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4.13 The Foundation said:  “What the United States calls ‘deterrence’ is in reality the
use of strategic weapons to underwrite the projection of force in pursuit of broadly defined ‘U.S.
interests’ anywhere on earth.”  Thus, for the other nuclear-armed States, U.S. insistence on a
constantly modernized nuclear arsenal, despite its advantage in conventional forces, provides a
permanent rationale for inaction on nuclear disarmament.  Other States can assert that if the most
heavily-armed State has a right to nuclear weapons to assure its “security,” they do as well.  The
window of opportunity, opened up by the end of the Cold War, is closing quickly.  A new period
of intense economic and military competition in a world of diminishing resources is beginning.
With a number of States likely to have large and varied high-tech arsenals that include nuclear
arsenals, there is a growing possibility of a new nuclear confrontation that may overshadow the
Cold War in its complexity.

By taking the position that nuclear weapons are acceptable tools of warfare that it
will use to achieve a variety of goals, the U.S. has severely undermined the NPT’s
status as partial codification of an emerging global norm against nuclear weapons
use, moving towards a universal prohibition on their possession.  The implication
that the selective use of nuclear weapons in ordinary warfare is lawful and
legitimate signifies acceptance of the end of nuclear non-proliferation as a
normative and legal enterprise.  If it is legal and moral for one country to use
nuclear weapons when it considers interests that it alone defines as vital to be at
stake, it is legitimate for any country to do so.

4.14 Tri-Valley CARES (Communicating Against a Radioactive Environment) is a
Livermore, California-based organization with 20 years experience monitoring the U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE) nuclear weapons complex.  In a document, “America’s One-
Nation Arms Race,” it has analyzed DOE’s 2006 budget request for $6.63 billion for nuclear
weapons activities.  The request continues the decade-long upsurge in funding for nuclear
weapons to well over twice what DOE spent in 1995.  Actually the total amount the U.S. spends
on all its nuclear forces is $40 billion annually, more than the total military budget for almost all
countries.  This amount averages out to $112 million per day.  The 2006 nuclear weapons budget
is one and one-half times the average annual spending on nuclear weapons during the Cold War,
even after accounting for inflation.  The upward trend is projected to continue, with the DOE
funding level reaching $2.3 billion in 2010.

4.15 The organization says the Administration plans to rebuild every weapon in the
stockpile and install new components to make weapons lighter, more rugged, more resistant to
radiation, to improve the consistency of their explosive yield, to add new yield options, to change
the height of the explosive detonation, and to improve the accuracy of delivery.  In addition, the
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anticipated Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator, thrusting itself into the earth before exploding and
attacking targets deep underground, provides the U.S. with a new war-fighting ability.

The nuclear weapons budget is excessively large because the United States is
conducting a one-nation arms race against itself to upgrade its nuclear weapons
and capabilities.  The National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA), a
semiautonomous agency within the Department of Energy, maintains this nation’s
nuclear weapons.  NNSA is sprinting to build upgraded versions of thousands of
nuclear weapons even though the 2002 Treaty of Moscow, which was negotiated
by and signed by President Bush, requires the U.S. to remove many of them from
deployment by 2012.  Even more costly and disturbing, the NNSA supports an
enormous effort to expand its vast knowledge of nuclear weapons science and
technology.  NNSA wastes hundreds of millions of dollars to stay on the frontline
of diverse technologies and apply them to nuclear weapons including:
development of supercomputers, microfabrication technology, lasers, particle
accelerators, explosives, and measurement technology.  In addition to being
costly, this approach sends a message that the United States puts a high value on
nuclear weapons.  That message undercuts international efforts to discourage
nuclear weapons development in countries like North Korea and Iran.

4.16 The U.S. draws some comfort for its strategy from the Carnegie Endowment for
International Peace, which distributed its publication, Universal Compliance:  A Strategy for
Nuclear Security.  It said the twin goals of U.S. nuclear policy should be to prevent new actors
from acquiring nuclear weapons and to reduce toward zero the risk that those who have these
weapons will use them.  The organization maintains that non-proliferation objectives should
drive nuclear policy – and that is exactly what is happening.  The U.S. deterrent, for its part,
backs up security guarantees to protect important allies such as Japan, South Korea and
Germany.  Relying on U.S. security guarantees, in Carnegie’s view, lessens these country’s
interest in acquiring nuclear weapons themselves.

Thus, the United States must maintain an effective, reliable nuclear deterrent for
as long as nuclear threats remain in the world, even as it pursues a vigorous non-
proliferation strategy.  The question for the U.S. policy-makers is how best to
pursue these two critical goals …  Two radically different approaches have been
advanced:  to acquire new nuclear weapons with more useable characteristics,
thus to dissuade proliferation; and to de-emphasize and devalue nuclear weapons,
thus to strengthen the norm against their acquisition and use.
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4.17 It is hard to square Carnegie’s support for the 13 Practical Steps with its view that
the U.S. must retain nuclear weapons “for as long as nuclear threats remain in the world.”  That
is the precise problem:  the failure of the NWS to negotiate elimination results in retention,
which then undermines non-proliferation efforts.  Another prestigious research centre, the
British-American Security Information Council (BASIC) addressed this point:  “…While the
U.S. will want to focus on issues such as the Additional Protocol and the fuel cycle, its own
provocative nuclear weapons policies will significantly hamper its negotiation maneuverability
and weaken the over-all non-proliferation regime.”

What Washington says and does about nuclear weapons can have a profound
effect on other countries.  If the United States places more reliance on nuclear
weapons, other nations will follow.  The power of U.S. example should not be
under-estimated.  Regrettably, with respect to its Article VI commitments under
the NPT, the United States is currently leading by the wrong example.

4.18 Robert McNamara’s critique of U.S. nuclear policies is well corroborated.  But is
the U.S. government listening to his warning?  If the U.S. continues its nuclear stance, he says,
substantial proliferation of nuclear weapons will almost surely follow.  Some, or all, of such
nations as Egypt, Japan, Saudi Arabia, Syria and Taiwan will very likely initiate nuclear
weapons programmes, increasing both the risk of the use of the weapons and the diversion of
weapons and fissile materials into the hands of terrorists.  There is little doubt that terrorists
could construct a primitive device if they acquired the requisite enriched uranium material.
McNamara quoted another former U.S. Secretary of Defense, William J. Perry:  “I have never
been more fearful of a nuclear detonation than now. … There is a greater than 50 percent
probability of a nuclear strike on U.S. targets within a decade.”  McNamara added:  “I share his
fears.”  He called for a national debate examining the military utility of nuclear weapons:  the
risk of inadvertent or accidental use; the moral and legal considerations; the impact of current
policies on proliferation.

4.19 The need for more information on these matters for the U.S. Congress was also
raised at a dinner dialogue between two senior U.S. Congressmen, Curt Weldon (R-PA) and Ed
Markey (D-MA) with Dr. Hans Blix, Chairman of the Commission on Weapons of Mass
Destruction.  The event was co-sponsored by the Blix Commission, the Simons Foundation and
the Global Security Institute.

5.  Other Nuclear Weapons States’ Modernization

5.1 Though the spotlight is on the U.S., the other nuclear weapons States are also
modernizing their nuclear forces.  Absent the U.S. definitively ending its nuclear modernizing
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programmes, Russia, China, the United Kingdom and France appear determined to continue
entrenching nuclear weapons in their military doctrines.  Correspondingly, if the U.S. signaled its
willingness to take steps, in tandem with the other NWS, to step down, the others would most
likely join in.  For the moment, here is where the others stand at the dawn of the Second Nuclear
Age.*

Russia

5.2 On November 17, 2004, President Vladimir Putin of Russia confirmed that his
country is “carrying out research and missile tests of state-of-the-art nuclear missile systems”
and that Russia would “continue to build up firmly and insistently our armed forces, including
the nuclear
component.”  Later, Russia’s Defence Minister, Sergei Ivanov, announced that Moscow will
soon have a unique new generation of nuclear weapons “not possessed by any country in the
world.”

5.3 Other Russian officials have touted development of a new maneuverable warhead
able to avoid missile defenses.  President Putin described it as a “new hypersound-speed, high-
precision new weapons system that can hit targets at international distance and can adjust their
altitude and course as they travel.”  Manufacture of single warhead, silo-based missiles
continues.  The deployment of a road-mobile, multi-warhead variant is scheduled to begin in
2006. Russia has announced it will eventually field several divisions of these missiles, likely
totaling about 200 missiles, of which 40 have already been completed and deployed.  Russia
continues to slowly retire multi-warhead, land-based nuclear missiles, but may deploy some
number of recent variants while the numbers of single warhead missiles are slowly built up.
Reportedly, development of a new generation ICBM, able to carry up to 10 warheads, is
underway.  A nuclear variant of a new bomber-carried cruise missile may be deployed in 2005.
When ready and flight-tested, a new submarine-launched missile will be deployed on two
submarines under construction.

5.4 In part, Russia is engaged in restructuring its deployed strategic force as Russia
and the United States reduce toward 2,200 deployed strategic warheads in 2012 per the Moscow
Treaty.  The partial move from multi-warhead to single-warhead missiles can be viewed as
stabilizing.  However, there are also ample signs of innovation.  In any case, it is clear that
Russia is engaged in modernization and replacement of existing systems in accordance with an
intention to rely on nuclear forces indefinitely.
                                                  
* This material is drawn from the NGO presentation to the Conference by the Western States Legal Foundation.
Basic sources are principally the Natural Resources Defense Council, The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, and
government documents.
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China

5.5 China is currently replacing its force of 20 silo-based long-range missiles with a
longer-ranged variant.  China is also developing a new mobile intermediate-ranged solid-fueled
ICBM, which may begin to be deployed by the end of the decade.  A longer-ranged variant is
also under development.  For its ballistic missile submarine force, China is currently working to
replace the experimental missile with a more reliable, medium-range missile, and is developing a
new submarine.  The Chinese program could be characterized as a slow-motion effort to
counterbalance long-standing and still evolving U.S. and Russian capabilities, but nonetheless is
a form of arms racing.

United Kingdom

5.6 The submarine-launched Trident missile, equipped with three to four warheads, is
Britain’s remaining operational nuclear weapon system.  At its Aldermaston complex, the
Atomic Weapons Establishment is continuing its plans for the development of new facilities to
be used for laser-based plasma physics studies, hydrodynamic testing, and supercomputer
simulations.  Officials state that its mission in part is to “maintain a capability to provide
warheads for a successor system” to the Trident without “recourse to nuclear testing.”  A
decision on whether or not to replace the Trident system will likely be made in the recently
elected Parliament.  A replacement system might not be deployed for another two decades.

5.7 If in accordance with the unequivocal undertaking, and with the fundamental
illegitimacy and illegality of threat or use of nuclear weapons, Britain should decide not to
replace the Trident system, it would earn a special place in history as the first of the original
declared NPT nuclear weapon states to renounce its arsenal.

France

5.8 In 2001, President Jacques Chirac of France said his nation’s security “is now and
will be guaranteed above all by our nuclear deterrent;” France’s status as a nuclear weapons
State is guaranteed until at least 2040.

5.9 For its submarine fleet, France is developing the M-51 missile, which will
eventually be equipped with a new warhead, the Tête nucléaire océanique.  Modernization also
continues for the air-to-surface stocks, with the current cruise missile set to be replaced with a
longer ranged variant, also equipped with a new warhead, the Tête nucléaire aéroportée.  France
has a highly advanced program to develop the capability to design and manufacture modified or
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new nuclear weapons without explosive nuclear testing. Notably, with the Laser Megajoule now
under construction France and the United States are the only states seeking to induce miniature
thermonuclear explosions in contained vessels in giant laser facilities.

6.  The Legal Basis of the 13 Practical Steps

6.1 As the 13 Practical Steps of the 2000 NPT Review Conference receded from
view, the Lawyers’ Committee on Nuclear Policy (LCNP) issued a document challenging the
U.S. contention that these were merely political commitments and are now outdated.  Using the
Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties as its standard, the LCNP paper said the Practical
Steps lay down criteria, principles and measures for compliance with Article VI.

To implement the Practical Steps is to move towards complete fulfillment of the
legal obligations set forth in Article VI.  To fail to do so in essential respects is to
demonstrate a lack of good faith and to breach the Article VI obligations.

6.2 The paper argued that when the 2000 NPT Conference “agreed” on the Practical
Steps for the systematic and progressive efforts to implement Article VI, they became
inextricably bound up in the legal obligations of Article VI.  The Steps became part of a
“consistent sequence of acts or pronouncements” that have characterized the Treaty.  The
Practical Steps thus built upon an existing and solid foundation.  Moreover, they were adopted
through a strengthened review process.  The 2000 commitments were made in the collective,
deliberate context of “assuring that the purposes of the NPT Preamble and the provisions of the
Treaty are being realized.”

6.3 In short, the 2000 Review Conference authoritatively determined that the
Practical Steps constitute a practical and reasonable implementation of Article VI.  “They
identify criteria and principles that are so tightly connected to the core meaning of Article VI as
to constitute requirements for compliance with the NPT.”

6.4 This legal basis of the 13 steps thus obliges States to achieve the complete
elimination of nuclear weapons without any precondition of comprehensive demilitarization.
Verification, transparence and irreversibility are essential.  A diminished role of nuclear weapons
in security polices and reduction of their operational status are called for.  All NPT nuclear
weapons States must be involved in the process; and non-nuclear weapons States must join in
multilateral negotiations for a fissile materials treaty and a Conference on Disarmament body
dealing with nuclear disarmament.
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7.  Morality:  Unity of the Human Family

7.1 Over the past decade, the Holy See, a signatory to the Non-Proliferation Treaty,
has spoken out for the abolition of nuclear weapons through a universal, non-discriminatory ban
with inspection by a universal authority.  The statements have stemmed from a message Pope
John Paul II sent to the U.N. Second Special Session on Disarmament stating that nuclear
deterrence, permissible during the Cold War, must lead to disarmament measures and was not
acceptable as a single, permanent policy.  Speaking from the podium at the NPT Review
Conference, Archbishop Celestino Migliore, Apostolic Nuncio and Permanent Observer of the
Holy See to the United Nations, addressed this issue squarely.

When the Holy See expressed its limited acceptance of nuclear deterrence during
the Cold War, it was with the clearly stated condition that deterrence was only a
step on the way towards progressive nuclear disarmament.  The Holy See has
never countenanced nuclear deterrence as a permanent measure, nor does it today
when it is evident that nuclear deterrence drives the development of ever newer
nuclear arms, thus preventing genuine nuclear disarmament.

7.2 Archbishop Migliore said that the world is rightly concerned about attempts to
redirect nuclear technologies and fuels away from their peaceful use and towards nuclear
weapons instead.  The non-proliferation side of the Treaty must be strengthened.  But
compliance with its nuclear disarmament provisions is also required.  He called for States to use
“courageous leadership and political responsibility” to safeguard the integrity of the Treaty.  The
whole strategy of nuclear deterrence must be re-examined to recognize that the peace we seek in
the 21st century cannot be attained by relying on nuclear weapons.  Arms must not produce evils
and disorders graver than the evil to be eliminated.  Even “low yield” nuclear weapons endanger
the processes of life and can lead to extended conflict.

Nuclear weapons assault life on the planet, they assault the planet itself, and in so
doing they assault the process of the continuing development of the planet.  The
preservation of the Non-Proliferation Treaty demands an unequivocal
commitment to genuine nuclear disarmament.

7.3 The Holy See address was in harmony with a speech given by Robert F. Smylie,
of Religions for Peace, during the NGO presentations to the Conference.  The participants in the
Religions for Peace included members of Baha’i, Buddhism, Christianity, Confucianism,
Hinduism, Islam, Judaism, Janism, Sikhism, Shinto, Traditionalist/Indigenous, Unitarianism, and
Zoroastrianism.  The statement recalled that, for more than 30 years, the interfaith community
has come together to advocate for an end to war and weaponry.  “The majority of religious
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leaders have always promoted disarmament, peace and policies that promote human security.”
The statement called for:

1.  An end to nuclear proliferation - both vertical and horizontal, the goal embodied in the
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty;

2.  Abolition of all nuclear weapons with steps to include an end to the deployment of strategic
and tactical nuclear weapons; dismantling and destruction of all their components; and an end to
further testing, research, manufacture, spread and deployment;

3.  Cessation of all nuclear testing in all environments, the goal embodied in Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty;

4.  An end to the production of fissionable materials for weapons purposes, safeguarding existing
stocks with adequate verification methods, and conversion of existing stockpiles into peaceful
uses;

5.  Commitment by nuclear weapons powers to provide non-use assurances pending the final
elimination of nuclear weapons as a means of curbing proliferation;

6.  Negotiation of workable and working treaty agreements between the United States of
America and the Russian Federation for the purpose of controlling and reducing nuclear arsenals;

7.  Support of existing regional Nuclear Weapons Free Zones and creation of new ones in the
Middle East, Central Asia, and Northeast Asia;

8.  Termination of research, production and development of new weapons and their delivery
systems, coupled with redirection of resources (human, material and economic) toward the lifting
of living standards for all peoples;

9.  Reduction of military expenses by all countries, and the redirection of the resources toward
social welfare needs and intentional conversion strategies;

10.  Cessation of military sales, transfers and trafficking between countries, particularly those
from the wealthy and powerful countries that create dependency of developing countries or that
reinforce repressive governments, and those sales that are made to end trade imbalances or
domestic unemployment, regardless of the consequences;
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11.  Establishment of adequate verification methods in all areas of arms control and disarmament
[political and technical means];

12.  Designation of the production, sale, use of weapons of mass destruction as crimes against
humanity with judicial mechanisms for holding offenders accountable; and

13.  Prohibition of the placing or use of weapons in space.

7.4 A practical application of the conversion of military spending to measures to
promote economic and social development was provided at a noon-hour forum sponsored by the
Fellowship of Reconciliation, Pax Christi, the Muslim Peace Fellowship , Bread for the World,
and peace Action, who have written a draft treaty, “The Global Wellness Fund Treaty.”  Its
purpose is to have the U.N. start a special fund for development made up of monies States would
divert to the fund from reduced military expenditures.  Even a 3 percent reduction in military
spending would free up $24 billion for development.  The sponsors, setting a more modest goal,
have set only 30 States as a minimum for the Treaty to take effect.  The roots of the new
proposal are found in the 1987 U.N. Conference on the Relationship Between Disarmament and
Development, which affirmed a “dynamic triangular relationship” between disarmament,
development and security.  By this it was meant that as States convert even a portion of their
military spending to development, it increases human security and reduces the causes of conflict.
As States become more stable through economic and social development, less money is needed
for military purposes.  Security through the twin applications of disarmament and development
has been thoroughly examined in the past, and States have done very little to implement it.  The
Global Wellness Fund Treaty www.globalwellnesstreaty.org hopes to revive the idea.  But the
NPT Conference delegates showed no sign that they had heard this message.

8.  The Rotblat Message: 'Remember Your Humanity'

8.1 Midway through the NPT Review Conference, an Op-Ed article appeared in The
New York Times signed by Sir Joseph Rotblat, one of the fathers of the atomic bomb, who
resigned from the Manhattan Project in moral opposition to such enormous destruction.  For
many years, he was President of the Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs and
was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 1995.  He is the last remaining signator of the Manifesto
originated 50 years ago by two of the great figures of the 20th century, Bertrand Russell and
Albert Einstein.  The Manifesto was an appeal for new thinking to deal with the power of the
atom and is best remembered for its closing admonition:  “Remember your humanity, and forget
the rest.”  In his Times article, Rotblat, who described himself as “in my 97th year, warned of a
new nuclear arms race getting underway.”
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8.2 It was a theme he elaborated in “An Appeal to Delegates” distributed at the
Conference.  He asked:  “How can we talk about a culture of peace if that peace is predicated on
the existence of weapons of mass destruction?  How can we persuade the young generation to
cast aside the culture of violence when they know that it is on the threat of extreme violence that
we rely for security?”

8.3 He said the nuclear weapons States are not acting in the good faith required by the
NPT.  While rigorous steps must be taken to control and cut off the supplies of nuclear materials,
this is not enough.  “To gloss over the hypocrisy of the nuclear weapons States, which are
modernizing nuclear weapons and ensconcing them in their ongoing military doctrines, while
urging abstinence on everyone else, is stunning.”  He called for a working system of collective
security.  “We all have a common interest:  survival.  We have to move forward from a now-
outdated security system based on nuclear deterrence and alliances to one based on cooperation
and allegiance to humankind.”

8.4 Again Rotblat appealed:  “Remember your humanity.”  The conduct of the
Review Conference did not suggest that many had heard his words.

8.5 Pugwash, led by Paolo Cotta-Ramusino, Secretary-General, convened two forums
during the Conference, both attended by Ambassador Duarte.  Pugwash put forward constructive
proposals which went into the embroiled Conference machinery.

9.  A Bridge Collapsed

9.1 The subsidiary body of Main Committee I, dealing with Article VI issues was the
heart of the nuclear disarmament side of the Conference.  The contrast in the opening positions
was striking.

9.2 The Non-Aligned Movement submitted a lengthy paper repeating its call for the
immediate negotiation of a phased programme for the complete elimination of nuclear weapons
with a specified time frame, including a Nuclear Weapons Convention.  It condemned the
development of new types of nuclear weapons as contrary to the guarantee given by the NWS
that the CTBT would prevent the improvement of existing nuclear weapons and the development
of new ones.  The indefinite possession by the NWS of their nuclear arsenals “is incompatible
with the integrity and sustainability of the nuclear non-proliferation regime, both vertical and
horizontal, and with the broader objective of maintaining international peace and security.”

9.3 The New Agenda Coalition was less ambitious and called for the full
implementation of the 1995 and 2000 commitments.  Calling for negotiations on a verifiable
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FMCT and a moratorium on fissile material production for military purposes, the NAC sought a
new body at the Conference on Disarmament to deal with nuclear disarmament.  It also called for
de-alerting and deactivating of nuclear weapons systems.

9.4 The European Union was a step below the NAC request.  It sought reaffirmation
of the general principles of nuclear disarmament to preserve the integrity of the NPT.  Its boldest
section was a call for the requisite States (read U.S.) to ratify the CTBT; it called for negotiations
for an FMCT “without conditions” (i.e., without mandatory verification) and called on the NWS
to reaffirm existing security assurances.

9.5 The United States presented once again the list of its “tremendous strides” in
implementing Article VI.  Then it took on its critics and denied that U.S. polices are to blame for
others’ decisions to pursue nuclear weapons.  “How can some assert that nuclear weapons are
dangerous and should be eliminated, yet also imply that others may reserve the right to develop
nuclear weapons if the nuclear weapons States do not disarm with greater dispatch?  Again, such
thinking is dangerous in the extreme.”  It accused other States of doing little to pursue
negotiations in good faith on general and complete disarmament.  The U.S. insisted there is a
clear relationship between the nuclear and non-nuclear aspects of Article VI, “even though the
language in the Treaty contains no suggestion whatsoever that nuclear disarmament must be
achieved before general and complete disarmament can be achieved.”  Moreover, the U.S.
argued that “excessive focus on nuclear disarmament denies attention” to non-proliferation
compliance.

9.6 Trying to bridge the NAM-NAC-E.U.-U.S. positions, Tim Caughley, Ambassador
for Disarmament of New Zealand, who chaired the subsidiary body, issued a moderate document
as the basis of a report.  It limited itself to recalling “the commitments to pursue effective
measures and make systematic progressive efforts to implement Article VI including the
unequivocal undertaking by the nuclear weapons States to accomplish the total elimination of
their nuclear arsenals.”  It called on the NWS to forego all efforts to research and develop new
types of nuclear weapons.  It recalled the urgency of the CTBT and sought stricter protection of
fissile materials.

9.7 For the NAM, the draft report was too soft.  China wanted the prevention of an
arms race in outer space mentioned along with criticism of “low-yield nuclear weapons.”  Japan
wanted to include a warning about nuclear terrorism.  Sweden wanted action taken on the
elimination of the 7,000-20,000 tactical nuclear weapons.  The Netherlands appealed for keeping
demands realistic.  Iran, siding with the NAM, held for a tougher report.  The U.S. took the most
extreme position, calling for the excision of whole sections of the Caughley paper.  It sought the
deletion of the references to the commitments of 1995 and 2000, accepting only a commitment to
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Article VI.  It called for the deletion of any restraint on the development of new nuclear
weapons, the reference to the CTBT, and further development of verification capabilities.  This
speech, tossing out both commitments of the past and all but the most anodyne commitments to
the future was the coup d’grace of the Review Conference.

10.  Faltering Proposals on the Nuclear Fuel Cycle

10.1 The question of controlling the use of nuclear fuels was another issue at the heart
of the 2005 Review conference.

10.2 The civilian nuclear industry appears to be poised for worldwide expansion.
Opponents of nuclear power are aghast at this.  Nonetheless, virtually all developing countries,
supported by not a few developed countries for whom nuclear energy is an important part of their
electricity grid, have made a mantra out of Article IV of the NPT:  “Nothing in this Treaty shall
be interpreted as affecting the inalienable right of all Parties … to develop research, production
and use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes without discrimination and in conformity with
Articles I and II of this Treaty.”  The “inalienable right” is always focused on by proponents of
nuclear energy.  But the reference to the first two articles, in which States are neither to transfer
nor receive any materials related to explosive nuclear devices, is given less attention.

10.3 There is a common mis-perception that nuclear power plants are on their way out.
On the contrary.  Energy ministers from many countries are convinced that only by building
more nuclear power stations can the world meet its soaring energy needs while averting
environmental disaster.  In the past, the virtual absence of restrictions or taxes on greenhouse gas
emissions from oil, coal and gas plants has meant that nuclear power’s advantage, low emissions,
had no tangible economic value.  But the entry-into-force of the Kyoto Protocol forcing plant
operators to pay for their pollution, combined with soaring fossil fuel costs, are persuading
countries to intensify nuclear production.

10.4 Moreover, when we consider the positive aspect of “Atoms for Peace,” the
growing role of nuclear energy seems assured.  Nuclear science plays a key role in enabling
humanitarian benefits essential to development:  diagnosing and curing cancer; providing higher
yielding, disease-resistant crops; reducing airborne and waterborne pollution and, not least,
producing 16 percent of the world’s electricity with almost no greenhouse gas emissions.

10.5 Iran and to some extent North Korea have shown the “loophole” in the NPT.
They have been charged with using the benefits of the Treaty to acquire nuclear technologies and
fuels allegedly for peaceful purposes and then enriching uranium for a nuclear weapon.  Any
mis-use of the NPT to acquire a nuclear weapon must be stopped.  This sets up a tension between
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the goal of achieving an effective non-proliferation regime and the right to develop civilian
nuclear industries; the right must be preserved while ensuring it does not become a route to
nuclear weapons.  The clandestine pursuit of nuclear weapons challenges international law.

10.6 The Secretary-General’s High-Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change
said two remedies are required.  First, IAEA inspection and verification rules must be tightened
up through making the Additional Protocol a universal standard for IAEA safeguards (only one-
third of States have so far ratified the Protocol); and the Security Council must be prepared to act
in cases of non-compliance.  Second, negotiations should be started to make the IAEA a
guarantor for the supply of fissile material to civilian power users.  Thus the IAEA would
guarantee uninterrupted supply of nuclear services at market rates.  To get this process started,
States should surrender their right to construct such facilities and voluntarily institute a
moratorium on the construction of enrichment or reprocess facilities.

10.7 Further, the High-Level Panel said that any State withdrawing from the Treaty (as
North Korea has done) should be held responsible for violations committed while still a Party.
The Security Council should examine any withdrawal.

10.8 Developing countries resist the imposition of restrictions on the supply of
materials and equipment for the nuclear fuel cycle and claim that the developed countries have
backed away from their original guarantee to provide assistance to the non-nuclear States to
develop nuclear energy.  They do not want additional constraints on Article IV.  And since they
view the NWS implementation of Article VI as entirely unsatisfactory, they claim that the NPT
bargain is being eroded.

10.9 Before the Review Conference began, Mohamed ElBaradei suggested seven steps
to resolve this dilemma.

1.  Institute a five-year moratorium on new facilities for uranium enrichment and
plutonium separation; guarantee an economic supply of nuclear fuel to bona fide users.

2.  Convert all reactors using highly enriched uranium to low-uranium (which cannot be
used for bombs).

3.  Make the IAEA Additional Protocol the norm.

4.  The U.N. Security Council to act swiftly and decisively in the case of any withdrawal.
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5.  Urge States to act on Security Council Resolution 1540 to prosecute any illicit trading
in nuclear material and technology.

6.  The NWS must accelerate their “unequivocal commitment” to nuclear disarmament.
Negotiating a fissile material cut-off ban would be a start.

7.  Address the reasons for terrorism in the Middle East and the Korean Peninsula and,
where needed, provide security assurances.  In the Middle East, open a dialogue to make that
region a nuclear weapons free zone.

ElBaradei warned that none of these steps would work in isolation.  Each requires a
concession from someone.

10.10 Main Committee III, chaired by Ambassador Elisabet Bonnier of Sweden,
wrestled with these issues.  Its draft report called for States to:

-- give stronger support to existing IAEA safeguards.

-- suspend nuclear cooperation with States in violation of their non-
   proliferation and safeguards obligations.

-- uphold the highest international standards on nuclear safety.

-- examine IAEA proposals related to the nuclear fuel cycle.

-- seek to develop new proliferation-resistant nuclear power reactors.

-- promote transparency in peaceful nuclear activities to build

   confidence that NPT commitments are being upheld.

Given the intense concerns over the NPT nuclear fuel loophole, this was a very weak
report.  It was not accepted because it got caught in the cross-fire of Egypt’s objection to the
subsidiary body’s report on Article X.  This report attempted to toughen the conditions for
withdrawal from the Treaty by having the Security Council assess threats to international peace
and security posed by a State’s withdrawal.  The State would remain liable for Treaty violations
and nuclear materials acquired before withdrawal must remain subject to IAEA safeguards.
Nothing from Committee III was even reported to the Plenary.
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11.  The CTBT Languishes

11.1 No issue demonstrates so clearly the NPT crisis as the fate of the Comprehensive
Test Ban Treaty.  If the shutting off of explosive nuclear testing cannot be done, what hope is
there for the elimination of nuclear weapons?  Achieving a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty by
1996 was one of the promises the NWS made when the Treaty was indefinitely extended in
1995.  A CTBT was negotiated and opened for signature in 1996.  President Clinton of the U.S.
was the first to sign.  Before it can enter into force, the Treaty must be ratified by the 44
countries that have nuclear reactors.  So far only 33 have ratified.  In 1999, the U.S. Senate
rejected the Treaty for reasons that had as much to do with domestic policies as nuclear weapons.
When the Bush Administration came to power, it withdrew its support for the Treaty.  Without
Administration support, the Senate refuses to reconsider the CTBT.  China is the only other
major requisite hold-out, but has said the ratification process is working its way through the
parliamentary process.

11.2 Meanwhile, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty Organization continues to
perfect a global verification regime.  The 337 monitoring facilities are located in some of the
most remote regions of the world, including the Arctic and Antarctica.  The Seismic,
hydroacoustic, infrasound and radionuclide monitoring technologies are designed to register
sound and energy vibrations underground, in the sea and in the air, and to detect radionuclides
released into the atmosphere.

11.3 Now, although 175 States have signed the Treaty and 120 have ratified it, the
CTBT languishes.  Wolfgang Hoffmann, Executive Secretary of the CTBT, came to the Review
Conference, but was not invited to speak.  It was a notable omission, since media reports
indicated North Korea was preparing to test a nuclear weapon.  Many delegates privately
expressed the view that, by taking an adamant position against the CTBT, the United States
significantly weakened the international call to North Korea not to test.  A group of States
friendly to the U.S., known as the G 10 (Australia, Austria, Canada, Denmark, Hungary, Ireland,
The Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway and Sweden) issued a call for the recalcitrant States to
“ratify the Treaty without delay.”

12.  Verification:  A Standing U.N. Body?

12.1 The last of the 2000 13 Practical Steps dealt with the verification required to
provide assurance of compliance with nuclear disarmament agreements.  In the intervening
years, the United Kingdom launched a study program to develop verification technologies.  A




