials and the media) in catalyzing the

discussion about the CTBT was discussed, while esipimg the importance that it must not seem to be
manufactured externally. Nuclear confidence bogdineasures can help. India and Pakistan mighkt see
to further define their minimum deterrent leveRugwash was encouraged to organize a meeting in the
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region specifically on the CTBT and FMCT. One mreal was that India and Pakistan might use joint
talks on the CTBT as a confidence building measure.

Between Israel/Egypt there exists a complex dynamimth countries could consider decoupling the
CTBT from the Middle East situation. Egypt couletipaps begin to discuss the CTBT in terms of
general global stability. It is after all not imksted in nuclear testing. However, given Egyplactance
to ratify first due to the NPT history, some woreteif Israel might ratify first to satisfy Egypt’s
concerns. There was a question raised as to guomi of using the WMD Free Zone as a bargaining
chip in a area where political leadership couldehayprofound impact.

A question was posed that if neither Israel norEgpytends to test a nuclear weapon, is it readertab
hold the CTBT hostage to political dissatisfactasising from the regional setting? This was put in
contrast with the situation in South Asia. Howe¥eym another perspective, it was recognized ttiette
is a degree of political normalization in Southa&gihich does not exist in the Middle East.

Provisional Entry Into Force

A controversial idea was raised as to when it miighhecessary to think about provisional entry into
force of the treaty, and whether or not the ArtXl¥ conferences could do more work on this. For
example, one possibility posed was whether ortngbuld be useful to move forward with provisional
entry into force if all other Annex 2 countriesrsignd ratify, except for one (such as the DPRK)M&
participants worried about the impact of leaviriglack hole’ and questioned why it is impossible to
think such a hole might not be able to be block€dere is a concern of the impact on the reginaig-
term stability, and the sustainability of the NPWe begin to think in these terms.

Anticipating possible stumbling blocks

Concerns were raised in our consultations as togled for further consideration of the questiotoas
what to do if a state tests or claims it will contla limited number of tests before ratifying. Jhias
highlighted as a weak spot in the current climaéhat disincentives to CTBT EIF would this raiselan
how should such a situation be handled were quesidentified as needing further exploration.

Conclusion

As can be seen from the above very initial seleatiopossible activities, there are many ways thpu
forward toward the goal of Entry Into Force of tB€BT. It is essential that the international conmity
step back from this idea of a ‘chicken or egg’ scén There are avenues that can be pursued which
emphasize mutuality of interests and that can eraatynergy on these issues. More work is needed t
push these sorts of approaches forward, both iokT2aand inter-governmental fora.

Pugwash would like to thank the many foundatiomsegnments, and individuals who have shared their
resources and expertise with us during this progaa we look forward to continuing our discussions
the lead up to the 2010 NPT Review Conference aydrial.

Please share any feedback on the above points.

Prof. Paolo Cotta-Ramusino, Secretary General (Raotta@mi.infn.it
Sandra lonno Butcher, Senior Program Coordinatbuisher@earthlink.ngt
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