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ing place over a Comprehensive NPT, the NNWS clearly considered Conference will in turn affect future
Test Ban Treaty (CTBT). As a CTBT to be a critical future goal; CTBT negotiations.

stated by John D. Holum, Director progress toward that goal would go  This article discusses the relation-
of the United States Arms Control a long way toward encouraging the ship between these two regimes—
and Disarmament Agency (ACDA), indefinite extension of the NPT. the CTBT and the NPT—yprincipally
the aim of these negotiations is to As the NPT Extension Confer- from the perspective of the CTBT
reach a treaty that will “bring an end ence approaches, the extent of thes@egotiations. Therefore, the issues
to all nuclear explosions—period. No linkages will be tested. Among the at the root of this analysis are:
thresholds. No exceptions.” NNWS, there is general dissatisfac- « what are the historical linkages

From April 17 to May 12, 1995, a tion with the pace at which the between the NPT and the CTBT?
Review and Extension Conference nuclear weapons states (NWS) are e« what is the current status of the
will be held in New York to deter- meeting their NPT obligationto pur-  CTBT negotiations, and what are
mine the fate of the nuclear Non- sue “nuclear disarmament.Per- the key unresolved issues?
Proliferation Treaty (NPT). At this haps the key criterion for meeting this < if a CTBT is not ready for sig-
critical conference, participants will objective has been a CTBT. There- nature by the NPT Extension Con-
decide whether to extend the NPT fore, if a CTBT is opened for signa-  ference, how might this affect the
indefinitely, for a fixed period, or for ture by the NPT Review and Exten- conference?
a series of fixed periods. sion Conference, it will promote the ¢ how might the outcome of the

Itis not just coincidence that criti- primary U.S. objective for the = NPT Extension Conference affect
cal junctures for both the NPT and a NPT—an indefinite extension. How-  future CTBT negotiations?
potential CTBT are appearing on the ever, it is unlikely that the CTBT will This article examines the long-
arms control landscape at the samebe ready for signature by that time. term prospects for a CTBT and fo-
time. Even before the NPT entered Given the priority of a CTBT among cuses on three possible NPT Con-
into force, these two regimes were NNWS signatories to the NPT, this ference outcomes: a decision to ex-
inextricably linked by the non- failure could affect the outcome of tend the treaty indefinitely, a deci-
nuclear weapon states (NNWS). Inthe NPT Conference significantly. sion to extend the treaty for a series

I n Geneva, negotiations are tak-the negotiations leading up to the Likewise, the outcome of the NPT
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of fixed periods, or a decision to re-

The NPT allowed for four review

cess the conference in order to re-conferences leading up to the 25-
convene after specific objectives areyear NPT Extension Conferente.
realized. Other outcomes are pos-The CTBT was clearly a major con-
sible, but these may be the most plau-sideration at each of these:

sible. Each has different implications
for a potential CTBT regime.

CTBT AND NPT: ANHISTORIC
RELATIONSHIP

The roots of the relationship be-
tween the CTBT and the NPT can
be traced to the early stages of the
NPT negotiations. Two analysts,
who have examined the NPT nego-
tiating record, note that a recurring
issue was whether specific bench-
marks should be included in the
treaty, in order to gauge the progress
of the NWS toward halting the arms
race. They note that: “...in address-
ing this issue, the Non-Aligned Eight
[countries participating in the nego-
tiations] agreed on a new memoran-
dum listing specific proposals for tan-
gible steps to halt the arms race.
These included a ban on nuclear test-
ing."

Ultimately, specific steps to gauge
progress toward meeting disarma-
ment obligations weraot included
in the NPT. What ultimately
emerged from the negotiations is
codified in Article VI, which states:

Each 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 disarma-
ment[...F

Article VI does not mention mea-
sures to gauge movement toward
these objectives. Butitis clear from
the negotiating record that a ban on
nuclear testing has been a litmus test
for the NNWS since before the
treaty’s inception.

* At the 1975 conference, a final
declaration, reached by consensus,
contained “recommendations” for
a CTBT and other arms control
measures aimed at fulfilling Article
VI obligations. However, the con-
ference president made clear that
the NNWS “impatiently await con-

ference, the NNWS, led by Miguel
Marin-Bosch of Mexico, sought a
direct linkage between a CTBT
and the 1995 NPT Conference,
which the NWS resisted. The
United States and the United King-
dom suggested that alternate test
restraints (such as quotas on the
number of tests, and thresholds on
their size) could be endorsed as
useful steps, but this proved un-
acceptable to the NNWS.

In short, two of the four review

crete and binding results of ongo- conferences ended without a final
ing [U.S.-Soviet arms control] document, at least in part due to the
negotiations....The comprehensive contentious CTBT issue.

test ban is clearly recognized asa The importance of a CTBT to the
most decisive element in these NPT was recently manifested at the
efforts.” Third Prepcom (September 12-16,
* In 1980, no compromise docu- 1994) held in preparation for the 1995
ment was reached. It was the Review and Extension Conference
view of the non-aligned NPT (the fourth and final planned
members that the NWS were fail- Prepcom occurred in January 1995,
ing to live up to Article VI, and a too late for inclusion in this article).
CTBT was again singled out, even At the third Prepcom, which was
though substantial progress washighly contentious in many respects,
being made in the trilateral CTBT the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM)
negotiations between the United produced a document (generally re-
States, the Soviet Union, and Greatferred to as “Document 13") that
Britain. enumerated a number of actions that
*In 1985, a compromise final would contribute to the successful
document was realized. The non-outcome of the review and exten-
aligned states criticized the NWS sion conference of the NPT, pro-
for their failure to achieve a test vided “substantial progresswas
ban. The U.S. position was re- made toward their realization.
flected in the final document lan- Prominent on this list was a CTBT:
guage, which noted that “certain The conclusion of a [CTBT]

states Party to the Treaty, while remains one of the highest
committed to the goal of an effec- priority objectives of the in-

i e : ternational community....a
tively verifiable comprehensw_e target date must be set to
Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty, consid- conclude the negotiations on
ered deep and verifiable reductions ~ CTBT prior to the 1995

in existing arsenals of nuclear

NPT Review and Extension
. R conference. The conclusion
weapons as the highest priority (in
meeting Article VI).®

of a CTBT would decisively
benefit the outcome of the
« Finally, in 1990, the review con- said conference.
ference again broke down withthe | this document, the NAM went
delegates unable to compromisepeyond calling for progress on a
on a final document. At this con- CTBT, demanding theconclusiofi
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of negotiations. This may prove im-
possible prior to the 1995 NPT Ex-
tension Conference, buistpossible
that substantial progress will be
made.

THECTBT NEGOTIATIONS

Background and Organization

On November 19, 1993, the First
Committee of the U.N. General As-

sembly approved by consensus a

resolution calling for CTBT negotia-

CD Groupings

East Eur.
Western States &
States & Group of 21
Others
Others
Bulgaria Algena_ Indonesia N|g_er|a Australia  Italy
Argentina Iran Pakistan .
Hungary ; Belgium Japan
Brazil Kenya Peru e
Poland : ; Britain Netherlands
. Cuba Mexico Sri Lanka .
Romania . : Canada United States
. Egypt Mongolia Yugoslavia
Russian Ay France
. Ethiopia Morocco Venezuela
Federation . . Germany
India Myanmar Zaire
Figure A

tions. This was remarkable because The “Group of 21” consists of the of Mexico, a long-time proponent of
none of the NWS resisted this reso-non-aligned nations. In addition, a CTBT. (Figure B below shows
lution. On January 25, 1994, the there is a substantial number of non-the organization of the Ad Hoc Com-
Conference on Disarmament (CD) yoting observer states that partici- mittee.)

re-established its Ad Hoc Commit- pate in CD deliberations but have no  The Chair of the Ad Hoc Com-
tee on a Nuclear Test Ban and agreedote on formal decisions. These in- mittee is supported by two working
upon a mandate to begin CTBT ne- cjyde key states that the internationalgroups, which in turn are supported

gotiationst?

o community would like to see “cap-
The CTBT negotiations currently tyred” by a CTBT, including Israel,
inVOlve 37 nations. Of these, 35 are North Korea’ and |raq_ Currently’

divided into three groups, and two, the Yugoslavian seat is unfilled.

China and Sweden, are independent The chairman of the Ad Hoc
Committee is Miguel Marin-Bosch

(see Figure Aabove).

by a number of Friends of the Chair.
Work on verification within the CD
is centered around the Group of Sci-
entific Experts (GSE), chaired by Ola
Dahlman of Sweden. The GSE,
which is developing a prototype veri-

Organization of Ad Hoc Committee on a Nuclear Test Ban
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fication system for the CTBT, works on a test ban?® weapons, including seeing to
closely with Marin-Bosch and with The U.S. objection to a direct ﬁglei)alt[Jility...?/vaHi%F]yshoulgrt])g
the Working Group on Verification; linkage reflects the view that “both ﬁerm_itted under a compre-
however, the GSE does not answerthe Non-Proliferation Treaty and the ensive test bafi.
directly to either (hence the dotted comprehensive testban standontheir =om the U.S. perspective, there-
lines on Figure B). own two feet.®® In other words, fore, there is a clear line between
Separate discussions are con-neither should be held hostage to thedevelopment and disarmament. Con-
ducted by the five nuclear weaponsother. ceivably, one way in which the lat-
states: the United States, Russia, the A second major objective for the ., objective could be reached is to
People's Republic of China, France, United States is to have a CTBT that
and Great Britain. (They are also contains robust monitoring provisions.
sometimes referred to as the P-5,In other words, prior to its entry into
because of their status as permanentorce, the CTBT must have a com- igi of keeping these weapons in the
representatives to the U.N. Security prehensive monitoring regime that stockpile increases. The U.S. posi-
Council.) These discussions tend tohas a high probability of detecting and i, is that the treaty shouftbt be
focus on CTBTscope—that is, the identifying an underground nuclear designed to impede the maintenance
specific activities either permitted or weapon test explosion. of the current stockpile.
prohibited by the treaty. A key U.S.  Third, the United States wants a Thus, when Ambassador Holum
objective has been to keep the NWStreaty that is universal—it should not ¢;+ad that the United States “intends
unified to the extent possible. Prin- only apply to the P-5, but to all na- bring an end to all nuclear explo-
cipally, this is because the United tions. This objective is critical for sions, period,” he appeared to be ad-
States believes that a CTBT mustthe United States because it sees Jancing a formula that was designed
have the support of all five of the CTBT as primarily a nonprolifera-
NWS._ Howg\_/er, it is becoming in- tion tool, throw!ng a_roadblock into yield limit for allowable tests), and to
creasingly difficult to keep the NWS the path of nations intent on devel- permit means other than underground
together, as progress on resolving dif-oping nuclear weapons. In addition, ,,~1aar testing, such as hydronuclear
ferences remains slow. a universal treaty provides a MeanSgyperiments (HNEs). Such experi-
- to include in the regime the three mants would allow the United States
U.S. Objectives fora CTBT and ‘threshold” - states—Israel, India, 1, continuously monitor the viability
Contrasting Views and Pakistan. of the strategic stockpile. The United

It is useful to consider what et ; ;
The United States places a prior- ) Co States does not consider such experi-
on the U.S. list of objectives: disar- ments, which release only a minute

ity on achieving a CTBT at the “ear- .
y g mament. Broadly defined, there can 5\ qunt of nuclear energy, to be “ex-

liest possible time:* This is not, o three objectives for a CTBT: to plosions.™

however, an endorsement of the con- . .
' impede the proliferation of nuclear
cept that a CTBT should be con- p P In contrast, many of the NNWS

) weapons; to prevent the development, . j: :
cluded or opened for signature by the p P PMentyajieve that nuclear disarmament

of new nuclear capabilities; and to - "
1995 NPT Extension Conference. s. .. ' should be the first priority of a CTBT.
facilitate the process of disarma- thage contrasting perspectives are

Rather, the U.S. objective is to make :
: ment. The United States wholly en- vividly seen in two documents, both

as much progress as possible on g, ses the first objective, accepts theproduced at about the exact same
CTBT by that time. This policy ac- ‘seqond, but does not by any Me&aNJoint in the negotiations. One state-
knowledges that, while the United g :

subscribe to the third. The U.S. po- :
States does not endorse a direct link- PO"ment, dated March 15, 1994, is from

sition was clearly stated by Ambas- : :
age, it recognizes that many other Naw qor Hojum m Xugust - 3’994: an issues brief released by the U.S.

make maintenance of current stock-
piles (which relies on nuclear test-
ing) more difficult. Over time, the

to reject the notion of a threshold (a

tions do, and that “the atmosphere o Arms Control and Disarmament
would be more conducive to abroad ~ The dividing line for the ne- Agency (ACDA):

. . gotiations is between devel- , .
agreement to extend indefinitely and opment of new weapons, The United States believes
unconditionally the NPT if substan- \l/)vhich shoulﬁ be _prohlbi'%ed wiﬁtggrgerxgﬁfgﬁgﬁoﬂﬂ

i y a comprehensive test ban, €p
tial progress has been made by then and maintenance of existing further constraining the
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spread of nuclear wea- NWS Views on CTBT Issues
pons[...].ThE U.S. will con-
tinue to take appropriate ; ;
SE ep S"f'-tg ensure ahhl gh :¢ avel ISSUE uU.S. Russia | China UK. France
of confidence in the safety . .
andl reli%bility of the U.S. Preparations/Test Stes |~ NO No No No No
nuclear deterrent. Threshod No NG NG NG No
However, a March 22 statement y————
H 113 ” u

frorg the non-aligned “Group of 21 Experiments Yes Yes No Yes Yes

reads:
The (_:og_clusion t())lf a CTBT Definfions No No ves No No
is an indispensable measure .
to put an enddto thehnucle%r Peaceful Nuc. Explosions No No? Yes No No
arms race and to achieve the .
complete elimination of those Security Assurances No No Yes No No
weapons. A CTBT should _
not be seen merely as a non- No First Use No No Yes No No
proliferation agreement but
as an agreement that can Safety Tests No No No Yes Yes
contribute to nuclear disar-
mament®

Figure C
This dichotomy is at the root of
many of the challenges in success-and the four other nuclear weaponsKingdom) has urged that such tests

fully negotiating a CTBT (as well as states. For example, only Chinabe permitted—say once every five
the NPT): fundamentally different Wants the following measures: years or so—in order to ensure that
perspectives with regard to what the hydronuclear experiments to be pro- stockpile safety and reliability stan-
treaty is to achieve. hibited; a "nuclear test" to be spe- dards are being maintain&d.This
cifically defined in the treaty; and is an unpopular position within the
Views of Other Nuclear Weapons States  peaceful nuclear explosions (PNEs)CD and points to the unique chal-
to be permitted® Additionally, China lenges associated with bringing
In the first year of negotiations, is alone in suggesting that a CTBT France into a CTBT regime.
issues related to scope were mainlyshould directly track with, and possi- ~ While China stands alone on many
discussed in the separate NWS disly incorporate, negotiations over of the substantive CTBT issues,
cussions. Figure C above showsgther politically-sensitive issues, such France may prove to be the ultimate
NWS perspectives on these issues.as negative security assurances anabstacle to realizing a CTBT (assum-
All five of the NWS agree that no-first-use clauses. China’s de- ing that the NNWS will not accept a
the CTBT should not be a threshold c|ared rationale for these positions isCTBT that does not include all five
treaty, meaning that no nuclear testthat a CTBT needs to be consideredNWS). France is an extremely re-
explosion should be permitted at any as one of a series of measures aimedlictant partner in these negotiations,
level. (This leaves aside the ques-at halting proliferation and leading to with CTBT support within the cur-
tion of what defines a nuclear test eyentual nuclear disarmament. rent government almost solely rest-
explosion.) Similarly, none of the Chinais the only NWS to argue from ing with French President Francois
NWS advocates closing down its test 3 disarmament perspectite How-  Mitterand. French elections are
sites—a view held by Iran, and other ever, China also has explicitly stated scheduled for May 1995, and the
non-aligned staté$.The view of the  that it will not join a CTBT regime prospects of a Gaullist victory are
NWS is that maintaining a capacity that takes effect prior to 1996, so growing (particularly in the aftermath
to reconstitute a test program, if many of these positions may prove of Jacques Delor’s decision not to
needed, is fully within their rights and to be delaying tacticX. seek the nomination of the Social
enhances their deterrent capabilities. The bottom row in Figure C re- Democratic Party). Both of the lead-
However, on the third through the fers to full-scale underground nuclearing Gaullist candidates, Eduard
seventh issues given in Figure C,tests for safety purposes. FranceBalladur and Jacques Chirac, sup-
there is disagreement between Chingwith some backing from the United port renewed nuclear testing. How
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a Gaullist victory will affect France’'s United States' position is that eachand draw on the resources of the
positions in the CTBT negotiations of the above elements must be inlAEA.?®> An independent agency
(and in upholding Mitterand’s current place at that tim&. Russia and some might more successfully draw upon
testing moratorium) may affect fu- other states have sought a more evointernational expertise in seismology
ture French participation significantly. lutionary approach, suggesting thatand the other necessary technologies.
the treaty's entry into force should Moreover, the IAEA has little prac-
Additional Key Issues not be held hostage to the realizationtical experience with CTBT verifi-
of strict verification standards at the cation technology requirements.
outset. In this view, verification can However, there may be cost efficien-

many other concerns—such as ré-q imnroved over time. There are cies with relying on the IAEA.
guirements for CTBT monitoring and now suggestions that at the

entry into force—remain to be re- jyiarsessionals, Russia has movedrhe Roling Text

solved. With regard to monitoring, it y,yarq the U.S. position but the is- _
is now generally agreed that CTBT sue does not yet appear to be com- Progress on resolving many of
monitoring will be based on the fol- pletely decided? these issues has been slow. A “vi-
lowing elements: Another important unresolved is- sion text"—that is, a text with only a
« seismology, which will be the sue concerns CTBT entry into force: nominal number of brackets sur-
core of the monitoring system, to many ideas have been advocated.rounding the text, and reflecting a
detect and identify seismic signals Based on the contents of a rolling fairly well-developed treaty—was
released by an underground CTBT text submitted to the U.N. anticipated from Chairman Marin-
nuclear explosion; General Assembly in September Bosch last year at the conclusion of
* radionuclide measurement, to 1994, the challenge will be to come the second round of CTBT negotia-
collect and measure the emissionup with a formula that incorporates tions. However, this was delayed
of radionuclide debris into the at- all five of the NWS (and ideally the due to his inability to muster support
mosphere; three threshold states), without pr:\r_for such a text from the various CD
« infrasound measurement, to de'mitting any one state to hold the factions. On the basis of a U.S. sug-
tect and provide a general loca- treaty's entry into force “hostage.” gestion, a “rolling text” was compiled
tion of the source of atmospheric No state could prevent the treaty'sthat was organized into three sec-
shock waves produced by the air tions: unbracketed text reflecting sub-
blasts from atmospheric nuclear stantial agreement; heavily bracketed
explosions; text reflecting the disparate views of
* hydroacoustic measuring, which CTBT negotiating delegations; and
would complement the seismic countries on the International Atomic & third section containing various
system in detecting oceanic earth-Energy Agency's (IAEA) “list” of states’ position papers and working
guakes, and serve as the primarys,[(,i,[es with nuclear energy programs,papers' The first section is nine
means to identify explosions in the or a certain percentage thereof. ThePages long; the second, reflecting
oceans; and idea of a percentage is useful be.areas of difference, is about 85
* on-site inspections, which will cause it prevents any state fromPages.
support the monitoring regime, and holding the regime hostage. On the A U.N. First Committee Resolu-
be an important confidence-build- tion dated November 1, 1994, noted
ing measuré? the “positive and substantial contri-
All states recognize that the back- butions to the elaboration of the roll-
bone of the regime will be seismol- CTBT implementing regime. Two ing text.””® However, the heavily
ogy and radionuclide measurement,proposmS have currency within the bracketed second section of the roll-
supported by on-site inspections. CD: relying primarily on the IAEA ing text suggests that progress has
However, there is disagreementfor CTBT monitoring, or establish- been slower than anticipated. It will
within the CD over how strict the require a major effort by key negoti-
verification regime needs to be at the ating parties, or dramatic leadership
time of CTBT entry into force. The on the part of a few, to move the

Beyond scope-related issues

entry into force by opting not to join

the regime. One apparently popular
option is the Russian proposal to re-
guire signature from the 60-plus

other hand, it raises the risk that key
states may not join the regime.
A third major issue concerns the

ing an independent agency specifi-
cally to support the CTBT. That new
agency could be located in Vienna
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text forward—particularly if there is a vision text were introduced, it could 1995), the beginning of new negotia-
any chance of having a CTBT open dramatically change the tenor of the tions on strategic arms reductions, or
for signature by the 1995 NPT Ex- Extension Conference. a joint statement on security assur-
tension Conference. Substantial progressiight entail ances. A significant joint statement
The second session of CTBT ne-any number of stes/ the NW$at  on nuclear policy that addressed a
gotiations began in January 1995.would move the CTBT along. These wide range of NNWS concerns could
Intersessional CTBT negotiations might include measurable progressalso prove beneficial.
were held from November 28 to on key divisive issues, such as veri- In evaluating these options, itis im-
December 16, 1994. At these talks,fication and entry into force. Indi- portantto recallthata CTBT will not,
progress was reported to be slow,vidual NWS could drop unpopular in and of itself, determine the fate of
and, it does not appear that a CTBTpositions, such as China's currentin-the NPT Extension Conference.
will be realized by the spring confer- sistence on permitting PNEs. Deci- Progress on any number of initiatives,
ence. There are too many issues outsions over the nature of the imple- such as a fissile material cutoff,
standing, and there is also the chal-menting agency could be made. Thenegative and/or positive security as-
lenge of bringing along France and P-5 might produce a joint statementsurances, or a no-first-use pledge,
China, neither of whom want to rush committing to a CTBT by the end of will also affect the outcome. In this
the process. 1996. These steps might also changeontext, it is probably the case that:

the tenor of the negotiations.
Movementwould essentially be
moderate progress from the current
_ state of affairs, but little more than
From the perspective of the 5 1t is assumed that thesdl be
NNWS, the CTBT negotiations may g me progress. The NWS recognize

be at any of three junctures by they,e importance of the CTBT to the
April 1995 NPT Extension Confer-  g,ansion Conference, and even if a
ence. These can be _characterlzeqreaty cannot be realized by April,
as success, substantial Progress, tha NWS want some movement to
and movement point to. Thus, movement could be

Successvould connote the CoNn- aqacted by a joint statement from
clusion of a CTBT ready for signa- yhe NS reaffirming their commit-

ture by the April 1995 NPT Confer- ment to a CTBT or a joint NWS
ence. ltis possible,forexample,thatagreemem on some of the less
the United States might submit a vi- prominent (but nonetheless impor-

sion text, to exert leadership in the tant) CTBT issues, such as: the com-
negotiations, enforce the seriousnes%)osition of the executive aéency re-
of the U.S. commitment to a CTBT, nqiple for CTBT implementation,

and rally support within the CB.  he degree to which the implement-
However, the United States would i oy will conduct analysis of data

rlsI§ al_lenatmg China and France, or rely on analyses provided by mem-
which it does notwantto do. Asan p. ciates or the processing of on-

alternative, Chairman Marin-Bosch
could produce a vision text that has Moves outside of the CD could

the U.S. backing; but he seems re-a1so have an impact on the April
luctant to take this step. Absent suchNPT Conference. For example

an action by either the United Statespagjgents Clinton and Yeltsin could
or Marin-Bosch, it is difficult to see jointly announce an indefinite con-

how a treaty ready for signature iy ation of their current testing

°°“'9' be produced prior to the EX'_ moratoria (the U.S. moratorium cur-
tension Conference. Nonetheless, 'frently is set to expire in September

CTBT PROGRESS AND THENPT
EXTENSION CONFERENCE

site inspection requests.

The Nonproliferation Review/Winter 1995

« Of the options described above,
succesin the CTBT negotiations
will supersede in importance all of
the other initiatives just mentioned.
In other words, success on the
CTBT combined with moderate—
or even no—progress on the other
issues may still resultin a vote for
indefinite NPT extension, given
the importance of the CTBT to the
NNWS.

» Substantial progressnay be
sufficient for procuring indefinite
extension, largely because most of
the NNWS perceive the NPT as
overwhelmingly in their interests.
The NNWS derive numerous ben-
efits from access to nuclear tech-
nology and from the regional sta-
bility that the NPT brings. Many
of the currently undecided NNWS
may therefore decide that “sub-
stantial progress” is sufficient and
vote for indefinite extension.

» However, anything short sfic-
cessleaves open the possibility
that many of the NNWS will ar-
gue at the Extension Conference
that a vote for indefinite extension
in the absence of a CTBT re-
moves the pressure from the NWS
to complete the CTBT negotia-
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single fixed period: destabi-
lizing and undermining the
present non-proliferation
norm without the security of
effective alternatives,
thereby refueling the
nuclear arms race.

tions. Therefore, it may behoove Extension Conference to pressure
the NWS to move more quickly the NWS into meeting their Article
on other issues, such as the provi-VI obligations, without posing undue
sion of harmonized security assur- risks to the NPT regime. A vote for
ances, or agreeing on a mandatea fixed period would be antithetical
for fissile material cutoff negotia- to that objective.

tions, which have long been onthe  That leaves two options: indefinite ~ However, if the agreed periods
NNWS agenda. extension or a series of fixed peri- were too long, the NNWS may con-
« Movemenmay prove problem- ods. From the NNWS perspective, clude that they will lose any lever-
atical, particularly if no vision text some formula under the latter option @age over the NWS. But there are
is offered. Even if the NWS of- may be viewed as offering the bestalso questions as to how and whether
fer a schedule for completing the opportunities for exerting leverage on Specific objectives can be legally
CTBT negotiations, there may be the NWS, while still endorsing the decided. Nonetheless, this option
overwhelming skepticism about NPT. One approach that appears tomight prove attractive to the NNWS,
the prospects for keeping to the have some support among theif they refuse to support indefinite
schedule. Progress on issues suctNNWS is what George Bunn has extension.

as fissile material cutoff or secu- deemed a “rolling option”™: the treaty ~ There is a third option that may
rity assurances would have to bewould be extended for a series ofalso attract NNWS support: to re-
substantial. However, the short fixed periods. At the end of each cess the conference, until greater
time left before the NPT Exten- period, the treaty would automatically progress (from the NWS) is
sion Conference may make it dif- roll over into the next fixed period achieved. Nigerian Ambassador
ficult to achieve substantial unlessthe parties decide to vote to Isaac Ayewah, Chairman of the third
progress. As a result, other op-terminate the treaty. As Bunn ar- Prepcom, has specifically hinted that

tions for the NPT, as discussed gues: this is a possibility* This is a high-

below, might begin to look more (this) option could include a risk option for the NNWS. What if

attractive to the NNWS.

THENPT REVIEWAND EXTENSION
CONFERENCE

Article X.2 of the NPT states that
at the 1995 NPT Review and Ex-
tension Conference, treaty signato-
ries shall decide “whether the treaty
shall continue in force indefinitely, or
shall be extended for an additional
fixed period or periods.” There is no
option to terminate the NPT. A vote
to extend the treaty by a single fixed
period (say, two years) would risk
killing the NPT, unless that fixed pe-
riod was quite long—say, 50 years.
But in that case, whatever short-term
benefits the NNWS hoped to gain
are lost, so such a vote is not likely.

The vast majority of the NNWS
support the NPT and want to see it
continue. From their perspective, the
challenge is how best to use the 1995

vote by the parties in a re-
view conference toward the
end of each period on
whether to stop the other-
wise automatic continuation
of the treaty into the next

period. This would provide

enforcement for the nego-
tiations to halt the nuclear
arms race and move toward
nuclear disarmamefit.

server of the negotiations has note
one challenge will be to compromise
on an acceptable time period for the
“rolling” periods. From the perspec-

tive of the NWS:

If the fixed periods were too
short, it would be likely to

have the same effect as a

conditions are not met? Would the
NNWS be willing to risk the NPT
on the possibility that even good faith
efforts on the part of the NWS could
fail to result in the desired gains?
There is also some question with re-
spect to the legality of this option
because recessing the conference is
not specifically stated as an option in

There are now suggestions thatArticle X.2. Nonetheless, there may

Venezuela is considering introducing
a resolution that would be similar to
Bunn's “rolling option.?® But, the

rolling option is not without concerns.

As Rebecca Johnson. a close Ob_tial “front-runners” for the NPT Ex-
d tension Conference: indefinite exten-

be some support for a recess, par-

ticularly if the 1995 NPT Extension

Conference grows acrimonious.
Thus, three options seem poten-

sion, the rolling option, and a recess.
Each of these has different implica-
tions for the future of the CTBT, as
well as risks for the NNWS. These
are summarized in Figure D.
Nothing in the above discussion
suggests that the NWS should retreat
from the objective of indefinite ex-
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tension. However, realizing that ob- AFTER THENPT CONFERENCE— achieving an indefinite extension
jective by only a slim margin could EFFECT ONCTBTNEGOTIATIONS would facilitate the realization of a
pose challenges for the long-term CTBT. In any case, the United King-

health of the NPT. Many of the It is worth considering how the dom conducts its tests at the Nevada
NNWS may begin to lose confidence three NPT outcomes just discussedtest site and cannot resume testing
in the treaty, and the long-term vi- may affect the future of the CTBT ynless the United States does. That
ability of the regime could be shaken. hegotiations. No outcome can bejs not likely to occur any time soon.
Conversely, a “rolling option” (as- Predicted with certainty; indeed, be- | jke the United States, Russia
suming a compromise number of cause only a majority is needed for strongly supports a CTBand in-
years for each period, say in the 15-any option to pass, organized NNWS definite NPT extension. Accordingly,
to 20-year range, could be agreedcould conceivably push through any an indefinite extension would only
upon), if realized by a near-consen-choice at all. This could spell trouble reinforce their commitment to the
sus vote or an overwhelming major- for attaining indefinite extension.  CTBT negotiations. As for China,
ity, could reaffirm the international ~ However, the view of the NNWS  there is no reason to doubt that the
community’s support for the NPT, thatindefinite NPT extension would Chinese will be ready to join a CTBT
provide sufficient breathing room for irreparably inhibit future progress on exactly when they claim: after they
the NWS, and still allow the NNwS @ CTBT is questionable at best. In- complete their current series of tests
to exert leverage on the NWS. deed, the United Kingdom has sug-in late 1996. This formulation has
Therefore, the NWS may have to gested that exactly the opposite is thejjttie to do with how the NPT Exten-
confront this question: is it better to ¢ase, supporting a type of "reversesjon Conference is resolved. Thus,
realize indefinite extension by a slim linkage” and stating that “the pros- the big question remains France,
majority or accept a reasonable com-Pect of indefinite extension of the whose position is largely a reflection
promise (the rolling option) by a large NPT will be an important factor in  of internal French politics and con-
majority, or perhaps even a consen-convincing us that we can confidently cerns about their modernization re-
sus? This may prove to leema- Move towards the conclusion of a quirements. In other words, France
jor issue for the United States as theCTBT.”*? remains a question mar&gardless
NPT Extension Conference nears.  Thus, from the U.K. perspective, of the outcome of the NPT Exten-

Possible Outcomes of NPT Extension Conference

Indefinite Extension Rolling Option Recess

NPT extended NPT extended for X

indefinitely reqardless of number of years; Adjourn NPT Conference
Summary of Option rouress ir): otrgler fora automatic renewal until CTBT and other
E)NV\?S osition) unless there is a vote to | objectives are realized
P terminate
Secures NPT benefits, Provides a way to
Advantages (from including access to continue to pressure the |Puts immediate pressure
NAM Perspective) nuclear energy for NWS with respect to on NWS
peaceful purposes Article VI
Risks (from NAM Removes pressures from Short period could kill Could backfire,
. : CTBT and other Article VI | especially if particular
P NWS to negotiate CTBT P yip
erspectwe) 9 activities conditions are attached

Best option; CTBT and Mav be acceptable as Unacceptable; firm
Likely NWS View NPT should not be linked Y <P statement of support for
a compromise
anyway NPT needed

Figure D
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sion Conference. If anything, French CTBT talks. Worse, a recess would variation of the rolling option may be

participation in future CTBT talks is logically be accompanied by specific worth considering in that context.

likely to be encouraged by indefinite demands from the NNWS—regard-

extension, rather than the oppositeless of whether they have the legal

(indeed, France has even endorsedight to make such demands. This, _

the British “reverse linkage”). would cloud the future of the NPT e a0t moul e e ko o the
However, future CTBT negotia- regime, and could further exacerbatestimson Center, and Rebecca Johnson of the

tions could be jeopardized if an in- the challenges of negotiating a ACRONYM Consortium for useful exchanges
of views, during the time this paper was pre-

definite NPT extension is achieved CTBT. pared.

by only a slim majority. If certain 2 Remarks of the Honorable John D. Holum,

NNWS begin to hint at Withdrawing CONCLUSION Director, United States Arms Control and Dis-
. armament Agency, to the Conference on Dis-

from the NPT, or even initiate such armament, Geneva, August 4, 1994, ("Holum

a drastic step, certain NWS may While the prospect for a com- remarks).
begin to rethink their participation in pleted CTBT text by April 1995 is @ The term nuclear weapons state (N\WS) comes

dim. U.S. obiectives for the NPT from the NPT, which defines an NWS as “one
T ] which has manufactured and exploded a nuclear

Review and Extension Conference weapon or other nuclear explosive device prior
may nonetheless be attainable. U.Sto January 1, 1967." Treaty on the Non-

. . Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, Article
leaderShlp must continue to pUSh theIX.3, reprinted in Arms Control and Disarma-

Adoption of the rolling option could C.TBT process, while seriously co.n- ment AgencyArms Control and Disarmament
beneficial to the CTBT talks. Sidering other steps that would rein- AgreementgWashington, D.C., 1990, p. 98.
prove benetficial to the talks. 4 In George Bunn and Roland M. Timerbaev,

However, it is essential that the onrce| th\?l pe(;ﬁeption (ar_]rdhrea“ty) of "‘:I\_lucleNar :Disarlrfament:PHovy Mgch I?haveNthe
timeframe for the successive peri- Article VI adherence. These stepsFive Nuclear Powers Promised in the Non-

ods be sufficient to ensure that thismight include harmonized nuclear Proliferation Treaty?” (Lawyers Alliance for

i World Security,et al, June 1994), p.6.
outcome of the 1995 Extension Con- SECUMYY assurances, agreement On rreaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nucear
ference could only be interpreted as? man_da_te for fissile ma'FerlaI .CUtOﬁ mﬁaﬁﬁg SI5isAeszlr?":aem\thripg”enrfgc/iAlrrrllsA rén;nt(?gln-
a strong endorsement of the NpTn€gotiations, a dramatic Clinton- .4 pisarmament Agreements, op. dit.,98.
regime. The NWS will probably de- Yeltsin gnnouncement with regard to Z()T;Zr:gi‘ccegl¥i,vzheel\;lr:STarffgruitrreec;ton:mr:eviim
mand that each rolling period be at strategic arms_c_onf[rol, or .any of the force, andallowedyfor additional rei//iew c{)n-
least 10 years, and perhaps as man{/ﬂ'umber of initiatives discussed fere_nces to be ;cheduled every fiv<_e years, if
as 25, in order to conclude that aabove, desired by a majority of NPT signatories. NPT,

: Article VIII.3, in ACDA, Arms Control and
strong endorsement of the NPT was__1he ideal outcome for the 1995 i ) e ementsp. cit

achieved. Absent such an endorse NPT Review and Extension Confer- 7 gunn and Timerbaewp. cit, p. 10.
) 8 Final Declaration by the Third Review con-

: ence is, of course, indefinite exten-
ment, NWS enthusiasm for a CTBT ference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-

could be threatened. sion, and it is ser_15|ble that the U"_Q"'proliferation of Nuclear WeaponsSeptember
Finally, with regard to a recess, it government continue to support this 21, 1985, quoted in Bunn and Timerbaep,

. . iti _cit., p. 11.
is hard to see how this outcome couldPOSItion and attempt to marshall sup-; Document NPT/Conf.1995/PC.111/13, Sub-

be anything but damaging to the por_t f.OI’ it. In the final analysis, ir?' mitted by the Indonesian Delegation to the
CTBT negotiations. The only way definite extension should be obtain- Third NPT Preparatory Committee, Septem-

the NWS would realistically agree able, assuming at least moderatg’®" 14 1994, ‘on behalf of the Group of Non-

Aligned and Other States.”
to this option is if all other desirable movement toward a CTBT by the w0 The cD is a Geneva-based, multilateral arms
avenues were foreclosed. For ex-

1995 Extension Conference. How- cort1tro| negoti:lting ft(;]runcJ a_tssgcli\lattts-_d with, but
. . . autonomous itrom, e unite ations.

ample, if it appeared that the choice €Ver. whether it will prove possible

was this option, or a single fixed pe-

] M * Holum remarksjoc. cit

to achieve that objective by consen-:2 comments of U.S. Ambassador to the Con-
. . . sus—or even a wide marain—is |eSSference on Disarmament Steven Ledogar, July,
riod of short duration, this would prob- 9 1994, reprinted in “Northeast Asia Peace and
ably be chosen as the fallback posi-

certain. It may UItimately prove use- Security Network Daily Report,” Nautilus Pa-
tion. That would imply a great deal

the CTBT negotiations. Worse, the
states most likely to take such steps
may be those of most concern to the
NWS—for example, Iraf®

ful to consider other approaches thatcific Research, July 25, 1994.
. . ; 33 Holum remarksjoc. cit

of acrimony at the NPT Extension &/S0 endorse the NPT regime, but,,

Conference. which would not estab- which may be attainable by a wide s This is, however, a very contentious point

: " margin, or even a consensus. Somaevithin the arms control community. For a

lish a conducive atmosphere for the g useful discussion, see Annette Schaper, “The
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Problem of Definition: Just What is a Nuclear was first presented in a June 1993 Swedish Draft
Weapon Test?” in Eric Arnett, edimple- CTBT (CD/1202, CD/NTB/WP.19, June 3,
menting the Comprehensive Test Ban: New 1993). A subsequent Australian draft (approxi-
Aspects of Definition, Organization, and Veri- mately February 1994) emphasized the idea of
fication (Published for SIPRI by Oxford Uni- an independent agency. For a discussion of
versity Press, December, 1994). these alternatives, see Maurice A. Mallirhe

1 Some key elements of a ComprehensiveJune, 1993 Swedish Draft Comprehensive
Nuclear Test Ban TreatyGroup of 21 Working  Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty: Implications and Is-
Paper CD/1252, March 22, 1994. sues for NegotiationgMcLean, VA: Science

7 See, e.g., Rebecca Johnsehal, A Com- Applications International Corporation, Cen-
prehensive Test Ban: Disappointing Progress, ter for National Security Negotiations, March,
(Geneva, The Acronym Consortium, Septem- 1994).

ber, 1994), Acronym Booklet #3, p. 15. 26 U.N. First Committee Resolution, Agenda
18 In the current draft Rolling Text, there is an item 57: Comprehensive Test-Ban Treaty, A/
article submitted by China that provides an C.1/49/L22, November 1, 1994.

exemption for peaceful nuclear explosions. No %’ Rebecca Johnson, a consultant to the AC-
other CD member is known to support the RONYM Consortium, has argued that such a
Chinese position. The question mark by Rus- move by the United States is possible, and could
sia is due to reports that Russia may be recon-be done in a timely fashion. Rebecca Johnson,
sidering their position. conversations with author, November 13,
19 There is currently a moratorium on nuclear 1994.

testing being observed among four of the five 2 George BunnExtending the Non-Prolifera-
NWS—all but China. After its October 5, 1993, tion Treaty: Legal Questions Faced by the Par-
nuclear weapons test, China declared: “Chinaties in 1995(Washington, D.C.: American So-
has all along stood for the complete prohibi- ciety of International Law, October, 1994),
tion and thorough destruction of nuclear weap- p. 54.

ons and a comprehensive test ban in this con-?® Joseph Cirincione, “Third PrepCom High-
text.” Statement of the Government of the lights Uncertainties: NPT Showdown Ahead,”
People s Republic of China on the Question of Arms Control TodayDecember 1994), p. 3.
Nuclear Testinglundated, approximately Oc- According to Cirincione, “Venezuela favors
tober, 1993), from the National Capital News one 25-year extension followed by another
International Desk. This statement typifies extension conference, but most legal experts
Chinese rhetoric on the role of a CTBT (leav- are of the opinion that the treaty only pro-
ing aside the question of why the one NWS vides for one extension conferencébid, p.
that advocates nuclear disarmament is also the5.

only one that continues to test nuclear weap- % JohnsonDisappointing Progressop. cit,
ons). p. 29.

20 An interesting question is whether China 3! Cirincione,loc. cit, p. 6.

would join a regime that was opened for signa- %2 Statement by Sir Michael Weston, Leader of
ture by the 1995 NPT Extension Conference, the Delegation of the United Kingdom of Great
but did not actually enter into force until late Britain and Northern Ireland to the Confer-
1996 or later. A related question, therefore, is ence on Disarmament on a Comprehensive
whether such a regime could permit testing Test Ban Treaty, Tuesday, January 25, 1994,
until that time, and how that would play with p. 2.

the NNWS. 33 I[ran has spoken out strongly against the
2t Johnsonpp. cit., p. 14. NPT in general, and indefinite extension in
22 For a useful description of these technolo- particular. A typical Iranian statement reads
gies and others, see United States of America,as follows: “...the non-proliferation treaty is
Working PaperConcept for a Comprehensive simply outdated. It belongs to a different
Test Ban Treaty International Seismic Moni- era...The suggestion for an unconditional and
toring SystemConference on Disarmament, indefinite extension of the NPT is deeply
June 3, 1994, CD/NTB/WP.96. alarming as it implies permanent non-prolif-
23 The U.S. position is as follows: “While ac- eration, eroding further on already extremely
knowledging that technological progress over thin possibilities for nuclear disarmament.”
time should permit improvements in the qual- Iranian Ambassador Sirous Nasseri, Statement
ity of CTBT monitoring, the U.S. also be- to the Third NPT Prepcom, reprinted in
lieves that we should set high standards from Rebecca Johnsoistrengthening the Non-Pro-
the outset in order to create a more significant liferation Treaty: Decisions Made, Decisions
deterrent against those who may be temptedDeferred (Geneva, The Acronym Consortium,
to try to evade detectionlhid., p. 1. September 1994), Acronym Booklet #4, p.
2 See, e.g “A Summary and Assessment of 26.

Intersessional CTB Negotiations 28 Novem-

ber-16 December 1994,” iNuclear Prolifera-

tion News,No. 17 (England: Dfax project of

the Farndon House Information Trust, Decem-

ber 20, 1994).

25 The idea of relying primarily on the IAEA
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