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After the Prohibition ‘Ireaty:
A Practical Agenda to Reduce

Nuclear Dangers

rustrated by the bilateral and multilateral

arms control stalemate and energized

by concerns about the risk of nuclear

weapons use, more than 120 non-nuclear-weapon

states have just adopted a nuclear weapons

prohibition treaty that will be opened for

signature in September.

Absent adherence by the world's nuclear-
weapon states, which is a given, this
treaty will not break the global nuclear
arms control stalemate nor reduce the
risk of the first use of a nuclear weapon
since 1945. This troubling reality calls
for fresh consideration of what may yet
be achievable by both nuclear-weapon
and non-nuclear-weapon states, lest
nuclear dangers grow.

Today’s differences are so great that
dramatic advances cannot be expected.
Rather, more limited opportunities
should be pursued to overcome the
bilateral U.S-Russian and U.S-Chinese
arms control stalemates, go beyond

the deadlock at the UN Conference on
Disarmament, and reduce the polariza-
tion between non-nuclear and nuclear-
weapon states that threatens the future
of the nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty
(NPT). Action is needed now because
the turning points ahead, unless avoided,
will increase global nuclear dangers
significantly. The United States and the
other NPT nuclear-weapon states have
a special responsibility, given their own
interests, NPT obligations, and possession
of nuclear weapons, to prevent those
turning points,

Drawing on a comprehensive re-
flection on the future global nuclear

By Lewis A. Dunn

disarmament agenda, this article sets
out five important opportunities.’

Return to first principles in
U.S.-Russian strategic relations
The United States and Russia continue

to implement the New Strategic Arms
Reduction Treaty (New START). But its
fate is uncertain after 2021, when it can
be extended for up to five years, replaced,
or allowed to expire. The Trump admin-
istration has announced a major review
of nuclear policy, evaluating questions
such as the future requirements for U.S.
nuclear forces and whether to reaffirm
support in principle for the goal of abol-
ishing nuclear weapons.” Further, Russia’s
violation of the Intermediate-Range
Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty could augur
its readiness to cast aside the decades-
long process of negotiated agreements to
regulate its strategic relationship with the
United States.

There is deep skepticism about arms
control in Moscow and among the more
conservative U.S, defense experts who are
likely to serve as senior Trump adminis-
tration officials. There are many reasons
tor this. In Moscow, one important rea-
son is that arms control no longer is seen
as an effective means to restrain U.5.
freedom of action, particularly regarding
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As news cameras and journalists look on, Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov makes opening remarks at a meeting with
U.S. Secretary of State Rex Tillerson and his delegation in Moscow on April 12.

missile defenses and conventional-strike
capabilities perceived as threatening
Russia’s nuclear deterrent.’ Ironically,
U.S. conservatives believe that arms
control imposes too many constraints
on U.S. freedom of action, a view deeply
rooted in former Cold War constraints
on missile defenses.

5till, neither country will benefit if the
50-plus-year legacy of negotiated regula-
tion of their strategic relationship gives
way to unfettered and nontransparent
unilateralism on strategic decisions and
deployments. The outcome would be
fewer windows into each other’s strategic
thinking, a renewed arms race, further
worsening of political relations, and
heightened risk of miscalculation in a
crisis or confrontation.

A breakdown also would undermine
the NPT by confirming the belief of
many non-nuclear-weapon states that
the treaty cannot deliver even modest
but sustained progress toward its Article
VI nuclear disarmament goal. Article VI
commits the five NPT nuclear-weapon
states (China, France, Russia, the United
Kingdom, and the United States) to “pur-
sue negotiations in good faith on effec-
tive measures relating to cessation of the

nuclear arms race at an early date and to
nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on
general and complete disarmament under
strict and effective international control.”
The challenge for Washington and
Moscow is to step back and rethink com-
pletely the potential contributions of
arms control in serving their strategic in-
terests. A return to a dialogue of first prin-
ciples is needed. That does not necessarily
preclude a negotiated extension of New
START for up to five years, for which that
treaty provides. If the United 5States and
Russia can quickly agree on an extension,
it would buy time. An extension in itself,
however, will not resolve their underlying
skepticism about bilateral arms control.
Specifically, Washington and Moscow
should begin by taking stock of each
country’s strategic interests, concerns,
and concepts, including their divergent
views of what is required for strategic
stability between them. Both also should
focus explicitly on the implications of
alternative futures for their strategic
relationship after the 2021 New START
deadline, from more to less cooperation,
from more to less strategic dialogue and
engagement among military and defense
officials, and from continuation of efforts

to regulate cooperatively their strategic
decisions and deployments to a break-
down of the arms control process in a
new unilateralism. Both countries’ endur-
ing interest in a legitimate and effective
NPT regime must be factored into their
thinking. Put starkly, if the decadeslong
process of cooperative regulation of their
strategic postures ends with New 5TART,
do they care, why, and how much?

Assuming Washington and Moscow
agree that the opportunity costs of in-
creasingly more unilateral and more
competitive strategic futures are too
high, measured most in terms of growing
strategic instability and nuclear risk but
also great damage to their shared inter-
est in a robust NPT regime, this return to
first principles should next explore how
to address each side’s strategic concerns.
All issues should be discussed: offenses
and defenses; space and cyberspace;
conventional and nonconventional;
deployed and nondeployed nuclear capa-
bilities; other dimensions of nuclear risk
reduction; compliance, including the INF
Treaty; and perspectives on the usability
of nuclear weapons.

All approaches for cooperatively
regulating their strategic relationship
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after New START should be considered:
formal treaties, parallel formal political
commitments, joint programs, and reas-
surance and restraint measures. In seek-
ing to strengthen strategic stability and
nuclear risk reduction, both countries
should be prepared as well to contem-
plate major departures from current po-
sitions, including by U.S. acceptance of

consistent with their statements follow-
ing Trump's election.

Avoid a “lose-lose” turning
point in U.S.-Chinese strategic
interaction

Given deep uncertainties and suspicions
about each other’s intentions, plans, and
programs, the United States and China

by uncertainty about what such a pro-
cess of reassurance and restraint would
require of China and what it would get
in return. Trump administration views
remain to be determined, although
with its emphasis on setting the U.S.
nuclear arsenal as “top of the pack,”

it could prove even more skeptical
than the Obama administration of

Given deep uncertainties and suspicions about

each other’'s intentions, plans, and programs, the

United States and China are nearing a lose-lose

turning point of sustained strategic competition.

limits on ballistic missile defenses and
new conventional prompt global-strike
capabilities, and Russian reaffirmation of
the injunction that a “nuclear war can-
not be won and must never be fought.”

At best, this discussion of first prin-
ciples would take place officially, led by
senior officials in the White House and
the Kremlin. Alternatively, Presidents
Donald Trump and Vladimir Putin
could create a special joint commission
of retired senior political and military
officials from their defense and foreign
policy communities with governmental
observers. In either case, the mandate
would be to report on what is at stake
should the bilateral arms control
process collapse and, more importantly,
possible cooperative ways forward
after New START.

The semiofficial option would be
more exploratory and thus likely more
attractive to the Trump administration
and Putin’s Moscow. The prospects for
such an exchange will depend partly
on whether the two presidents conclude,
for reasons set out already, that their
countries’ interests would not be served
by allowing bilateral arms control to
fade into history. Those prospects
would depend as well on whether an-
nouncing agreement to such exchanges
would be regarded by Trump and Putin
as signaling their commitment to seek
an improved political relationship

are nearing a lose-lose turning point

of sustained strategic competition.* The
prospect is growing that Washington
and Beijing increasingly will take uni-
lateral actions to lessen their uncer-
tainties and suspicions. The result will
be a costly arms race, greater risk of
miscalculation if a crisis or contronta-
tion cannot be avoided, and worsening
political relations. If not prevented, a
North Korean nuclear and missile threat
to the United States will further increase
the likelihood of strategic competition
by triggering many U.S. defensive activi-
ties, whose spillovers would impact the
U.S.-Chinese strategic relationship. The
recent U.S. deployment of the Terminal
High Altitude Area Defense system in
South Korea, which China tears could
undermine its nuclear deterrent, exem-
plifies that prospect.

U.S. proposals to head off growing stra-
tegic competition have proven unattract-
ive in Beijing.” These include the Obama
administration’s otficial proposal for a
strategic stability dialogue, to understand
Chinese concerns and provide reassur-
ance about U.S. regional and strategic
choices, and proposals in semi-official
“Track 142" and expert-level “Track 2"
meetings by U.S. participants to explore
a process of mutual reassurance and re-
straint to reduce each side’s uncertainties
and suspicions.®

Chinese reluctance is perhaps explained

China’s strategic intentions, plans,
and programs.

Given both countries’ interests in
avoiding a lose-lose situation that height-
ens strategic competition, official explo-
ration of a more comprehensive process
of mutual reassurance and restraint still
would be the best approach. Yet, it could
remain out of reach. Instead, Washington
and Beijing should consider two more
limited ways to test that broader concept.

The newly initiated reviews of the
LS. nuclear posture and ballistic missile
defense likely will take many months.
China's strategic posture is unlikely to be
a central focus of these reviews, but it is
unlikely to be an afterthought. As those
reviews advance, the Trump administra-
tion should propose that the United States
and China hold an official-level experts
exchange to allow for Chinese input. That
discussion could cover the overall region-
al and global nuclear landscape; the pro-
jected evolution of each country’s nuclear
and other strategic capabilities, doctrine,
planning, and investments in the region;
and, more broadly and not least, the
strategic choices by either country that
would be of most concern to the other.
Of course, there would be limits on what
either country would say, but the results
still would prove valuable to both sides.

For Washington, an understanding
of China’s evolving posture would be
improved, and uncertainties would be



reduced. Any later decisions that run
counter to Chinese objections would

be made at least with some insight into
those positions. For Beijing, the pavoff
would be influence over Washington'’s
decisions, if only by making China’s con-
cerns known in advance and signaling
potential counters. For each country, this
dialogue would be a valuable political
signal to the other of its desire for a more
cooperative, less competitive overall re-
lationship. It also would be one way to
begin to explore the concept of mutual
reassurance and restraint.

Turning to the second proposal, North
Korea's growing nuclear and missile
capabilities will create significant pres-
sures for U.S. and allied military counter-
moves, such as augmented regional and
homeland missile defenses, conventional
prompt global-strike options, augmented
in-theater surveillance and regional-strike
capabilities, heightened anti-submarine
warfare activities, and cyberwarfare op-
tions. Against that backdrop, the Trump
administration should propose a dialogue
with Beijing focused on possible actions
that the United States could believe neces-
sary to neutralize North Korea’s nuclear
missile threat and on possible Chinese

reactions and responses to the spillovers
for China of those actions.

From a U.S. perspective, one purpose
again would be to ensure that U.S. deci-
sions were informed by an understanding
of potential implications for the U.5.-
Chinese strategic relationship. There also
would be insights into Chinese strategic
thinking, posture, and decision-making
to the extent that Chinese arguments
were buttressed by setting out the stra-
tegic logic behind specific concerns. An
additional benefit for the Trump adminis-
tration would be to highlight the oppor-
tunity costs for China of North Korea's
advancing nuclear and missile capabili-
ties. For China, there again would be an
opportunity to influence U.S. decisions.

For both countries, such exchanges
would enable their officials to identify
and explore mutually acceptable options
to manage the spillovers of U.S. actions for
their strategic relationship in return for
windows into Chinese activities and for

Chinese restraint in areas of U.S. concern.

Turn FMCT into a nuclear
disarmament building block
Multilaterally, a deadlocked Conference
on Disarmament (CD) has been unable

for over two decades to begin negotia-
tions on a fissile material cutoff treaty
(FMCT). An FMCT designed only to halt
production of such material for nuclear
weapons, however, is a treaty whose time
has passed. Even if the CD deadlock ends,
the pavoffs of a production cutoff alone
will be minimal. India and Pakistan will
not adhere to such a prohibition, choos-
ing instead to protect their options to
produce more nuclear weapons materials;
the five NPT nuclear-weapon states most
probably have ceased prn{‘luctiun; and
most non-nuclear-weapon states reject

a production cutoff as an important
Article VI step.

Henceforth, a treaty placing limits on
fissile material should be crafted explic-
itly as a nuclear disarmament building
block. Specifically, any future treaty
should encompass wide-ranging trans-
parency measures, including declarations
of nuclear weapons material production,
utilization, and storage facilities; flows of
fissile material for permitted military pur-
poses; flows and sites related to the dis-
position and storage of nuclear weapons
material from dismantled nuclear war-
heads; flows of surplus material placed

under international safeguards; and best

Visitors tour China's once-secret 816 Nuclear Military Plant, a vast underground facility that had been intended to contain a
reactor producing weapons-usable plutonium. The project was cancelled in 1984, before completion, and the complex of caves
and tunnels was opened as a tourist site in 2010. This photo taken February 21 shows the room that was to house the reactor.
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Chinese Foreign Minister Wang Yi speaks April 28 during a special ministerial-level meeting of the UN Security Council on
North Korea’'s nuclear and missile testing. While the United States is pressing China to influence Pyongyang, Wang told the
15-member council that is not only up to China to solve the North Korean problem.

estimates of past production and existing
stocks of nuclear weapons materials. At
this stage, such transparency measures
still would stop short of provisions for
the required elimination of previously
produced nuclear weapons materials

In addition, with the CD deadlocked,
fissile material limits should be pursued
elsewhere. The negotiation of the 1997
Mine Ban Treaty, known as the Ottawa
Convention, and the current negotia-
tions tor a nuclear weapons prohibition
treaty provide alternative models: in
one case, an ad hoc negotiation among
like-minded countries; in the other, a
negotiation empowered by a UN resolu-
tion. This approach would be one way for
U.S. officials to highlight the absence of
necessary conditions for nuclear aboli-
tion, in this case, knowledge about past
production and existing stocks of nuclear
weapons materials. In turn, for U.5. NPT
interests, it would signal readiness to
cooperate with other countries to put in
place such building blocks for sustained
Article VI progress.

Among other NPT nuclear-weapon
states, China most certainly would be
uncomfortable, given its traditional un-
easiness about transparency, but it also
could prove reluctant to stand aside from

negotiations outside of the CD. Using an
FMCT to provide vital ground truth on
nuclear-weapon-state activities would
offer critics among non-nuclear-weapon
states a treaty that clearly would advance

nuclear disarmament goals.

Demonstrate risk-reduction
actions by nuclear-weapon states
Four vears after the first of three confer-
ences on the humanitarian impact of use
of nuclear weapons, the five NPT nuclear-
weapon states still lack a credible response
to the humanitarian impact movement
and the legitimate concerns it raises about
the risk of use of nuclear weapons. This
failure has been costly to their own inter-
ests and remains so.

Along with frustration at today’s
nuclear arms control stalemate, the be-
lief of many non-nuclear-weapon states
that the risk of nuclear weapons use is
significant and increasing has been the
most important source of support for
negotiating a prohibition treaty.” In turn,
that belief and the nuclear-weapon states’
response has heightened polarization
within the NPT community. The contin-
ued intensification of this polarization
is the most likely pathway to the NPT's

loss of L‘fﬂLIihiIit}-‘ and It:gitimm:}-'. That

outcome is not in the interests of the
NPT nuclear-weapon states or, for that
matter, the non-nuclear-weapon states. In
turn, although the magnitude of nuclear
risk can be debated, it is increasingly pos-
sible to craft credible scenarios for a next
use of nuclear weapons. For both reasons,
the interests of the United States and the
other NPT nuclear-weapon states would
be served by acknowledging the concerns
of virtually all nations about the risk of
use of nuclear weapons and demonstrat-
ing their commitment to reduce that risk
to an absolute minimum.

With that goal, the NPT nuclear-
weapon states should announce that
nuclear risk reduction will become part
of their ongoing exchanges as the five
permanent members of the UN Security
Council. Those exchanges could be car-
ried out in the so-called PS5 Process of
annual meetings and interim discussions
linked to the NPT or on the margins of
the Security Council itself. An initial
focus could be potential pathways to a
next use of a nuclear weapon, whether by
a nonstate actor or a state; by accident,
intention, or miscalculation; limited or
more extensive. Possible areas then could
be explored for cooperation among the

NPT nuclear-weapon states to prevent a
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next use. Cooperation could focus, for
example, on how to defuse an escalating
crisis between India and Pakistan under
the nuclear shadow, perhaps the most
plausible immediate pathway. Another
focus could be cooperation to head off

a terrorist nuclear attack. Actions by the
NPT nuclear-weapon states to provide
humanitarian assistance should a nuclear
detonation occur is another area for co-
operative response.

Going beyond these elements, the
NPT nuclear-weapon states could seek
agreement on a so-called code of nuclear
conduct comprised of basic principles
to govern their activities and deriva-
tive undertakings to implement those
principles. Specific areas for discus-
sion include best practices for nuclear
decision-making, nuclear safety and
security, command and control, nuclear
warning and alert status, nuclear risk
reduction, nuclear doctrine and the roles
of nuclear weapons, and atfirmation of
overall obligations, including their NPT
obligations and the norm of no testing of
nuclear weapons. As part of such discus-
sions, the NPT nuclear-weapon states also
could reach out to the two declared non-
NPT nuclear-weapon states, India and
Pakistan, and engage them on nuclear
risk reduction.

This proposal probably will encounter

some if not considerable caution among

NPT nuclear-weapon states. Nonetheless,

aside from payoffs for their NPT inter-
ests, there is another compelling reason
why they should embrace nuclear risk
reduction. Any use of a nuclear weapon
will directly and indirectly affect all of
them, whether as targets, bystanders,
responders, governments with citizens
at risk overseas, holders of nuclear weap-
ons, supporters of nonproliferation, and
through resulting environmental effects.

Rebuild cooperation

toward a shared vision

With the conclusion and opening for sig-
nature of the new Treaty on the Prohibi-
tion of Nuclear Weapons, its many non-
nuclear-weapon-state supporters will begin
rallying adherents to ensure the treaty’s
entry into force. Even so, their own nu-
clear disarmament objectives also would
be advanced by efforts to reduce today’s
greatest-ever polarization and rebuild hab-
its of cooperation within the NPT,

The nuclear disarmament ripple ef-
fects anticipated by ban supporters from
their agreement to a prohibition norm
remain uncertain and are longer term.

[t took nearly 70 vears from the Geneva
Protocol prohibiting the use of chemi-
cal weapons to the Chemical Weapons
Convention eliminating those weapons,
More immediate progress toward nuclear
disarmament and nuclear risk reduction
still requires cooperation from the NPT

nuclear-weapon states. In that regard,

U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations Nikki Haley speaks at UN headquarters
March 27 to explain why the United States isn’t participating in negotiations on

a nuclear weapons prohibition treaty. In a show of support, she was flanked by
French Deputy Permanent Representative to the United Nations Alexis Lamek (L)
and British Permanent Representative to the United Nations Matthew Rycroft (R),
whose nuclear-armed countries also are not participating in the negotiations.

Article VI remains the best legal hook
for pulling those states along and, in the
case of Trump administration officials,
helping to convince them not to walk
away completely from the historic U.S.
commitment to nuclear abolition as the
ultimate Article VI goal.

Equally so, the NPT nuclear-weapon
states have compelling interests in reduc-
ing polarization and rebuilding habits of
cooperation within the treaty. It remains
the most important legal foundation of
global nonproliferation success, includ-
ing its obligation not to acquire nuclear
weapons and of safeguards and export
controls. A strong treaty signals that the
world's nations believe that ever grow-
ing proliferation is avoidable. As seen
in dealing with Iran’s nuclear weapons
activities, the treaty’s obligations are
critical for rallying international political
support to constrain or reverse problem-
country programs.

Unless reversed, however, today’s po-
larization, frustration, and questioning
of the NPT's value could worsen, result-
ing sooner than anticipated in the ero-
sion of the treaty’s credibility, legitimacy,
and effectiveness. That outcome would
be yet another damaging turning point.
This risk and its consequences for U.S.
nonproliferation interests should not
be underestimated, particularly as the
Trump administration proceeds with its
reviews of U.S. policy on the NPT and the
goal of nuclear abolition.

The 2020 NPT Review Conference
cycle, just now getting underway, is an
opportunity to begin rebuilding habits of
cooperation. “Special time” should be set
aside at the second and third preparatory
committee meetings, as well as at the
review conference, for detailed exchanges
on the issues of most concern across the
NPT, These issues include the conditions
and building blocks of sustained nuclear
disarmament progress, including robust
nonproliferation, as well as priorities for
cooperative actions to put those building
blocks in place; how to define the “effec-
tive measures” of nuclear disarmament
required by Article VI and the phasing
of those measures over time; nuclear risk
reduction priorities and cooperation; and
compliance and verification strengthen-
ing, including building on the public-
private effort known as the International
Partnership for Nuclear Disarmament
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Participants gathered in May in Vienna for the opening sessions of preparatory committee for the 2020 Review Conference of

the nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty.

Verification and the tuture UN Group of
Governmental Experts on Verification.
The goal of these exchanges would be
to restore a sense of common purpose;
create a shared vision of an achievable
nuclear disarmament future in 2045,
the 100th anniversary of the U.S. use
of nuclear weapons against Japan; and
energize actions toward that vision. The
parties also could set a limited number
of agreed priorities across the NPT to be
achieved in the period between the 2020
and the 2025 review conferences. The
decision of the NIPT's parties at the 1995
review and extension conference to set a
deadline of the end of 1996 for negotiat-
ing a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty is
a precedent. That deadline was met and
established what has become a global
norm against nuclear testing, although
the CTBT's entry into force regrettably
remains part of unfinished NPT business.
Moving beyond today's unstable global
nuclear arms control status quo and suc-
cessfully avoiding the most dangerous
turning points will require actions by the
five NPT nuclear-weapon states most of
all. Other countries matter, whether that
i5 the supporters of a nuclear weapons
prohibition treaty in rebuilding coopera-
tion or the non-NPT nuclear-weapon
states in helping reduce nuclear risks.

Yet, as the NPT nuclear-weapon states
have emphasized in opposing a prohi-
bition treaty, they possess the bulk of
nuclear weapons.

The security interests of the NPT nu-
clear-weapon states, including the United
States led by Trump, would be advanced
by taking on that responsibility to move
bevond the status quo. Whether they will
do so, even if only by pursuing the types
of limited opportunities proposed in this
article, remains to be decided.

In that regard, historians have written
that “modern history” or, in one case,
simply “Germany” reached its turning
point during the revolutions of 1848 and
“failed to turn,” with catastrophic results
in the 20th century.” The security and
well-being of all countries requires that
no historian should be able to write from
a vantage point of 2045, 100 years after
the nuclear detonations over Hiroshima
and Nagasaki, that the NPT nuclear-
weapon states had reached their turning
points at the close of the second decade of
the 21st century and then failed to turn,
with costly results for them and other

countries during the years that followed.
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