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3 	 In 1970, the year the NPT entered into force, there were about 
38,000 nuclear weapons in global arsenals, mostly in the 
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Security Council, National Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass 
Destruction, December 2002, available at www.whitehouse.gov/
news/releases/2002/12/WMDStrategy.pdf (accessed April 27, 
2004), p. 1 (hereafter referred to as National Strategy to Combat 
Weapons of Mass Destruction).

6 	 The final document of the 2000 NPT Review Conference, agreed 
upon by all the states parties, says, “The Conference reaffirms 
that the total elimination of nuclear weapons is the only absolute 
guarantee against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.”
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2000), available at www.ceip.org/files/events/ShaliAddress2000.
asp?p=8 (accessed April 22, 2004); see also John Shalikashvili, 
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September 2003, available at www.mod.uk/publications/nuclear_
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referred to as the UK, Summary Report).

13 	 India already has moved in this direction. For instance, in 2000 its 
minister on external affairs declared to parliament, “Though [India 
is] not a party to the NPT, India’s policies have been consistent 
with the key provisions of NPT that apply to nuclear weapon 
states. These provisions are contained in Articles I, III and VI….
India has been a responsible member of the international nuclear 
nonproliferation regime and will continue to take initiatives and 
work with like-minded countries to bring about stable, genuine 
and lasting nonproliferation, thus leading to a nuclear-weapon-
free-world.” Jaswant Singh, “Statement on the 6th NPT Review 
Conference” (remarks in Parliament, New Delhi, May 9, 2000). 
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Developments and the Ballistic Missile Threat to the United States 
through 2015, December 2001, p. 8 (hereafter referred to as NIC, 
Foreign Missile Developments): “U.S. territory is more likely to 
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2004), available at www.cia.gov/cia/public_affairs/speeches/2004/
tenet_georgetownspeech_02052004.html (accessed April 27, 
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2004).
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shy away from questions about the adequacy and effectiveness 
of the rules and instruments at our disposal….[Security Council] 
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storage of intact nuclear weapons should be maintained” for all 
nuclear materials in the disposal process. See Management and 
Disposition of Excess Weapons Plutonium (Washington, D.C.: 
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