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1. Opening Remarks: 
Jennifer Allen Simons
President of the Simons Foundation & Executive Director of the Centre for Peace and Disarmament Studies, Liu Institute for Global Issues, University of British Columbia.

My name is Jennifer Allen Simons. I am President of The Simons Foundation and host for your dinner tonight. 

I am also Co-Director of the Centre for Peace and Disarmament Studies, and on behalf of my colleague, Lloyd Axworthy, the other Co-Director of the Centre and Executive Director of the Liu Institute for Global Issues -who, I am sure, will add his own greetings later this evening -- I would like to welcome you – our most distinguished guests -- to Vancouver and to the Liu Institute for your Conference tomorrow and Sunday.

I am especially pleased and honoured that H.E. Mr. Nobuyasu Abe, the newly-appointed United Nations Under-Secretary-General for Disarmament Affairs, is participating in these meetings, and Mr. Abe, I wish you success in furthering the disarmament agenda in your new position

And I welcome our Co-Convenors; Senator Doug Roche, Chair of Middle Powers Initiative; and Jonathan Granoff, President of the Global Security Institute.  

I have supported the Parliamentary Network for Nuclear Disarmament initiative, from its planning stage in MPI and I am pleased to be a co-convenor of the first major international meeting. I want to commend Alyn Ware for bringing this project to fruition. He has worked tirelessly for several years to develop and bring, the Parliamentary Network for Nuclear Disarmament together

The best hope of achieving our goals in a democratic society is through our elected representatives in parliament and Congress. I know that you who are present tonight are representing a minority of your members of PNND. Nevertheless, the total membership of PNND is bearing a significant burden and responsibility for representing the values and wishes of the majority of the populations in your country. If 87% of citizens in a democracy want the elimination of nuclear weapons -- in order to truly represent their constituencies – a majority of the parliamentarians should be enacting legislation for foreign policy initiatives to that end.

Too few members of parliament in the democratic world are fulfilling the mandate of their constituencies, so it is our hope that you will encourage your colleagues to take on their responsibilities with regard to the nuclear elimination agenda.

However, this obligation is not only yours. It is the responsibility of members of civil society to ensure that the people that they have voted into office are truly representing them. Much work has to be done at this level to encourage individuals to monitor closely their elected representatives and ensure that they are truly representing their interests. 

Civil society needs to work more closely with parliaments and Congress. When I met Senator Roche, he was Citizen Roche doing just this and he shares a great deal of the responsibility for the Parliamentary Report on Canada’s nuclear policy which was mandated by Lloyd Axworthy who was, at that time, Canada’s Minister of Foreign Affairs.

The role of PNND is particularly important at this time because “disarmament” has disappeared from the global security dialogue, and “managing” and “countering” proliferation have become the order of the day. These are dangerous, destabilising practices and are proving to be futile. 

Until disarmament as a solution is embraced, we will have more Indias and Pakistans, more Iraqs, more North Koreas, more Irans, we will see continuing instability in the Middle East, and we will also live with the fear that nuclear materials will come into the hands of non-state actors.

So I look forward to this Conference, to a successful two days, investigating the problems and developing strategies which will move us further towards a nuclear free world.

Before we enjoy our dinner, I would like to introduce Kat Norris who will welcome you in a truly Canadian way. Kat is a member of the British Columbia’s Coast Salish First Nations. She is currently working at the University of British Columbia on an Aboriginal Youth Health Study. She is a pow wow dancer, an activist, a writer of prose, and is currently acting in a play about the history of Vancouver, “Downtown Eastside, Heartland of the City. Kat will sing the Coast Salish First Nations traditional welcoming song.
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3. Meeting Global Threats: The Non-proliferation Imperative: 

U.S. Rep Christopher Shays (R), U.S. Congress. Co-chair of the Bipartisan Task Force on Nuclear Non-Proliferation: 

Thank you for the opportunity to join you this morning. I just regret my visit is so short.  

The natural beauty of our surrounding reminds us what is at stake in any discussion of nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament. The vistas of this beautiful city watch over us like a conscience in Technicolor, a silent but compelling natural plea for survival that should never be far from our thoughts.

A champion of modern nuclear non-proliferation efforts, former U.S. Senator Sam Nunn, never risks overstating the obvious when he observes the fight against nuclear terrorism must be global because the supply of nuclear materials is global. That hard fact might be overlooked as a fractious world of uncertain, shifting geopolitical alignments gropes for a new security paradigm in the post-Soviet era.

Nevertheless, the search for 21st century security must recognize the worldwide reach of the nuclear challenge. In doing so, we also have to acknowledge the limitations of many unilateral, bilateral, and even multilateral approaches to arms control and non-proliferation crafted in the uniquely bi-polar Cold War context.

The events of September 11th 2001 (what many in the United States call our “wake up call from hell”) demonstrated global terrorism has the will, and will acquire the means, to inflict mass casualties. There is no moral or political red line they won’t cross.

Indiscriminate attacks on civilians and international organizations, like the United Nations and the International Red Cross, betray a malevolence that transcends the geographical and behavioural boundaries modern nation-states erect for their protection.

Given these stark new realities, sovereign nations confront the discomforting proposition that their security is more than ever directly and inextricably tied to far off factors and forces beyond their control.

The availability of technology, the mobility of people and goods, and the cunning ingenuity of sub-state organizations mean the nuclear safety of this or any city may well rely on the strength of one chain link fence or the alertness of a single underpaid guard at a research reactor several thousand miles away. Because of all this, some important questions need to be asked.

What stands between the terrorists and the material they covet to unleash their nuclear nightmare?  

Are international controls working to increase the odds against a nuclear or radiological cataclysm? 

What else can, should, or must be done to deny terrorists access to the nuclear materials still in our midst?

These are the questions filling most days, and haunting many nights, as the international community attempts to reach a new security consensus for a newly insecure age. These are the issues we, as parliamentarians, will have to answer in the policies and laws we enact.

Limiting Access to Nuclear Material

We must do a better job limiting the volume of nuclear material and access to it. 

It has been observed the most difficult step for the terrorist – acquiring a device or fissile material – should be the easiest to block if we effectively protect, or destroy, the objects of their twisted quest. Unfortunately, the amounts needed to build a bomb are small, and the stockpiles of nuclear materials are numerous.

With an efficient implosion design, a baseball-sized lump of plutonium weighing 4 kilograms (about 10 pounds), or a softball-sized lump of highly enriched uranium (HEU) weighing perhaps 3 times as much (30 pounds), is enough.

For a simpler but less-efficient gun-type design, a bit more HEU would be needed, but you could still hold it in your hands.

According to testimony before the National Security Subcommittee of the House Government Reform Committee, which I chair, there is enough HEU and separated plutonium in the world today to make nearly a quarter of a million nuclear weapons. This material is stored in hundreds of buildings, in scores of countries, with security conditions ranging from excellent to utterly appalling.

The former Soviet Union weapons complex stretches across vast territory. Facilities were built in remote areas, away from prying eyes and unwelcome questions.

Additionally, operational weapons like those deployed with the Soviet navy are still located at remote bases in the arctic and Far East. In part due to the work of the Cooperative Threat Reduction program, storage facilities like the one we visited at Mayak are putting significant quantities of fissile material out of reach. But much more remains at risk.

In the United States, the situation is markedly better but still inviting to terrorists willing to die in the nuclear or dirty bomb explosion of their own making.

The United States has at least ten major sites housing weapons-grade plutonium and highly enriched uranium in sufficient quantities to make a nuclear device. Many of those sites no longer have an active defence mission, but efforts to reduce the size of the complex seem slowed to a crawl by bureaucratic lethargy, political timidity, and fiscal constraints. 

Facilities in once remote areas now stand aging and vulnerable on disadvantageous topography in the middle of sprawling suburbs.

We also regularly move weapons-grade nuclear materials and nuclear weapons between these facilities all across the country.

While security at some Department of Energy sites appears robust, heightened security requirements to meet the heightened postulated threat pose serious operational and fiscal challenges in both the near and long term. For example, after one recent security audit at a U.S. national lab, the facility will take the extraordinary step of completely ceasing operations for a two-day “stand down” while site security weaknesses are addressed.

Policing the Global Nuclear Bazaar

We must do a better do a better job policing the global nuclear bazaar.

On December 8, 1953, President Dwight D. Eisenhower presented his Atoms for Peace proposal to the United Nations. By then, both the United States and the former Soviet Union had exploded thermonuclear devices.

The Eisenhower Administration, having decided to emphasize the constructive power of nuclear energy, proposed the creation of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA).

The new body would be charged to develop processes to make nuclear material unsuitable for military use and make that resource available to other States, under strict controls, to be used for peaceful purposes like power generation.

The 1970 Non-proliferation Treaty (NPT) extended the IAEA mission by requiring that all NPT non-nuclear-weapon States conclude safeguards agreements with the IAEA. The basic purpose of safeguards is to verify that nuclear material is not diverted from peaceful applications to nuclear weapons or other prohibited uses. 

But the nuclear genie refuses to stay in the NPT bottle. Unanticipated actors, with once unthinkable motives, can leak through and confound a treaty structure that relies for its strength on state-to-state political and moral suasion.

From 1993 to 2001, the IAEA tracked 175 cases of trafficking in nuclear materials and 201 cases of trafficking in radioactive materials. As Mohamed El Baradei, Director-General of the IAEA, said, “We are not just dealing with the possibility of governments diverting nuclear materials into clandestine weapons programs.

Now we have been alerted to the potential of terrorists targeting nuclear facilities or using radioactive sources to incite panic, contaminate property, and even cause injury or death among civilian populations.”

Thinking Anew

We must do a better job “thinking anew.”

Today we live in a world far different from the polarized Cold War construct governed by the maxim “trust but verify” and bounded by international law and treaties. Free of the need to choose sides, many nations no longer feel the need to abide by treaty obligations undertaken in the interest of pleasing one side or the other.

The prolonged crisis over North Korea’s nuclear program demonstrates the current dilemma.

States parties felt North Korea’s decision to withdraw from the NPT represented a serious challenge to the global non-proliferation regime. They declared the North Korean nuclear weapons program undermines peace and security on the peninsula, and called upon North Korea to dismantle its nuclear weapons program. Nevertheless, that starving, rogue nation continues to manipulate international diplomatic and consultative processes while pursuing its belligerent agenda.

To shore up the regime, the Preparatory Committee for the 2005 NPT Review Conference called upon States parties, particularly those with an advanced nuclear program, to conclude and implement an Additional Protocol to their comprehensive safeguards agreement.

This Protocol would enhance the confidence of States parties in treaty compliance and help address concerns regarding the true scope and purpose of nuclear programs.

In that context, the Islamic Republic of Iran was asked to sign an Additional Protocol and ensure full and forthcoming cooperation with IAEA. It remains unclear what impact that might have on Iran’s apparent drive to acquire the next Islamic bomb.

These developments raise serious questions about the utility of attempting to extend the declaration and inspection regimes at the heart of past arms control and non-proliferation efforts to emerging transnational threats. 

Cold War arms control paradigms, designed to bind the self-interest of state actors, do not work on stateless fanatics. Terrorist organizations will not sign treaties.  They will not participate in confidence building measures and they certainly will not participate in voluntary or mandatory processes to bring greater transparency to their operations.

Clearly a new approach is needed to complement and strengthen current non-proliferation tools; a truly global approach that both locks down the supply and reduces the demand for contraband nuclear materials.

When the G-8 leaders met in Canada last year, they took an important step toward building that new approach. They articulated a broad multilateral commitment to prevent terrorists, or those that harbour them, from acquiring or developing nuclear, chemical, radiological, and biological weapons as well as missiles, related materials, equipment and technology.

To implement those principles, they established the “G-8 Global Partnership Against the Spread of Weapons and Materials of Mass Destruction” and committed $20 billion over ten years to implement a six-element program.

The six elements:

1. Strengthen multilateral treaties

2. Establish measures to account for nuclear materials

3. develop and maintain appropriate physical protections

4. develop and maintain effective border controls

5. develop and maintain effective export and transit controls

6. strengthen efforts for disposal of stockpiles

The G-8 initiative recognizes that the fight against catastrophic terrorism and the fight against non-proliferation are the same fight.

Winning that fight will require new thinking, new technologies, unprecedented levels of international cooperation, and a level of vigilance that may tax the patience and attention span of western cultures.

Let me conclude with a question and a quote Senator Nunn often uses to effectively frame this discussion:

If a nuclear weapon goes off in Moscow, Paris, Tokyo, or some other major city today, what would we wish we had done to prevent it? The answer provides an agenda for urgent action.  

Or as Senator Nunn puts it, “The stakes are high. We are well past the time when we can take satisfaction with a step in the right direction. A gazelle running from a cheetah is taking steps in the right direction. It’s no longer just a question of direction; it’s a matter of speed.”

In this race, I wish all of you and the entire world Godspeed.  
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4. Message from the PNND Japan:

SUZUKI Tsuneo, President, PNND Japan

Presented by Hiromichi Umebayashi, PNND East Asian Regional Coordinator

Distinguished parliamentarians and colleagues,

It is a great regret that an unfortunate coincidence has prohibited us from attending this historic meeting, the first global conference organized by the Parliamentary Network for Nuclear Disarmament (PNND). On November 9th, in fact the very time of this session, a general election will take place in Japan, and parliamentarians here have been totally preoccupied with election activities. On behalf of member parliamentarians of the PNND Japan, I would like to express our sincere apologies to all of you for not being able to attend and instead submitting this brief written message.

In July last year, we established a supra-partisan network of members from both the House of Representatives and the House of Councillors to work for nuclear disarmament. It has defined itself as a Japanese Chapter of the international Parliamentary Network for Nuclear Disarmament (PNND). As of today, prior to the general election, the network has sixty-two members out of 727 Diet members.

As you already know, Japan has experienced horrific devastation from the atomic bombs dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945. The experience demonstrated to us the inhumanity of the use of nuclear weapons and the imperative that they are never used again. The Hibakusha, survivors of the atomic bombings, have again and again appealed earnestly for the abolition of nuclear weapons at the earliest possible date. As members of the Japanese Parliament, we recognize our responsibility to respond to such a call through our capacity as law-makers. Their appeal is all the more compelling when we consider the fact that the few remaining Hibakusha will inevitably pass on in this century, and we will lose their pertinent testimony and powerful voice for nuclear abolition. We are disheartened to see that current developments in international politics are bringing us no closer to their dream and vision for a nuclear-weapon-free world.

PNND Japan has begun its work with information sharing on the recent development regarding nuclear weapon and disarmament policies, with special attention to those of the U.S. Bush administration. In this respect, we have held seminars to listen to experts’ lectures from abroad and within Japan, with one of these seminars being open to the public. In addition, we have distributed related materials produced by Japanese NGOs to member parliamentarians.

One of our immediate concerns is the emerging new approach to nuclear weapons that seeks to develop more usable nuclear weapons, including bunker-busters and mini-nukes. In this respect, the PNND Japan, together with the international PNND, is working to hold a “Forum for Parliamentarians for Nuclear Disarmament” at the Second International NGO Conference in Nagasaki, convened by the Mayor of Nagasaki, to be held later this month. The primary objective of this Forum is to discuss the role of parliamentarians in addressing this challenging time when new generations of nuclear weapons are emerging.

Another concern of ours is the nuclear crisis in the Korean Peninsula. It is important to recognize that in order to effectively address the problem of nuclear proliferation on the Korean Peninsula, we must also address the wider issue of progress toward nuclear disarmament. Korean situation is a concrete example of the global reality that the continuing existence of nuclear weapons stimulates and enables the rationalization for nuclear proliferation. However, as a network of parliamentarians from all political parties, we have yet to pursue a common direction to address this issue that has various political dimensions. We believe that continued efforts to share key information and exchange views with other parliamentarians, including Korean colleagues in particular, will lead to constructive ideas for peaceful solutions. In this respect, the value of the PNND is enormous.

Lastly, we pray that this conference will be a very productive one and provide us with many promising and progressive outcomes. We are looking forward to working with you in the future and promise that we will continue our close cooperation. (End)

[back to top]
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8. United Nations and Nuclear Disarmament 
H.E. Nobuyasu Abe
UN Under-Secretary General for Disarmament: 

I would first like to thank our distinguish moderator, Lloyd Axworthy, for his gracious introduction and to express my admiration for his long government service on behalf of the United Nations and nuclear disarmament. I also wish to thank the Global Security Institute, the Middle Powers Initiative, and their joint programme -- the Parliamentary Network for Nuclear Disarmament -- for organizing this event, and the Liu Centre for providing this delightful venue.

The United Nations performs a number of functions concerning nuclear disarmament. They include a deliberative function, a recommendatory function, a research function, a negotiating function, a treaty function, an enforcement function, and an education function.

First, the deliberative function. The United Nations has two deliberative bodies -- the General Assembly with its First Committee, and its subsidiary organ, the Disarmament Commission. The issue of nuclear disarmament has been at the top of their agendas ever since they came into existence. In recent years, the General Assembly has been adopting a number of resolutions on nuclear disarmament – including, for example, a resolution calling for a new agenda for nuclear disarmament, proposed by the member States of the New Agenda Coalition; a resolution trying to lay out a path to total nuclear disarmament, introduced by Japan; a resolution endorsing the ICJ advisory opinion on the legality of the threat or use of  nuclear weapons; and other resolutions promoting nuclear-weapon-free zones around the world, to name a few. In fact, the First Committee this year adopted 20 draft resolutions on nuclear disarmament out the total of 47 resolutions.

While these resolutions were not always compatible with each other, many were adopted without a vote or with a substantial majority. In this year’s Committee, an effort was initiated by American and European delegations to reduce the number of resolutions, to enable a more focused debate, and to enhance the relevance of the actions of the First Committee. I hope the effort will bear fruit, because so many resolutions on nuclear disarmament remain un-implemented. Some cynics have even argued that the high number of resolutions was both the cause and the result of non-implementation of the resolutions. Yet because almost all the ingredients needed to promote nuclear disarmament can be found in the resolutions passed by the First Committee, the real issue concerns their implementation.

The UN’s recommendatory function on disarmament issues is carried out by the General Assembly, the First Committee, and the Disarmament Commission. The General Assembly has also established an Advisory Board for making recommendations to the Secretary-General on disarmament matters. It consists of a little over twenty members from governments, research institutes, and non-governmental organizations around the world and was, until recently, headed by Ambassador Gryshchenko of the Ukraine, who has just become the Foreign Minister of that country. Its latest report included, for example, a recommendation to keep the expertise gained in the UNMOVIC in the U.N. Secretariat.

The United Nations also performs a research function, centred at UNIDIR -- the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, located in Geneva. Its latest work includes, for example, books, reports, and a respected journal – Disarmament Forum – which together offer in-depth analyses on subjects ranging from small arms to weapons of mass destruction, while also addressing both global and regional issues relating to disarmament. This year, one issue of Disarmament Forum was devoted to “Nuclear Terrorism.” UNIDIR has also just published two useful reference books, “A Handbook on Verification and Compliance” and “A Lexicon for Arms Control, Disarmament, and Confidence-Building.”  

The U.N.’s negotiating function in this field is undertaken in the Conference on Disarmament, also located in Geneva. The Conference successfully negotiated such treaties as the BWC, CWC, and CTBT. Over the last seven years, however, it has not been able to agree on a “programme of work” or to establish negotiating committees for a specific treaty or an agreement. Most recently, the current Chairperson, Ambassador Inoguchi, has informed me that a compromise is within reach that would include the establishment of four working groups to work on the cessation of fissile material production for weapons, the prevention of an arms race in outer space, nuclear disarmament, and what are called negative security assurances – that is, commitments not to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon  States. I very much hope this optimism proves to be true, because the world has been waiting too long for multilateral negotiations to move nuclear disarmament forward.

A unique treaty function has been given to the United Nations Secretariat: namely, to service the operation and deliberation of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. Even though it is not quite a United Nations conference, the NPT Review Conference, and its preparatory committees convene in U.N. conference rooms with U.N. Secretariat services. The IAEA, meanwhile, is an independent, UN-affiliated organization responsible for verifying compliance with safeguards under the treaty. Frustrations are mounting over the lack of significant progress in nuclear disarmament -- and certain trends are even going backward.

The U.N.’s enforcement function is perhaps the hottest item of the day. Nuclear disarmament -- or the NPT itself for that matter -- has enjoyed decades without having to confront any serious breach of the treaty requiring enforcement actions. The Security Council had long shied away from the steps needed to achieve nuclear disarmament, even though Article 47 of the Charter authorized its Military Staff Committee to advise the Council on all questions relating to “the regulation of armaments, and possible disarmament.” Then came the Iraqi and the North Korean nuclear-weapon revelations. On Iraq, the Security Council took strong steps adopting the mandatory resolution 687 and subsequent resolutions. The North Korean question was settled outside the U.N. in 1994.

On the global spread of WMD, the Security Council -- meeting in 1992 at the level of heads of state and government -- issued an agreed statement declaring the proliferation of all such weapons to be a threat to international peace and security. Though it was not a resolution, the statement nevertheless carried significant weight. Since then, the Council was faced with the question of enforcement of its Iraqi resolution, but had a very difficult time reaching an agreement on enforcement measures when it was faced with specific violations. Resolution 1443, which established UNMOVIC, was an outcome of such an agonizing process. I very much hope that the members of the Council will achieve unity on the difficult question of enforcement, because -- after all -- we need that unity to make multilateralism work.

Secretary-General Kofi Annan is more concerned about the well-being of multilateralism than anybody else. The inability of the Security Council to reach an agreement just before the war started in Iraq, the inability to stop the war in Iraq from starting, and the devastating bomb attack on U.N. headquarters in Baghdad -- all these recent events have terribly disturbed the Secretary-General. At the outset of the General Assembly this year, he expressed his great concern over the spread of unilateral and lawless use of force in the face of threats of weapons of mass destruction involving clandestine groups. He stated that,

it is not enough to denounce unilateralism, unless we also face up squarely to the concerns that make some States feel uniquely vulnerable, since it is those concerns that drive them to take unilateral action. We must show that those concerns can, and will, be addressed effectively through collective action.

He went on to announce his intention to establish a High-Level Panel of eminent personalities to examine the current challenges to peace and security and to consider the contribution that collective action can make in addressing these challenges. This panel was just announced last Tuesday. The Secretary-General had such a sense of urgency that he asked the panel to meet within the next few weeks in New York and to report to him within the year. I trust that such a group of eminent persons will address the serious security challenges we face today and come up with powerful recommendations on how to strengthen a multilateral answer to the new threats.

In the meantime, the Security Council is now engaged in an informal consultation about its role concerning proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. France, for example, had proposed the establishment of a “permanent corps of inspectors” under the Security Council to deal with future questions concerning WMD verification. I hope certain effective measures will come out of the current discussion to strengthen the international resolve to prevent the spread of weapons of mass destruction.

I also hope that parliamentarians around the world will join in the discussion and promotion of multilateral means to prevent proliferation of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction and to lead the world to the elimination of nuclear weapons.

Parliamentarians, however, cannot accomplish such goals on their own -- they require a strong foundation of support in civil society. And this brings me to what is surely one of the most important U.N. functions in the field of disarmament -- namely, education. It is through education that the world will ensure that leaders and citizens will have the knowledge and wisdom needed to address the many great challenges that lie ahead in disarmament. Recognizing the importance of this issue, the General Assembly asked the Secretary-General in the year 2000 to prepare a report on this subject, with the assistance of experts. The report he submitted in August 2002 identified many new ideas and strategies for progress at literally all levels of education. 
 

This, in conclusion, offers a broad overview of what the United Nations is doing on behalf of nuclear disarmament. The United Nations is committed to work in earnest towards nuclear disarmament hand-in-hand with parliamentarians and with civil society around the world. I look forward to your advice and support as we forge ahead with this great cause.
[back to top]
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10. The New Agenda for Nuclear Disarmament 

Graham Kelly, New Zealand High Commissioner to Canada: 

Introduction
Madam Chair, Members of Parliament, Distinguished guests, ladies and gentlemen.

Kia Ora and warm Pacific greetings to you all. May I commence by saying how pleased I am to have been asked to speak to you today.

May I pay a special tribute to those Parliamentarians who are members of the Parliamentary Network for Nuclear Disarmament for your commitment to a saner and peaceful world -- one without nuclear weapons.

As the founding chair of New Zealand’s Parliamentary Network for Nuclear Disarmament, I understand the difficulties some of you have in convincing your colleagues and some of your governments to take a more active role in supporting nuclear disarmament and the means to achieve it.

The obscenity of even thinking of using nuclear weapons is an affront to all human beings.

And so as I look around this room I cannot be other than extremely proud of you all for your part in attempting to make the world a better place in which to live.

Finally may I acknowledge the Liu Institute for Global Issues at this University, the Middle Powers Initiative, the Simons Foundation and Senator Doug Roche, Alyn Ware and other eminent people for making this important and significant conference possible.

Background

· New Zealand has a long history of being outspoken about the need to eliminate all nuclear weapons. We have long held that nuclear weapons have no place in our world.

And, as most of you will know, we legislated for a nuclear-free New Zealand in the 1980s.

· But there is only a limited amount that one country, however resolute, can achieve on its own.

· There was a brief period of euphoria following the end of the Cold War, and real advances toward outlawing chemical and biological weapons of mass destruction.

By 1998 it was clear, however, that there had been little progress on nuclear weapons, the most destructive weapons of all. Open nuclear testing by India and Pakistan had just underscored the fact that new nations were gaining nuclear weapons, while there had been little, if any, movement toward nuclear disarmament by the existing nuclear weapons States.

· In 1998 New Zealand joined with six other countries that were, like us, deeply concerned at the lack of progress toward real nuclear disarmament. We agreed that there was a need for a “New Agenda” to achieve a nuclear-weapon -free world.

· We named ourselves the “New Agenda Coalition.”

· The “New Agenda Coalition” consists of Brazil, Egypt, Ireland, Mexico, New Zealand, South Africa, and Sweden. The composition means that both world hemispheres and a range of countries from the European Union to the Non-Aligned Movement are represented.

So what does the New Agenda Coalition seek?

· Our main aim is quite simple: to get the nuclear-weapon  States (US, UK, China, France, Russia) to meet the commitment they made under Article VI of the 1972 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, to:

“pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament.” 

· We also call on the three nuclear-weapon-capable States (India, Pakistan, and Israel) to join the Non-Proliferation Treaty as non-nuclear-weapons States, promptly and without conditions. Recently, we have also called on North Korea to reconsider its recent announcements and to come back into compliance with the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

· The aims of the New Agenda are summed up in the first Declaration by New Agenda Coalition Foreign Ministers, in June 1998.

“We fully share the conclusion expressed by the Commissioners of the Canberra Commission in their Statement that ‘the proposition that nuclear weapons can be retained in perpetuity and never used -- accidentally or by decision -- defies credibility. The only complete defence is the elimination of nuclear weapons and assurance that they will never be produced again.”

· These Ministers recalled the unanimous 1996 decision of the International Court of Justice that there exists an obligation on the nuclear-weapon States to:

“pursue in good faith and bring to a conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and effective international control.”

· The New Agenda Coalition Foreign Ministers said: 

“We can no longer remain complacent at the reluctance of the nuclear-weapon States and the three nuclear-weapon -capable States to take that fundamental and requisite step, namely a clear commitment to the speedy, final, and total elimination of their nuclear weapons and nuclear weapons capability and we urge them to take that step now.

The vast majority of the membership of the United Nations has entered into legally-binding commitments not to receive, manufacture, or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices. These undertakings have been made in the context of the corresponding legally-binding commitments by the nuclear-weapon States to the pursuit of nuclear disarmament.

“We are deeply concerned at the persistent reluctance of the nuclear-weapon States to approach their Treaty obligations as an urgent commitment to the total elimination of their nuclear weapons…the international community must not enter the third millennium with the prospect that the maintenance of these weapons will be considered legitimate for the indefinite future.”

· And in the year 2000 a very significant and exciting event occurred -- one of the most significant decisions since the Second World War. At the 2000 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference, the New Agenda Coalition succeeded in obtaining from the nuclear-weapon States an “unequivocal undertaking” to “accomplish the total elimination of their nuclear arsenals leading to the nuclear disarmament to which all States Parties are committed under Article 6” (of the Non-Proliferation Treaty).

· We would, of course, have preferred to see the “unequivocal undertaking” accompanied by a definite timeline. Still, it is a valuable and explicit commitment. Nuclear weapons are not legitimised for the indefinite future.

· We found that for much of that 2000 Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference, it was the New Agenda Coalition that engaged in direct negotiation with the nuclear-weapon States. We believe that the Coalition played a valuable role at that conference, as we will seek to do at the 2005 Review Conference.

So an important question is “what concrete steps is the New Agenda seeking from the nuclear-weapon States?”

· We realise that neither the nuclear-weapon States, nor the nuclear-weapon -capable States, are suddenly and obligingly going to divest themselves of all of their nuclear weapons. There are, however, concrete, practical steps that could be taken to build international confidence.

· There are some examples of such steps, contained in this year’s New Agenda ‘omnibus’ resolution at the United Nations First Committee. (These are examples only: running through the resolution’s full 7 pages would take us well over time.)

In our view none of these steps is impractical: each could be implemented immediately.

· –ratification of the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty (CTBT);

· –upholding of the moratorium on nuclear testing, pending the entry into force of the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty;

· –irreversible destruction (rather than storage) of non-deployed nuclear warheads;

· –the U.S. and Russian commitments (under the “Moscow Treaty”) to reduce their numbers of deployed strategic nuclear warheads to be made verifiable, irreversible, and transparent;

· –priority to be given to reductions in non-strategic (“tactical”) nuclear weapons (because these are likely to be deployed away from central control and be less secure as they can be stolen);

· –an undertaking by the nuclear-weapon  States not to increase the number or types of tactical nuclear weapons deployed, and not to develop new types of weapons or rationalisations for their use;

· –more accountability and transparency by the nuclear-weapons States about their nuclear-weapons arsenals;

· –resumption of negotiations in the Conference on Disarmament on a treaty banning the production of fissile material for nuclear weapons;

· –all nuclear-weapon States to place fissile material no longer required for military purposes under the supervision of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to ensure that it cannot again be used for military purposes;

· –further development of “negative security assurances”, whereby the nuclear-weapon States, formally and in a legally-binding fashion, agree not to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States;

· –encouragement of nuclear-weapon-free zones (Hon Matt Robson from New Zealand will be to talking about the Southern Hemisphere Free of Nuclear Weapons Initiative later in the conference);
· –all States that have not yet done so to conclude with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) agreements and Model Additional Protocols for full-scope safeguards on their nuclear facilities.

· For full detail, it is necessary to read the closely-packed 7 pages of the resolution.

· In addition, the New Agenda Coalition resolution reaffirms that “a nuclear-weapon-free world will ultimately require the underpinning of a universal and multilaterally-negotiated legally-binding instrument, or a framework encompassing a mutually-reinforcing set of instruments.”

The New Agenda therefore sees a nuclear-weapon convention (or framework of stand-alone measures amounting to the same), as the culmination of a series of undertakings, practical steps, and negotiations.

· While a negotiated legal instrument is clearly some way off, there is no reason that practical steps toward nuclear disarmament cannot start now. Indeed, it is vital that they should.

· The New Agenda Coalition is very concerned that the current emphasis on counter-proliferation measures should not be used as an excuse not to take concrete steps now towards nuclear disarmament. These are two sides of the same coin. Ultimately, our only security will be the complete elimination of nuclear weapons and the assurance that they will never be used or produced again. 

So what exactly is the New Agenda Coalition doing, and how can parliamentarians help?
· The New Agenda Coalition takes every opportunity, multilaterally and bilaterally, to remind nuclear-weapon States of their obligations under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), and of their “unequivocal undertaking” in the year 2000 to accomplish the elimination of their nuclear arsenals. We also take opportunities to remind nuclear-weapon-capable States that are not members of the NPT of the international community’s expectations that they should join.  

· Since 1998, we have run resolutions annually at the U.N. General Assembly (except for 2001, when we did not consider that we could improve on the result of the 2000 Review Conference). For the last three years, we have run both the omnibus resolution “Towards a nuclear-weapon-free world: a new agenda” and a separate one on “Reduction of non-strategic nuclear weapons.”

· Support for the omnibus resolutions has improved slightly since 1998 when 114 voted in favour, 18 against, and 38 abstained. In 2002, 125 countries supported the resolution, 6 voted against, and 36 abstained. Last week’s resolution was 121 in favour, 6 against, and 38 abstentions. 

· The New Agenda resolutions receive pretty much solid support from the Southern hemisphere, but there are many gaps in Europe (mainly among NATO members), and of course among the nuclear-weapon and nuclear-weapon-capable States. Only China, of the nuclear-weapon States, moved to support the New Agenda Coalition omnibus resolution, in 2000 and 2002.I would also like to take this chance to note that our host country, Canada, was the only NATO state to support the New Agenda omnibus resolution in 2000, 2002 and 2003.

· We would urge Parliamentarians to check whether their Governments have supported the New Agenda resolutions this year, and either congratulate them or urge them to support the New Agenda at next year’s U.N. General Assembly.

· The New Agenda Coalition will also be very active at the Third Preparatory Committee (Prep Com 3) to be held in New York in April 2004, to prepare for the five-yearly review of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty in 2005.

We will again be putting forward working papers and, we hope, gaining agreement to recommendations to go from that Third Preparatory Committee to the Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference.  

· Again, it would be very useful if Parliamentarians could play an active role in urging their Governments to support the New Agenda’s initiatives at the Third Preparatory Committee, and at the Review Conference in 2005.  

· The New Agenda’s role, as we see it, is to stay on the cutting edge, constantly urging the nuclear-weapon States to go further than their current comfort zone in eliminating, rather than just reducing, nuclear weapons.

In conclusion, we would very much value any support that Parliamentarians are able to give us in this important campaign. 
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12. Nuclear Weapons and Preventive War


Peter Weiss, President, Lawyers’ Committee on Nuclear Policy,

Vice-President of the International Association of Lawyers Against Nuclear Arms.

From time to time, the American Journal of International Law, the most prestigious international law journal in the United States and probably in the world, runs a section called Agora, no doubt intended as a reference to the marketplace of ideas. The July 2003 issue contains such a section, consisting of a debate between proponents and opponents of the legality of the recent war against Iraq. The introduction to this section begins as follows: “The military action against Iraq in the Spring 2003 is one of the few events of the U.N. Charter period holding the potential for fundamental transformation, or possibly even destruction, of the system of law governing the use of force that had evolved during the twentieth century.”

These are strong words, to be sure, but justifiably so when seen in the context of the new doctrine of pre-emptive war propagated by the United States, which should more accurately be called preventive war. Let me examine with you the connection between this new doctrine and nuclear weapons.

In order to do this, we must first review briefly the principles which have governed ius ad bellum, the law governing the legality of going to war, since the U.N. Charter came into force in 1945. The first is Article 2(4) of the Charter, which states that “all members shall refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any state, or in any manner inconsistent with the purposes of the U.N.” This is, or was meant to be, the heart of the Charter, which, you will recall, was intended “to save future generations from the scourge of war.”

Only two exceptions are allowed to this prohibition against the threat or use of force by one nation against another. Article 42 permits the Security Council to “take such action by air, sea or land forces as may be necessary to maintain or restore international peace and security” once it has determined that a threat to the peace, breach of the peace or act of aggression has occurred and that measures not involving the use of force would be or have proved to be inadequate to maintain or restore international peace and security. And Article 51 states that “nothing in the present Charter shall impair the inherent right of individual or collective self-defence if an armed attack occurs against a member of the UN, until the Security Council has taken measures necessary to maintain international peace and security.” This Article is the codification of the definition of self-defence as it has existed in customary law since at least the famous Caroline Incident of 1837, when Daniel Webster, then the American Secretary of State, defined justifiable self-defence as requiring that it be “instant, overwhelming and leaving no choice of means, and no moment for deliberation.”

How far from the mandate of the Charter the new policy of preventive war digresses is made plain by President Bush’s introduction to the National Security Strategy of September 17, 2002
, in which he states: “As a matter of common sense and self-defence, America will act against such emerging threats before they are fully formed…”

Now we must ask: What are these emerging threats which allow the United States to throw overboard the fundamental structure of the U.N. Charter, insofar as it relates to the use of force? We find the answer in the three contributions to the debate in the American Journal of International Law by the defenders of the legality of the war.

William Howard Taft IV and Todd F. Buchwald, the Legal Adviser and Assistant Legal Adviser of the Department of State: “[a] central consideration, at least from the U.S. point of view, was the risk embodied in allowing the Iraqi regime to defy the international community by pursuing weapons of mass destruction.”

Professor John Yoo of the University of California: “In addition to the probability of the threat, the threatened magnitude of harm must be relevant. The advent of nuclear and other sophisticated weapons has dramatically increased the degree of potential harm, and the importance of the temporal factor has diminished. Weapons of mass destruction threaten devastating and indiscriminate long-term damage to large segments of the civilian population and environment.”

Professor Ruth Wedgwood of John Hopkins University uses President Kennedy’s handling of the Cuban missile crisis as a precedent for President Busch’s action last spring. “The introduction of nuclear weapons into Cuba”, she writes, “reducing Soviet launch time to seven minutes, would have destroyed any adequate interval for the assessment of nuclear warnings,” thus justifying the United States in imposing a defensive quarantine.

What is it, then, about this new doctrine of pre-emptive/preventive war that has made it palatable to so many people, despite the fact that it undermines the very essence of the United Nations Charter? Apparently it is the magnitude of the armed attack which the first belligerent sees coming from the second, as well as the impossibility of determining just when the attack will occur. It is a commonplace misconception that 9/11 changed everything about international relations and perhaps also about international law. But it is doubtful that the United States would have felt justified in invading and occupying Afghanistan before the tragic events of 9/11, simply on the speculation that they might occur.

What then are this magnitude and this imminence which are supposed to have rendered Articles 2(4) and 51 nugatory? I submit to you that they are the characteristics of by far the most destructive weapon in the history of warfare, i.e. the nuclear bomb.

Never mind that the U.N. weapons inspectors found no evidence of nuclear weapons activity in Iraq since 1991, never mind that the Niger uranium purchase turned out to be a forgery of which President Bush either was or should have been aware, never mind that, in his first post-war report, the chief inspector for the United States, Donald Kay, could not point to any nuclear weapons activity in Iraq and asked for three to six months to complete his job, when Dr. Blix, at the time the Iraq war was launched by the U.S. and the UK, had only asked for three. Never mind also that the Saddam-Al Quaeda link in which about half of the American public believed has now been called by the President something for which there is no evidence. The mere fact that these things were said and believed was enough to make a majority of Congress give the President a green light for the invasion of Iraq under his new pre-emptive war doctrine.

Would the Congress have gone along if the principal justification had been only chemical and biological weapons? I doubt it. Indeed, only nuclear weapons were originally called weapons of mass destruction. The chemical and biological categories were added later, but, without denying their capacity to devastate large numbers of people, this was, proportionately speaking, like adding fleas and mosquitoes to elephants.

The mere invocation of the threat of nuclear weapons, whether delivered by plane, by missile, or by suitcase, tends to freeze the mind and cut off discussion. But, because the pre-emptive war doctrine is couched in broad and vague terms, it will, I am afraid, spread like nuclear fallout to the four corners of the earth and be used in the future to justify so-called defensive wars, whether based on an alleged nuclear threat or some other threat.

I find it curious that with all this defending and bemoaning the new doctrine -- six contributions in 125 pages in the current American Journal of International Law alone -- there is no word of what international law requires of the world’s nations to pave the way for a return to the law of the Charter. And that is, simply, to proceed with all deliberate speed to the abolition of nuclear weapons. 

When the Non-Proliferation Treaty was done in London, Moscow, and Washington in 1968, its Article VI required each party “to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament.” In other words, NPT was a deal between the then-existing five nuclear weapons powers -- the US, the UK, France, China and the Soviet Union -- and the rest of the world. If you, said the five, agree not to develop or acquire nukes, we agree in good faith to give them up.

When the nuclear-weapon case on the illegality of the threat and use of nuclear weapons went to the International Court of Justice in 1994, the Court, two years later, rendered a split advisory opinion that the threat and use of nuclear weapons is illegal under international law, but concluded unanimously that “there exists an obligation to pursue in good faith and bring to a conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and effective international control.”

When the NPT quinquennial review conference was held at the U.N. in 2000, it ended with a unanimous declaration by which all participating States, including the five official nuclear powers, gave an “unequivocal undertaking to accomplish the total elimination of their nuclear arsenals.”

So many words, so soon and so cavalierly brushed aside. 

I have a standing disagreement with one of my good friends, Professor Saul Mendlovitz, the driving force between Global Action to Prevent War. He maintains that nuclear weapons will never be abolished until we abolish war first. And I reply that it is the other way around; war will never be abolished so long as nuclear weapons have not been effectively banned and eliminated. If he were here today, I would offer him my latest piece of evidence. In the May 2003 issue of the American magazine Vanity Fair, Paul Wolfowitz, the U.S. Undersecretary of Defense who is credited with being the intellectual instigator of the war against Iraq, is quoted as saying that “For bureaucratic reasons, we settled on one issue, weapons of mass destruction, because it was the one reason everyone could agree on."

In a recent interview with Le Monde, Mohamed El Baradei, the Director General of the International Atomic Energy Agency, estimated that, in addition to the known nuclear-weapon powers, 35 to 40 countries were currently capable of manufacturing nuclear weapons on short notice. Maybe none of them will ever use a nuclear weapon. But just think how many preventive wars may be triggered by false or accurate intelligence that this or that country is setting about to build one or more nukes.


Here then is the ultimate paradox of nuclear deterrence: The weapon that is supposed only to dissuade countries from going to war is turning into a, if not the, major reason for countries to go to war.

[back to top]
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14. Parliamentarians and the legal status of nuclear weapons

Eloi Glorieux MP (Belgium) 

The legal status of nuclear weapons

On 8 July 1996, the International Court of Justice decisively changed the global debate on nuclear weapons.
In its Advisory Opinion on the Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons, the World Court explained that the threat or use of nuclear weapons of mass destruction would generally be contrary to the rules of international Law Applicable in Armed Conflict. The highest legal body on earth found that the use of nuclear weapons “seems scarcely reconcilable” with the requirements of humanitarian law protecting military personnel and civilians from unnecessary and indiscriminate effects of warfare, and further found that nuclear-weapon proponents had not demonstrated any circumstances justifying their legal use.
Furthermore, the Court unanimously concluded that Article VI of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty is not just a vague policy statement but a legal obligation to achieve a precise result, i.e. to bring to a conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and effective international control.
The importance of this section of the Advisory Opinion cannot be overstated. It means that each of the 182 States which are parties to the NPT and which, at this very moment, are not involved in a negotiating process specifically focused on the goal of total nuclear disarmament, are violating their obligations under international law. In other words, each government is legally obliged to strive for nuclear disarmament.
The secrecy about nuclear weapons creates a democratic deficit in parliament

Members of parliament have the constitutional duty to control the government and to adjust its policy. It is self-evident, in a democracy, that elected representatives of the people do this, preferably in parliament, via the appropriate parliamentary set of instruments, such as parliamentary questions, commission hearings, resolutions, bills, etc. One precondition for parliamentarians to fulfil their parliamentary task is that they have access to all the information necessary. In the case of nuclear-weapon policy, however, most of the information necessary to check if the government’s policy does not conflict with international law is kept under strict military secrecy.
At an air show in September 1998, at the Belgian NATO airforce base of Kleine Brogel, where, supposedly, ten US-made nuclear free-fall bombs of type B61 are stored, a peace activist was arrested by the security forces and charged with an “attempt to gather secret military information.” The only thing he had done was openly ask questions to a Belgian F16 pilot about the presence of illegal nuclear weapons of mass destruction at the base.
But not only ordinary citizens, also members of parliament, are constantly denied even the most general information on the subject. In my country, over the past decades, representatives from different political parties, from the majority as well as from the opposition, tabled several parliamentary questions about the presence of foreign-deployed nuclear weapons on the national territory and about Belgian armed forces playing a role in the nuclear doctrines of NATO. The answers they received from the successive ministers were always vague and not to-the-point. “We neither confirm nor deny,” was their underlying meaning.
In 1999, when, for the first time since World War II, a new federal government was set up without the Christian Democrats but with Liberals, Social Democrats, and Greens, the new prime minister promised more openness and transparency with regard to the presence of foreign-deployed nuclear weapons. Immediately after his announcement, the prime minister was put on the spot by the U.S. ambassador in Brussels. He then went back on his promise and announced that only the floor leaders of the political parties in parliament would be entitled to be briefed on the status of U.S. nuclear weapons in Belgium. If they accepted, they had to sign a secrecy statement in advance. This meant that they had to promise not to make any of this information public. If they broke their pledge, it would be considered high treason, for which they could be severely punished. Most of the political party leaders refused to participate in the briefing under these circumstances. Those who did are sworn to silence for the rest of their lives.
Another parliamentary instrument is the tabling of resolutions. Many of these have already been submitted to the Belgian parliament, but few have actually been put on the agenda of the Foreign Affairs and Defence Commission, so they were rarely the subject of a parliamentary debate. And if they did, all possible procedural tricks were used to delay the process, so the resolutions did not get voted on before the end of the legislature and they consequently expired.
In February 2000, I managed to submit a resolution on the presence of nuclear weapons in Flanders, which was discussed at the Foreign Affairs Commission and voted on by the plenary session of the Flemish regional parliament. However, nuclear weapons policy is not a competence of the regional parliaments but of the federal parliament. Therefore, my resolution was considered as being quite harmless. The wording was something like: the Flemish parliament urges the Flemish regional government to ask the Belgian federal government to start up discussions within NATO on the withdrawal of the foreign-deployed nuclear weapons in Flanders. As a result of this resolution, the federal prime minister sent a letter to the head of the Flemish government in which he explained the different arms-reduction projects to which NATO is committed, without any reference to the actual main point of the resolution, i.e. the presence of nuclear weapons at a NATO airforce base in Flanders.
As long as governments of European NATO member States refuse to deal in a normal, constitutional way with parliamentary initiatives on nuclear weapons issues, parliamentarians will remain powerless in their attempt to let international law prevail. As long as “We neither confirm nor deny” is the standard answer to the simple question of whether or not there are foreign-deployed nuclear weapons on the territory of a sovereign state, governments can reject the demand for a parliamentary hearing on the legal status of nuclear weapons. It is common knowledge that Kleine Brogel is an operational nuclear-weapon base, where Belgian pilots are trained and are on standby to drop US-made B61 nuclear free-fall bombs by means of Belgian F16 fighter planes, but as long as the presence of these nuclear weapons is not openly and officially confirmed, the question about their legal status remains a non-issue. The secrecy around nuclear weapons policy creates a huge democratic deficit in the parliaments of modern democratic western sovereign States.
Restoration of parliamentary democracy and international law (with respect to nuclear weapons policy) through civil disobedience: a legal and a moral obligation for every representative

Members of parliament are not able to fulfil their constitutional task if they are denied even general official information about a fundamental and controversial foreign affairs policy issue, such as nuclear weapons. Not only concerned citizens but also democratically-elected representatives are deprived of information on foreign-deployed illegal nuclear weapons of mass destruction on the territory of their country and information on the involvement of their country in illegal nuclear-warfare strategies. As a result, no fundamental debate on nuclear-weapon policy or on the illegal status of nuclear weapons is held in parliament.
This situation poses a severe moral, ethical, and legal dilemma for a democratically-elected representative: is it, under such circumstances, acceptable for a member of parliament to participate or even take the lead in actions of civil disobedience? And if so, under which conditions? Actions of civil disobedience are illegal under national law, but they are not necessarily so under international law.
The Nuremberg Principles and the legitimacy of “illegal actions” by parliamentarians with the goal of upholding international law

Long before the International Court of Justice’s undeniable legal opinion, other respected bodies of unimpeachable authority, motivated the moral and ethical parliamentary obligation to achieve the abolition of nuclear weapons of mass destruction :
 -- The World Health Organization listed the direct and indirect effects of nuclear explosions (Effets de la guerre nucléaire sur la santé et les services de santé, OMS, Génève, 1987). The WHO adopted resolutions WHA36.28 and WHA40.24 in which it was emphasised that no other weapon system is able to disturb the ecological system on such a devastating and long-lasting scale, and that because of the typical characteristics of nuclear radiation, the effects can be controlled neither in time nor in space.
 -- The International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War (IPPNW), which were rewarded the UNESCO Price for Peace Education in 1984 and the Nobel Peace Price in 1985, state that even the best-developed and best-organised national health and welfare system will be inadequate to deal with the consequences of the explosion of only one single nuclear device.
 -- Article II of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) stipulates that a non-official nuclear-weapon State, such as Belgium, should, under no circumstances, accept the transfer of nuclear weapons. Nevertheless, Belgian pilots are trained and put on permanent standby to drop, by means of Belgian fighter planes, US-made nuclear bombs which are already stored in the country, in a situation of war.
 -- Article VI of the NPT obliges each and every signatory to carry out complete nuclear disarmament by means of negotiations which are conducted in good faith. Such negotiations are not taking place, let alone that there would be a strict timeframe to achieve the article’s goal.

In 1996, the International Court of Justice declared clearly in its Advisory Opinion that the threat or use of nuclear weapons is not compatible with the existing rules of international law, as incorporated in, among others, the Law Applicable in Armed Conflicts, the Humanitarian Law, the Law of Neutrality, the Environmental Law, and the Genocide Convention.
If one relates all this with the Nuremberg Principles, then it becomes clear that actions of civil disobedience are not only ethically correct and legitimate but also a legal obligation. The Nuremberg Principles came out of the Nuremberg Tribunal and the Tokyo Tribunal, where Nazi and Japanese military were tried for war crimes and crimes against humanity committed during World War II. On December 12, 1950, the United Nations adopted the Nuremberg Principles as international legislation. This Nuremberg Law stipulates that each person who contributes to an activity that is incompatible with the rules of international law is held responsible and liable to punishment. Such a person cannot hide behind a national legislation or an order from a hierarchically superior authority (cf. Nazi executioners defended themselves with the argument: “An order is an order”). The Tokyo Tribunal concluded that each person who is aware of illegal activities and at the same time has the possibility to react against them is regarded as a potential criminal, unless the person tries to prevent the criminal act. 
If we transfer these Nuremberg Principles to the question of nuclear weapons, it then becomes clear that each member of parliament who does not react against the storage of illegal nuclear weapons of mass destruction and against the collaboration of his or her government in illegal nuclear warfare strategies is held responsible and liable to punishment under international legislation.

Unauthorised inspections at alleged nuclear-weapon storage facilities as a means to provoke court cases on the illegality of nuclear weapons

Over the past few years, peace activists from various countries participated in so-called Citizens’ Inspections of Illegal Nuclear Weapons Storage Facilities. The goal of these inspections is dual. The first goal is to create clarity about the presence of illegal nuclear weapons, because the government refuses to give any information about it, even to representatives in the parliament. The second goal is to take nuclear weapons to court. Because it is made impossible for parliamentarians to discuss the legal status of nuclear weapons in parliament, the goal is to provoke the debate about the illegality of these weapons of mass destruction in the courthouse. Unauthorised entry of a military domain is regarded by Belgian law as a political crime, which is not dealt with by an ordinary criminal court but by a superior Court with a jury that is composed of ordinary citizens.
In February 1999, the first Citizens’ Inspection was organised on the Belgian NATO Airforce Base of Kleine Brogel. Some fifty peace activists, among them a handful of parliamentarians, entered the base without authorisation, in search for proof of the storage of illegal nuclear B61 bombs. The action was a success. The media paid a lot of attention to it and images of parliamentarians climbing over the fence of the military base were repeatedly broadcast. In 2000, 2001, and 2002 the action was repeated under the name “Bombspotting”. Each year, more and more people participated in this direct non-violent action of civil disobedience. In 2002, more than a thousand peace activists came to Kleine Brogel and over five hundred, among them some 10 parliamentarians, passed the fence of the base and occupied the landing strip for more than an hour before they were arrested. This year, the scene of the inspection was moved from Kleine Brogel Air Force Base to the Supreme Headquarters of the Allied Powers in Europe (SHAPE) in Mons. It was the same scenario, with hundreds of people entering the military NATO HQ under the slogan “Get in Shape.”
Remarkably, during all those unauthorised actions, not one of the many hundreds that openly broke the law by committing an act of civil disobedience was sentenced. Each time, military personnel arrested the activists while they were already on the base (some wandered about for an hour or two in the neighbourhood of the storage vaults of the nuclear bombs before they were spotted by the military) or while they tried to climb over or cut through the fence. The military transferred the arrested persons to the federal police and, after verifying their identities, they were all set free. This so-called administrative arrest never lasted more than a few hours. The night after the action, everybody could sleep safely in his or her own bed.
Only once, in 1999, the judicial system wanted to set an example by bringing three parliamentary activists to court several weeks after the action. The judge, however, accepted the argument of the parliamentarians’ solicitor that his clients deliberately committed a political crime and should only be sentenced by a superior Court with a public jury. Instead of referring the accused parliamentarians to this superior Court, the judge correctly declared himself incompetent, but then simply dismissed the case.
Summarising, we can say that these successive actions of civil disobedience, after fruitless years of strictly parliamentary efforts, has not yet achieved the ultimate goal of bringing the question of the storage of nuclear weapons to court, but the campaign model certainly violated the taboo about their presence and made it a public issue. For the first time since their deployment in Belgium in the early sixties, these illegal nuclear weapons of mass destruction are openly criticised, in as well as outside parliament.
Ground rules for a legitimate campaign model of civil disobedience

Although the storage of foreign-deployed nuclear weapons on Belgian territory and the active involvement of the Belgian military system in nuclear war-fighting strategies are covered by the Belgian authorities, it clearly is not compatible with many international rules of law, like the Law Applicable in Armed Conflicts, the Humanitarian Law, the Environmental Law, etc.
Since the Nuremberg Law obliges citizens who are aware of preparations for crimes against humanity to resist these and to bring charges against them, even if they have to go against an order of a hierarchic authority to do this. Civil disobedience is thus a legitimate and a legal imperative. In a democracy where justice prevails, elected representatives have to set an example of respect for the universal ethical principles and the international law.
At the same time, it is obvious that in a country where, as a rule, democracy prevails, the campaign model of civil disobedience must be used with the utmost caution. The appropriate forum to achieve change is through parliamentary democracy. In the case of the nuclear-weapon issue, however, it is clear that there exists a huge democratic deficit and that elected parliamentarians are not able to fulfil their constitutional task. The issue that it concerns, the prevention of the use of nuclear weapons, is not irrelevant - it is about the very survival of millions of people. Nor is the issue is floating in a legal vacuum. The highest court of justice on earth formulated a clear legal opinion on the illegality of nuclear weapons and a univocal conclusion on the obligation to reach a complete abolition of nuclear weapons.
Although the circumstances justify actions of civil disobedience, it remains necessary to deal with them with caution. Therefore, the participants in the unauthorised citizens’ inspections must be guided by three basic principles: openness and sincerity, non-violence, and a sense of responsibility. Without these, the campaign model loses its legitimacy and probably its public support.
Citizens’ inspections of storage facilities of illegal nuclear weapons take place in complete openness. A few weeks before the inspection, an open letter is written to the commanding officer of the military base and to the Minister of Defence, in which the inspectors (parliamentarians and other peace activists) ask permission to inspect the base on a specific day and time and ask for free access to the nuclear weapons storage vaults. They announce that, if permission is refused, they will try to enter the base without authorisation. A few days before the actual inspection, they explain once again at a press conference the goal and the methods of their initiative. All the time, and this well in advance of the actual action of civil disobedience, the inspectors are honest about their intentions and open about their identity. During the unauthorised entry of the base, they do not hide their faces behind a balaclava or a scarf, and they voluntarily show their identity card or passport. They have nothing to hide or to be ashamed of, as international law is on their side.
The second basic principle is that each participant in the action of civil disobedience commits himself to be strictly non-violent. The citizens’ inspectors respect, under all circumstances, the human dignity and integrity of possible opponents, such as guards, staff of the base, military police, federal police, etc. Even if violence is used against them, for example brutalities by guards or military police during the chase on the base or during the arrest, they never respond with physical or verbal violence. Material damage must be avoided and always be restricted to a minimum, for example cutting the fence in order to be able to enter the base. Parliamentarians and other peace activists that participate for the first time in such a direct action of civil disobedience are encouraged to follow a training course in active non-violence.
The third basic principle is that each participant is fully aware of the legal consequences of his act of civil disobedience and takes full responsibility for it. The inspectors will not try to withdraw from prosecution. The goal of committing this particular act of civil disobedience is neither to circumvent the law nor to undermine the constitutional state, but on the contrary to reinforce it and to bring it in line with international law. Each citizen inspector who is summoned to appear in court, after his arrest on the military base, will fully cooperate and honestly testify about his motives. He will even request that his case, which officially is considered a “political crime”, is brought to a superior Court. During the hearings of the court case experts in international law will be asked to explain the meaning of the Opinion of the International Court of Justice on the illegality of nuclear weapons. If the citizen inspector, against all expectations, is condemned by the public jury, he will undergo his sentence with dignity.
It is the ultimate goal of the campaign model of civil disobedience to bring nuclear weapons to court, because it offers a unique tool to confront the government with a fundamental injustice. When Martin Luther King called upon Afro-Americans, when they took the bus, to sit down on seats that were reserved for white people, he deliberately committed an act of civil disobedience, and he did it openly, non-violently, and with a sense of responsibility. By breaking the law, he lodged a strong complaint against the unjust racial laws in the United States. At the court cases following his arrests, he defended himself with sound moral arguments. He never tried to escape from prosecution and served his time in jail with dignity. By doing so, he confronted the American constitutional state with a dilemma, which finally resulted in the abolition of the racial laws. His actions were not legal under the prevailing law, but were all-the-more legitimate.
Conclusion 


1. Many respected international bodies and instances, such as the WHO, the Nobel Peace Price winner IPPNW, the United Nations General Assembly and, above all, the International Court of Justice, irrefutably called the threat and the use of nuclear weapons incompatible with the international rules of law, as incorporated in the Law Applicable in Armed Conflicts, the Humanitarian Law, the Law of Neutrality, the Environmental Law, and the Genocide Convention.

2. The Nuremberg Principles oblige citizens to resist against the preparation of war crimes and crimes against humanity, even if they have to act against orders from a national superior authority. This means that each citizen has the obligation to react against the deployment of illegal nuclear weapons of mass destruction in his country and against his or her government’s involvement in illegal nuclear warfare strategies. Since, in a democratic society, parliamentarians represent the people, they have to set an example of respect for the international rules of law and consequently have to take the lead in the quest for the abolition of all illegal nuclear weapons of mass destruction.
3. In a system of parliamentary democracy, elected representatives have the constitutional duty to control the government and to adjust its policy. The first appropriate forum to do so is the parliament and the appropriate tools are parliamentary initiatives, such as parliamentary questions, resolutions, commission hearings, and bills.
4. Contrary to what one should expect from a democratic country, parliamentarians are not able to fulfil their constitutional task with respect to nuclear-weapon policy, because they are denied basic information and, consequently, appropriate parliamentary initiatives are made impossible.
5. In order to be able to fulfil their obligations under the Nuremberg Principles, members of parliament may be obliged to commit an act of civil disobedience, for example by entering without official authorisation storage facilities of illegal nuclear weapons of mass destruction. By doing so, they can provoke court cases and confront the constitutional state with a dilemma. The goal is not to circumvent national legislation or to undermine the constitutional state, but to reinforce them and to harmonize them with international law.
6. In a democratic society, the campaign strategy of civil disobedience should be used  
with caution by members of parliament and is only legitimate if:
 -- 
all other legal and parliamentary instruments have been exhausted or 
made impossible;
 -- 
it is about an issue of the utmost public relevance;
 -- 
three basic principles are respected: openness and sincerity, non-
violence, and sense of responsibility.
Under these preconditions civil disobedience against the deployment of illegal nuclear weapons of mass destruction and against the collaboration of a government in illegal nuclear warfare strategies is not only a legitimate but also a legal imperative for parliamentarians.
[back to top]
15. Rajiv Gandhi Action Plan for a Nuclear-Weapon-Free World (Draft Convention)

Mani Shankar Aiyar MP (India)

CONVENTION FOR

THE ELIMINATION OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

LEADING TO GENERAL AND COMPLETE DISARMAMENT

Preamble

The States Parties to this Convention (hereinafter referred to as "the States Parties")

Convinced that nuclear weapons threaten to annihilate human civilization and all that humankind has built through millennia of labour and toil;

Aware that nuclear-weapon States and non-nuclear-weapon States alike are threatened by such a holocaust;

Recognizing that it is imperative that nuclear weapons be eliminated within an agreed time-frame;

Recalling Resolution 1(1), adopted unanimously on 24 January 1946, at the First Session of the General Assembly of the United Nations, and the many subsequent resolutions of the United Nations which call for the elimination of atomic weapons;

Recalling further "The Action Plan for ushering in a Nuclear-Weapon-Free and Non-Violent World Order" tabled by India at the Third Special Session on Disarmament of the United Nations General Assembly in 1988;

Welcoming the advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice of 8 July 1996, which concluded "that the threat or use of nuclear weapons would generally be contrary to the rules of international law applicable in armed conflict and, in particular, the principles and rules of humanitarian law", and concluded unanimously that "there exists an obligation to pursue in good faith and bring to a conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and effective international control";

Noting the recent non-governmental initiatives and proposals to further nuclear disarmament, including those made by the Canberra Commission, the U.S. National Academy of Sciences, the Lawyers' Committee on Nuclear Policy, as well as statements by civil and military leaders in support of global nuclear disarmament;

Further recognizing that a world free of nuclear weapons is an essential step towards achieving general and complete disarmament to usher in a non-violent world order;

Convinced that the most effective way to achieve a nuclear-weapon-free world is through a binding commitment by the international community in the form of this comprehensive Convention;

Determined to achieve a nuclear-weapon-free world within the first quarter of the 21st century;

Have agreed as follows:

PART I
GENERAL
Article 1: Definitions

"START-II" means the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty II, limited to the Soviet Union/Russia and the United States to reduce the total number of nuclear warheads to between 3000 and 3500. 

"Fissile material" means any elements in which the nuclei may be split either spontaneously or with the bombardment of neutrons of low energy.

"Fissionable material" means any element in which the nuclei may be split either spontaneously or with the bombardment of neutrons regardless of the energy of the neutron and includes fissile material.

"Nuclear weapon" means:

a.
any device which is capable of releasing nuclear energy in an uncontrolled manner and which has a group of characteristics that are appropriate for use for warlike purposes.

[OR

a.
any explosive device, in assembled or disassembled forms, designed for or capable of releasing nuclear energy by fission or fusion];

b.
any radiological weapon; or

c.
any weapon which is designed to include a nuclear explosive device as a trigger or other component.

An instrument that may be used for the transport or propulsion of the device is not included in this definition, if it is separable from the device and not an indivisible part thereof.

"Warhead" means the explosive part of a nuclear weapons system. Warheads consist of nuclear materials, conventional high explosives, and related firing mechanisms.

"Radiological weapon" means any weapon that disperses radioactive material or uses radioactive material as a primary material in its construction.

"Ballistic missile" means a missile that:

a.
consists of a single or multiple stage(s) whose sole means of 

propulsion is an internal rocket engine that is functional over all or a portion of the flight path;

b.
follows a ballistic trajectory over the remaining unpowered portion of a flight path; and

c.
is devoid of active aerodynamic surfaces.

"Space weapon" means any directed-energy weapon situated in space.

"ABM systems" means any ground, air, sea, or space-launched weapon system that can intercept and disable any ballistic or cruise missile in any phase of its flight.

"New technologies" means any advances in computer hardware or software or in optics that singly or in combination can enhance the accuracy of air, ground, or sea-launched missiles, bombs, or directed-energy weapons.

"Precision-guided munitions" means any weapons aided by computers, which can be aimed and fired by remote control.

"Strategic-Launched Ballistic Missiles" includes Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles and Submarine (Sea)-Launched Ballistic Missiles.

"Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM)" means a land-based ballistic missile with a range in excess of 5500 kilometres.

"Submarine [Sea]-launched Ballistic Missile" means a ballistic missile designed to be launched from a submarine or other naval vessel.

"Intermediate-Range Missile [or Medium Range Missile]" means a ballistic or cruise missile having a range capability in excess of 1000 kilometres but not in excess of 5500 kilometres.

"Shorter range or tactical missile" means a ballistic or cruise missile having a range capability equal to or in excess of 500 kilometres, but not in excess of 1000 kilometres.

"Cruise missile" means an unmanned, self-propelled weapon delivery vehicle that sustains flight through the use of aerodynamic lift over most of its flight path. Cruise missiles include:

a.
air-launched cruise missile (ALCM);

b.
ground-launched cruise missile (GLCM);

c.
sea-launched cruise missile (SLCM).

"Space weapons facilities" means any platform in space from which a space weapon can be fired and/or which aids in the guidance of a space weapon.

"De-alert [or de-alerting]" means the use of procedures or reversible physical constraints that increase the time or effort needed to launch a missile.

"Delivery system" means any system designed for or capable of delivering a nuclear weapon. Any nuclear weapon delivery system that has been constructed, developed, flight-tested, or deployed for weapon delivery shall be considered a nuclear weapon delivery system.

"Testing" means nuclear detonations, hydro-dynamic tests, hydro-nuclear tests, high energy density tests, sub-critical detonations, and other experiments for the purpose of developing, testing, or maintaining nuclear weapons.

"Small arms (or light weapons)” mean all man-portable infantry weapons up to 82 mm. calibre, including mortars, rockets, shoulder-fired anti-tank and anti-aircraft weapons and explosives.

Article 2: The Convention, Protocols and Annexes

The expression “this Convention” shall encompass this Convention and Annexes hereto, as well as any Protocols and Annexes thereto, which the States Parties may deem it necessary and expedient to adopt to give effect to any provisions of this Convention or for any purposes collateral thereto. The Protocols and Annexes so adopted shall constitute an integral part of this Convention.

PART II

GENERAL OBLIGATIONS

Article 3: Prohibition of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction


All States Parties shall refrain, in their international relations, from the threat or use of any nuclear weapons, radiological weapons, or the other weapons of mass destruction against the territorial integrity or the political independence of any State, or in any manner inconsistent with the Charter of the United Nations.

Article 4: Obligation to Pursue Nuclear Disarmament


All States Parties shall pursue in good faith international peace and security based on the elimination of nuclear weapons, under impartial and effective international control.

Article 5: National and International Measures of Implementation

1.
All States Parties shall, in good faith and without undue delay, take all necessary measures, individually and collectively, as well as in cooperation with relevant international organization(s), for the full and effective implementation of this Convention.

2.
These measures may encompass both national and international measures. 



PART III

PROGRAMME OF ACTION

Article 6: Programme of Action

1. All States Parties undertake, as a binding commitment, to pursue and achieve the objective of the elimination of nuclear weapons in accordance with the Programme of Action outlined hereafter and spread over a duration of twenty two years commencing from 1st January.

     2. All States Parties shall, in good faith and within the time limits prescribed herein, pursue and fulfil the objectives set by the Programme of Action in three Stages. Stage-I shall be for the duration of six years, Stage-II six years, and Stage-III ten years.

STAGE I

Article 7: Programme of Action for Stage I


The Programme of Action during Stage I obligations shall encompass undertaken with respect to a)nuclear disarmament, b) measures collateral to nuclear disarmament, c) prohibition and elimination of non-nuclear weapons of mass destruction, d) prohibition and elimination of space weapon systems, and e) prevention of military uses of new technologies.

Article 8: Initial Steps Towards Nuclear Disarmament

1.
The United States and the Russian Federation hereby undertake to take steps without delay

(a)
to fully implement START II;

(b)
to agree on a phased elimination of short-range battlefield or air-launched nuclear weapons;


(c)
to limit the number of nuclear warheads in each 

           Party’s possession to no more than 500.

2.
All other States Parties in possession or control of nuclear warheads shall achieve limitation of such nuclear warheads to no more than 200.

3.
All States Parties shall, without delay and in good faith, negotiate and bring into effect an agreement prohibiting the production of weapons-grade fissionable material.

4. 
All State Parties shall conclude an agreement to integrally link the entry into force of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty with the objectives of this Convention, in particular Article 6(1).

Article 9: Measures Collateral to Nuclear Disarmament

1.
All States Parties shall, in good faith and without delay, pursue negotiations and conclude a treaty renouncing the threat or first use of nuclear weapons under any circumstances.

2.
All States Parties shall take immediate measures to de-alert existing nuclear weapons and weapon systems so that any deliberate or accidental deployment of nuclear weapons is delayed or prevented. Such de-alerting measures may include (but not be limited to) de-targeting of weapons, de-linking of any hair trigger mechanisms, and de-linking of nuclear warheads from delivery systems.

3.
Each State Party shall, within thirty days of the implementation of paragraph 2 of Article 8 of this Convention, make a public declaration containing full information on the stockpiles of nuclear weapons and weapons-grade fissionable material in its possession or control. It shall also transmit the declaration to the depository of this Convention, who shall communicate it to all States Parties and to relevant international organisations.

4.
No State Party shall cause or permit, directly or indirectly, the transfer of any nuclear weapons, delivery systems or any components thereof, or any weapons-grade fissionable material from within its jurisdiction or control to another State or to any other entity or person.
Article 10: Prohibition and Elimination of Non-Nuclear Weapons of Mass Destruction


All States Parties shall, in good faith and without delay, pursue negotiations and adopt negotiations on an additional protocol relating to the effective implementation of the International Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production, and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction, 1972.
Article 11: Prohibition and Elimination of Radiological Weapons
All States Parties shall, in good faith and without delay, pursue negotiations and conclude a treaty for the prohibition of the development, production, stockpiling, transfer, and/or use of radiological weapons, and their destruction.

Article 12: Prohibition of New Weapons of Mass Destruction

All States Parties shall refrain from developing, producing, stockpiling, transfer, and/or use of any new weapons of mass destruction.

Article 13: Regulation of Conventional Armaments

All States Parties shall, in good faith and without delay, pursue within the framework of the Conference on Disarmament of the United Nations, negotiations aimed at the

(a)
prohibition of development, production, stockpiling, and use of conventional weapons, the deployment of which violates the humanitarian laws applicable in armed conflicts, and their destruction;

(b)
strengthening of the Convention on the Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons which may be Deemed to be Excessively Injurious or to have Indiscriminate Effects, 1980, and the Protocols and other related agreements.

(c)
consensual and gradual reduction of the levels of national armaments and armed forces; and

(d)
control and monitoring of international transfers of armaments, including small arms.

Article 14: Prohibition and Elimination of Space Weapons

1.
Keeping in view the objectives of the Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies, 1967, which proclaims outer space as the “province of all mankind”, and the Agreement Governing Activities of States on the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies, 1979, which recognizes the resources of the moon and other celestial bodies to constitute the “Common Heritage of Mankind”, all States Parties reaffirm the principle that the outer space, the moon, and other celestial bodies, and the resources thereof, shall be accessed or utilised exclusively for peaceful purposes, and that all military uses thereof shall be prohibited.

2.
Pursuant to paragraph 1, all States Parties shall refrain from the threat or use of space weapons including anti-ballistic weapon systems, in any circumstances.

3.
All States Parties shall refrain from developing, testing, producing, and/or stockpiling any space weapons. They shall cease forthwith any ongoing activity in relation to developing, testing, producing, and/or stockpiling of any such weapons. They undertake, in good faith and without delay, to eliminate any space weapons already in their possession or control, and for this purpose, to cooperate among themselves and with the relevant international organizations.

4.        All States Parties shall refrain from testing, storing or stockpiling and/or deployment of any space weapons, including any weapons of mass destruction, or any component parts thereof, in outer space, on the moon or on other celestial bodies. They shall cease forthwith the development of any new space weapons, weapon systems, or component parts thereof.

5.
No space weapons or other weapons of mass destruction shall be deployed on any trajectory fully or partially traversing outer space.

6.        All States Parties shall cooperate to promote the peaceful uses of outer space and evolve appropriate and generally agreed to frameworks for the transfer of technology and information, so that all States enjoy unrestricted and equitable access to the benefits of the peaceful uses of outer space, particularly taking into account the interests of the developing countries.

7.
All State Parties shall prohibit, within their territory, space activities which cause or are likely to cause severe, long-term and widespread harm to the environment of outer space, the moon, or other celestial bodies.
Article 15: Control of Arms Race Based on New Technologies
1.
All States Parties reaffirm that the advances in science and technology shall be pursued and promoted exclusively for peaceful purposes for the benefit of all mankind.

2.
All States Parties shall, in good faith and without delay, pursue negotiations to establish consensual, impartial, and effective arrangements, if necessary in cooperation with the United Nations, for monitoring and reviewing new technologies which have military applications, as well as for forecasting their implications for international security.

3
As an immediate first step towards realisation of the objectives of this article, all States Parties shall, in good faith and without delay, under the auspices of the United Nations, evolve guidelines in respect of new technologies with present or potential military applications.

4.
All States Parties shall, in good faith and without delay, pursue negotiations to conclude an agreement for prohibition of technological missions, projects, or laboratory and other experimentation aimed at or designed to develop new weapons, weapon systems, and methods and means of warfare, the use of which will, or is likely to, contravene the humanitarian laws applicable in armed conflict.

5.
All States Parties shall, in good faith and without undue delay, evolve framework(s) for the prohibition of development of new technologies for military purposes which may lead to an arms race, including the development of anti-ballistic missile technology, precision-guided munitions and related weapon systems.

Article 16: Verification

All States Parties accept in principle the need to establish, under the auspices of the United Nations, a comprehensive multilateral verification system, which shall constitute an integral part of this Convention. They shall, in good faith and without delay, pursue negotiations and conclude a comprehensive arrangement for verification of compliance with, and review of, the implementation of this Convention. The verification system, so-evolved, shall operate in strict conformity with the principles of sovereign equality, proportionality, impartiality, and uniformity of application of verification standards.

STAGE II

Article 17: Programme of Action for Stage-II

1.
The Programme of Action during Stage II shall encompass obligations undertaken by States parties relating to: a) further steps towards nuclear disarmament; b) further measures collateral to nuclear disarmament; c) further measures for the elimination of space weapons; d) further measures for the reduction of conventional armaments; e) the closure of foreign military bases;(f) the establishment of a global security system; and (g) the establishment of a multilateral verification system.

2.
The steps or measures to be undertaken under paragraph 1 shall be in addition to/consequent upon the fulfilment of obligations pursuant to Article 7.

Article 18: Further Steps Towards Nuclear Disarmament

1.
Each State Party in possession or control of any nuclear warheads undertakes to reduce the total number of missiles or other delivery systems capable of carrying such nuclear warheads in its possession or control to no more than 200, regardless of whether they are strategic, medium or tactical range, sea-based, land-based or air-launched.

2.
Each State Party in possession or control of any tactical nuclear weapons, whether sea-based, land-based, or air-launched, shall eliminate all such weapons.
Article 19: Further Measures Collateral to Nuclear Disarmament

1.
All States Parties which have deployed any nuclear weapons beyond their territorial boundaries shall, in good faith, pursue negotiations and achieve the total withdrawal of such weapons to their respective territorial boundaries.

2.
All States Parties shall ratify and bring into force an agreement prohibiting the threat or use of nuclear weapons under any circumstances.

3.
All States Parties shall achieve the total elimination of all nuclear weapons by the end of the year__________. All States Parties, in possession or control of remaining weapons, undertake to cooperate with one another and relevant international organizations to achieve the objective of elimination of nuclear weapons by the year ________.

Article 20: Further Measures for the Elimination of Space Weapons


All State Parties shall, in good faith, pursue negotiations and conclude an agreement on the prohibition, in outer space or on the earth, of the development, testing, storage, and/or use of space weapons under any circumstances, and the elimination of such weapons and facilities related thereto.
Article 21: Further Measures for the Reduction of Conventional Armaments

1.
All States Parties shall agree to a further reduction of conventional armaments at the disposal or in the control of any collective self-defence arrangement to which they are parties, to a minimum level required exclusively for their national defence and for compliance with the obligations under the Charter of the United Nations.

2.
Each State Party shall, in good faith, pursue negotiations and agree to global reduction of conventional armaments to the minimum level required exclusively for its national defence and for compliance with the obligations under the Charter of the United Nations.

3.
Negotiations, pursuant to paragraphs 1 and 2, shall be pursued within the overall framework of the Conference on Disarmament of the United Nations.  The Conference on Disarmament shall keep under constant review such agreements on minimum levels of conventional armaments.

Article 22: Closure of Foreign Military Bases


All States Parties shall agree to remove their military forces from bases in foreign territories and close such bases. All States Parties shall cooperate in achieving the closure of foreign military bases on their respective territories.

Article 23: Further Measures in Respect of Weapon-Related New Technologies

1.
All States Parties shall conclude the negotiations pursuant to paragraph 4 of Article 15 and adopt an agreement for the prohibition of technological missions, projects, or laboratory or other experiments, aimed at or designed to develop new weapons, weapon systems, or methods and means of warfare, the use of which is likely to contravene the humanitarian laws applicable in armed conflict.

2.
All States Parties shall conclude the negotiations pursuant to paragraph 2 of Article 15 and establish arrangements and guidelines with respect to new technologies with potential military applications.

Article 24: Establishment of a Global Security System

1.
All States Parties shall, in good faith, pursue negotiations and establish a comprehensive global security system to sustain a world without nuclear weapons. Such a system shall include, inter alia, measures to ensure effective implementation of the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations, particularly those relating to the principles of prohibition of the threat or use of force, peaceful settlement of international disputes, sovereign equality of States, and non-intervention, including the right of every State to pursue a path of development of its choice.

2.
All States Parties shall, in good faith, pursue negotiations and establish arrangements for the release of resources as a result of the disarmament measures required to be developed under this Convention, as well as those undertaken outside it, and for the utilisation thereof for the purposes of economic development, particularly in keeping with the needs of the developing countries.

3.
All States Parties shall, in good faith, pursue negotiations and establish an international economic order aimed at the elimination of non-military threats to national and international security.

4.
All States Parties shall take measures, in addition to those envisaged under paragraph 1, to strengthen and democratise the United Nations and other multilateral fora.

Article 25: Establishment of a Multilateral Verification System

1.
As an integral part of the global security system envisaged under Article 24, all States Parties shall, in pursuance of Article 16, in good faith, negotiate to establish an integrated multilateral system for verification of compliance with the obligations undertaken by them with respect to arms reduction, elimination, and disarmament, as well as of measures to be taken to achieve them, under this Convention.

2.
The verification system envisaged under paragraph 1 shall be within the framework of the United Nations and shall be in accordance with, inter-alia the following principles:

(a)
It shall, in all respects, be based on the principles of sovereign equality, proportionality, impartiality, fairness, and uniformity of application of verification standards.

(b)
It shall be kept under constant review with a view to enhancing its efficiency and cost-effectiveness, taking into account evolving new technologies adaptable and useful for the more effective performance of verification functions.

(c)
In its operations, it shall always strive to establish a balanced assessment of data collected through both international and, when required, multiple national technical verification means, without relying exclusively on the data and information furnished by any one State Party.

(d)  All States Parties shall refrain from interfering, in any manner, in the functioning of the multilateral verification system.

(e)  All States Parties shall, in good faith, cooperate with one another to facilitate transfer of verification-related technology on just and equitable terms. They shall also cooperate with the United Nations in the transfer of such technology to the United Nations and to the multilateral verification system, in order to enhance its effectiveness and efficiency.

(f)
Any decisions by the multilateral verification system on non-compliance with the obligations referred to in paragraph 1 shall be based on consensus, after a duly constituted inquiry in accordance with the principles of natural justice.

3.
All States Parties shall, in good faith, cooperate among themselves, with the multilateral verification system envisaged herein, and with the United Nations, to facilitate the efficient, effective, and impartial functioning of the verification system.

CHAPTER III
STAGE III
Article 26: Stage III Disarmament Objectives

All State Parties shall achieve within the duration of Stage III:

(a)  Elimination of all nuclear, radiological and other weapons of mass destruction;

(b)
Establishment of a single integrated comprehensive multilateral verification system which shall, inter alia, ensure that such weapons are not produced;

(c)
Reduction of all conventional armaments to minimum levels required exclusively for national defence and for compliance with obligations under the Charter of the United Nations;

(d)  Effective implementation of arrangements to foreclose the emergence of a new arms race; and 

(e)  Universal adherence to the comprehensive global security system.
Article 24: Non-Militarization of International Relations


All States Parties shall, fully and effectively, cooperate to prevent the militarisation of international relations, and to promote the structure of international peace, progress, and stability envisaged in the Charter of the United Nations.
Article 25: Towards a Permanent Structure of International Security

1.
All States Parties shall, in good faith, endeavour to establish a permanent structure of international security, responding to the contemporaneous changes taking place in the international political, economic, and security environment.

2.
The structure of international security envisaged under paragraph 1 shall be comprehensive and its component elements shall reinforce one another.

3.
All States Parties shall enjoy an equal right to participate in the composition and functioning of the international security system. They shall refrain from claiming or exercising any special rights and privileges in contravention of the equal right of participation or the democratisation of international relations.

Article 26: Establishment of a Just World Order


All States Parties shall, fully and effectively, cooperate towards the establishment of a just world order, firmly based on the principles of the prohibition of threat or use of force, sovereign equality of States, democracy, and human dignity, to secure the integrated development of individuals and nations.
Article 27: Principles of Friendly Relations

1.
All States Parties undertake to observe scrupulously in their international relations the basic principles of international law, including in particular the Principles of International Law Concerning Friendly Relations and Cooperation among States in Accordance with the Charter of the United Nations.

2.
All States Parties shall, in good faith, endeavour to evolve stronger and more enforceable international and regional disputes settlement mechanisms, based on the principles of impartiality, fairness, and uniformity of application of standards of conduct.

3.
All States Parties shall refrain from resorting to unilateral action of any kind

in contravention of the principles of the prohibition of the threat or use of force, non-intervention, peaceful settlement of disputes, and sovereign equality.

4.
Each State Party shall, in good faith, endeavour to establish a just and equitable internal order within its territory and shall assist other States in pursuit of the same objective.

5.
All States Parties shall promote human rights and fundamental freedoms.

6.
Non-derogable human rights, guaranteed under Article 4 of the International Covenant on the Civil and Political Rights, 1966, shall be respected and enforced at all times by all States Parties.

Part IV

Final Clauses

Article 28: Settlement of Disputes Relating to this Convention


Unless any other specific means of dispute settlement has been agreed to by all States Parties, all disputes relating to the interpretation or application of any provisions of this Convention shall be submitted to the International Court of Justice for adjudication.

Article 29: Signature, Ratification, and Accession

1.
This Convention shall be open for signature at the United Nations in New York on--------and shall remain so for a period of [one year].

2.
Each State signatory hereto may deposit its instrument of ratification within [two] years from the date of its signature.

3.
Any State which signs this Convention but does not deposit its instrument of ratification within the prescribed time limit, or any State which does not sign it within the prescribed time limit, may deposit its instrument of accession any time thereafter.

4.
The Secretary-General of the United Nations shall perform the functions of the depository of this Convention.

5.
No provision of this Convention shall be subject to any reservations by any State when it becomes a Party thereto by deposit of its instrument of ratification or accession.

Article 30: Entry into Force

1.
Subject to paragraph 2, this Convention shall enter into force six months after the deposit of [nth______________] the instrument of ratification or accession, including by all States with nuclear weapons.

2.
[-------days] after this Convention is laid open for signature, the Conference on Disarmament of the United Nations shall constitute, by consensus, a Preparatory Commission to take measures necessary to facilitate giving effect to the various provisions of this Convention before it enters into force.

3.
All States which sign and/or ratify or accede to this Convention shall refrain from taking any action which may frustrate the objectives of this Convention before it enters into force.

Article 31: Amendments and Incorporation of Annexes to this Convention


Proposals for amendments to this Convention or for incorporation of any Annexes to this Convention shall be adopted by States Parties by consensus. They shall enter into force upon ratification thereof or accession thereto by [three-fourths] of States Parties to this Convention.

Article 32: Authentic Texts


The final texts of this Convention drawn in Arabic, Chinese, French, English, Russian, and Spanish languages and adopted by the General Assembly of the United Nations shall be the authentic texts of the Convention.
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16. US Nuclear Doctrine and the Congress 
Ambassador Robert T. Grey Jr. Director of the Bipartisan Security Group:

Unlike three of the other members of this panel, I am not an elected politician, and since I am not a member of the American Congress, my observations have to be taken with a grain of salt. Only an elected member can speak with real authority about what it is really like in the inner workings of such an exclusive club.

But, as a seasoned observer of Capital Hill and its workings, I think it’s fair to say that most members of Congress don't spend a lot of time thinking about America's nuclear doctrine and strategy. The nature of the Congressional Committee structure, the intense pressure to meet the needs of constituents, and the heated intensity of the daily media output, which shifts quickly from one issue to the other, all combine to keep the Congressional focus on what is happening at the moment. There is little time to sit back and take a long look at any policy issue, and to the extent that there is time for reflection, Congressmen tend to use it to address issues connected with their individual committee assignment or the needs of their district. Outside of their specific committee responsibilities, members tend to associate themselves with the positions taken by their party leadership.

More importantly, on questions relating to national security and international affairs, Congressmen tend to defer to the President and the Executive Branch, especially when our armed forces are fighting abroad. This is true even when partisan friction and policy disagreements are intense, as they certainly are as we speak.

And when most Congressmen look at nuclear strategy, they don't see it as a stand-alone issue but as part of national security as a whole.

Most Congressmen, like most Americans, seem comfortable with the notion that nuclear weapons are useful as a deterrent which gives the country some kind of insurance that most potential enemies will think long and hard before using nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction against the United States. This having been said, it is clear in Congress, as elsewhere, that in the post-Cold War era, questions are being asked about whether we still need the vast number of weapons we continue to hold and the expensive delivery systems which were deemed necessary during the Cold War. And indeed the numbers are going down. The numbers will continue to go down as demands for other military and domestic priorities compete for scarce resources at a time when the budgetary deficit is steadily increasing. But on the whole, the Congress and the public at large seem to be comfortable with the notion that deterrence with a nuclear component remains a valid doctrine and will continue to be valid for some time to come.

Beyond that there is no consensus. There seems to be a broad but vague agreement that the number of nuclear weapons can be reduced, but as the vote rejecting the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty indicates, continued progress towards a nuclear-free world remains a hard sell in the United States. Successive American administrations have stressed the importance they attach to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, and at the last NPT conference, the five nuclear-weapon States acknowledged by the NPT made an unequivocal undertaking to accomplish the total elimination of their nuclear arsenals leading to nuclear disarmament, as called for by Article 6 of the treaty. But the current Administration has not taken a public position on this undertaking.

It is important to note, however, that any attempt to move away from deterrence, towards a strategy which suggests or implies that nuclear weapons could conceivably be used in future conflicts in a war-fighting capacity, does not have broad support in the Congress or elsewhere. Attempts to move in this direction have already become a matter of deep concern.

This year as well as last year, the Bush administration has pushed for funds to develop a new nuclear weapon to destroy deeply-buried targets -- the so-called “bunker buster”-- in addition to funds to reduce the amount of time it would take for the United States to resume nuclear testing. The ostensible argument is that this sort of activity makes deterrence more credible -- the fact is that it would be a radical departure from the path previous administrations have taken and could unravel the whole structure of international undertakings on nuclear issues, which have been painstakingly negotiated over the last 60 years. Moves in this direction will be vigorously resisted in Congress and will be strongly contested in the next year’s presidential election. A number of prominent members of Congress are already on record on this. Some selected comments:

Senator Frank Lautenberg:

These new nuclear weapons initiatives will further weaken the already struggling international efforts to halt the spread of nuclear weapons. U.S. influence with the international community will erode if it seeks to upgrade U.S. nuclear weapons while demanding that other countries, such as Iran and North Korea, disarm. I believe the best way to deter nations trying to develop nuclear capabilities is to send the signal that the prospect of nuclear warfare is an idea confined to science fiction novels.

5/22/03

House report 108-212, Energy and Water Development Appropriations Bill:

…it appears to the Committee [that] the Department of Energy is proposing to rebuild, restart, and redo and otherwise exercise every capability that was used over the past 40 years of the Cold War and at the same time prepare for a future with an expanded mission for nuclear weapons.

7/16/03

Senator Jeff Bingaman:

I do not believe we should be considering other new classes of smaller and simpler Hiroshima yield like devices against non-nuclear rogue States. It sends the wrong signal.

5/10/03

The crucial moment will come if and when this or any further administration seeks approval to renew nuclear testing. In fairness, the Administration has repeatedly stated that it has no intention of resuming testing. Unfortunately, it has added a caveat to these statements with the weasel words “at this time.”

But absent a monumental political upheaval in the United States or a catastrophic international crisis, it’s hard to imagine the United States resuming testing any time soon.

Those of us who strongly support the NPT and such a world in which reliance on nuclear weapons is reduced and finally eliminated still have a lot of work to do to achieve our objectives.

[back to top]
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17. Creating a non-partisan approach to nuclear weapons issues

Malcolm Savidge MP (UK), Chair of the UK All-Party Group on Non-Proliferation

Opening a debate in the United Kingdom Parliament in January 2000, I confessed that I must be slightly ‘weird.’ There must be something slightly odd about me, because I seem not to be interested in the really important things in life, at least as defined by the popular mass media. I am not terribly interested in such vital matters as the private love lives of presidents and princes, pop stars and television soap stars, or in the TV reality shows which fill the front pages. What do interest me are matters that, given the number of headlines they generate, must appear to others to be trivial. To be honest, I get rather obsessed with the trivial pursuit of human survival.

In 1982, Mr. Perez de Cuellar, who at the time was Secretary-General of the United Nations, said, in effect, that he thought that the world was drifting towards war. He made that statement in London, the capital and centre of our media in the UK. What he meant was that there was a real risk of our drifting towards World War Three, in which nuclear weapons would be used, and the consequences for us all would be beyond human imagination. Mr. de Cuellar's speech gained two or three paragraphs in one Sunday newspaper. All our other papers were far too busy covering such issues as whether there was a relationship between Prince Andrew and Koo Stark -- the really important issue of the day.

In practice, his worst fears were not fulfilled, and instead the future brought Mr. Gorbachev, the ending of the Cold War and of the nuclear-arms race. However, I fear that we have not taken the opportunities for improving our security which that should have given us.

The debate I was opening was the first debate on ‘Weapons of Mass Destruction’ to have been held at Westminster for many years. I suggested that, as we started a new millennium, nuclear weapons remained the greatest threat to humanity. The risks of weapons of mass destruction and terrorism, of accidental, regional, or global nuclear war were finite probabilities. Therefore, unless we managed to significantly reduce those probabilities at some point in the future – whether decades, centuries, or millennia – disaster would be likely to occur.

This was part of the thinking behind a new group, which we established at the Westminster Parliament the day after the debate on January 2000, partly because we believed it was vital that we should raise the public profile of these issues.

For some months, MPs and NGOs had discussed the setting up of the group.

We considered whether to establish a campaigning group promoting a specific agenda or a debating and discussion group on an open agenda with no collective position.

I believe that, on these crucial issues, there is a vital role for campaigning organizations such as PNND and Parliamentarians for Global Action, and their national equivalents. However, in Westminster I had noticed that campaigning organizations and NGOs had frequently organized meetings with major international speakers such as General Lee Butler, Admiral Stansfield Turner, and Jonathan Schell, where there tended to be small audiences of the ‘converted’ -- people who largely shared the speaker’s views.

Creating a group across party and other differences seemed appropriate because this issue should transcend party politics. Cross-party discussion also seemed useful if one wished to move or influence the consensus. Since, for instance, parties of the right frequently accuse parties of the left of being ‘soft on defence’ this can make left-wing parties wary of change. If all parties are involved in discussion, it is easier to move the consensus.

The gravity of the issues merits more rational discussion and less sloganising than has sometimes occurred in the past.

It seemed important to be able to discuss them with other legislators in other national Parliaments and that, in such circumstances, it would be helpful to meet with all parties and all viewpoints and that that would be much easier if our own group comprised divergent parties and views.

At Westminster, we have officially recognized “All-Party Parliamentary Groups,” which have to comply with strict rules: for example, a minimum number of members from the government, main opposition, and other opposition parties. They have rights in Parliament, status, and can often attract more attention from both the media and the public. Accordingly, we set up the All-Party Parliamentary Group on Global Security and Non-Proliferation, with membership open to all members of both the House of Commons and the House of Lords. We did not want to be divisive, and therefore we decided that, wherever possible, where there were other appropriate All-Party Parliamentary Groups we could cooperate with, we would have joint meetings. 

The first main meeting with speakers was held in March 2000, with the title “Non-Proliferation at Risk.” We had front-bench Parliamentary spokespeople from the three main parties and Dr. Scilla Elworthy of the Oxford Research Group as supporting speakers and our main speaker was Michael Douglas, the film actor-producer and U.N. Ambassador for Peace.

We succeeded beyond our wildest dreams in one of our aims, namely drawing the attention of the media and the public to these vital issues. We were on the front page of nearly all the U.K. press, received world-wide radio and TV coverage, and even the glossy celebrity magazines carried not just photographs of Michael Douglas but also articles about his message.

Michael Douglas spoke movingly about his fears as a pupil at school during the Cuban Missile Crisis and how these were revived when talking to nuclear scientists while he was making the film, “The China Syndrome.” He praised the positive role the U.K. Government had played in nuclear arms control and urged them to take a lead in the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference 2000. Mr. Douglas also had private meetings with the then Foreign Secretary, the Rt. Hon. Robin Cook, and the then Disarmament Minister the Rt. Hon. Peter Hain. 

The Foreign Affairs Select Committee of the House of Commons, in a report on ‘Weapons of Mass Destruction,’ said of the Michael Douglas meeting and a later meeting that the All-Party Parliamentary Group (APPG) had with Ambassador Jayantha Dhanapala, the then U.N. Under-Secretary General for Disarmament, that they had “raised the profile” of these issues.

The APPG has had speakers from right across the spectrum of politics and viewpoints. In contrast to Mr. Douglas or Mr. Dhanapala, in November 2002, we had a meeting entitled ‘Current Security Controversies: A U.S. Perspective’ with Dr. Richard Perle – the prominent neo-conservative and former U.S. Asst. Sec. of Defense.

We have had one delegation to a foreign legislature. In July 2000, a small cross-party group went to Washington, where we spoke to ‘Hawks’ and ‘Doves’ from both parties and to military, diplomatic, security, and other experts. We concentrated on the two main topical issues of that time: missile defence and the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. We had hoped to arrange a return visit by members from both Houses of Congress but our potential funding failed. 

We have overcome financial restrictions by making use of international speakers who have been attending conferences organized by others or have been visiting the U.K. for other reasons.

We have had a wide range of national and international experts -- political, diplomatic, military, academic, scientific, etc. -- speaking at meetings which have varied from large gatherings open to non-Parliamentarians to small, restricted private briefings conducted under the ‘Chatham House Rule,’ where comments are non-attributable.

Subjects discussed have included U.S. and Russian perspectives and policies, India-Pakistan, Iraq, North Korea, terrorism and WMD, cluster bombs, and the International Criminal Court [a list of meetings is attached as an appendix to this paper].

In conclusion, I would like to express a personal reflection, for while the APPG seeks to be strictly neutral; I have strong personal views of my own. If, when I spoke in the debate at the beginning of 2000, the situation seemed dangerous, then it seems much more dangerous now, as was so eloquently expressed by Senator Douglas Roche earlier in this conference. The risks of proliferation and war have increased, arms control and disarmament treaties are undermined or threatened, the United Nations has been weakened, and Nelson Mandela has warned that the international order could descend into anarchy. We need more discussion and cogent debate across the political spectrum and across countries and continents.

While the APPG is neutral, campaigning organizations have sponsored this conference. I believe you should challenge the neo-conservative agenda. They have been proved to be wrong over Iraq, and the U.N. inspectors have been proved to be right. We should proclaim that fact and expose to ridicule such suggestions as the use of “mini-nuclear weapons” for pre-emptive strikes on hidden bunkers of WMD, when it has been proven in Iraq that their confident assertions about both bunkers and WMD were baseless.

But we should also learn from the neo-conservatives. When they were in opposition in the 1990s, they planned. They sought to broaden their coalition. They sought to popularize their message. They showed such ruthless determination that they persuaded others that their objectives were inevitable.

There is a need to more than match what they did, if we are to make the steps towards creating a safer world inevitable.

[back to top]
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All-Party Parliamentary Group on Global Security and Non-Proliferation

The All-Party Parliamentary Group on Global Security and Non-Proliferation was launched on January 19, 2000, to provide a non-partisan forum for parliamentarians to meet and discuss the issues with security experts.

The Group held its first speakers’ meeting in March 2000, in a blaze of national and international publicity, with the U.N. Messenger for Peace, actor-producer Michael Douglas, sharing a platform with Foreign Office Minister Peter Hain MP, the Rt. Hon. Menzies Campbell QC MP, and Cheryl Gillan MP. Further meetings and events, from small expert briefings to an address by the U.N. Under-Secretary General for Disarmament Affairs, Ambassador Jayantha Dhanapala, consolidated this excellent start, and the work of the All-Party Group continues to attract the involvement of parliamentarians from all points along the political spectrum.

The group provides a forum for Members of both Houses of Parliament from all sides of the British political spectrum to explore and discuss contemporary security issues in detail and access expert opinion. The Group also aims to facilitate networking between British parliamentarians and their colleagues in the U.S. and elsewhere. The group is facilitated by the Acronym Institute on behalf of a group of British non-governmental organisations: the Centre for Defence Studies (CDS) at Kings College London; the International Security Information Service (ISIS); and the Verification Research, Training and Information Council (VERTIC).

The officers of the group during 2000 were:

Malcolm Savidge MP (Labour), Convener

Sir Richard Body MP (Conservative), Vice-Convener

The Rt Hon Menzies Campbell CBE, QC MP (Liberal Democrat), Vice-Convener

Austin Mitchell MP (Labour), Vice-Convener

Mike Gapes MP (Labour), Secretary

Summary of All-Party Parliamentary Group on Global Security and Non-Proliferation meetings in Parliament, 2000

19 January 2000

Launch meeting.

The following were nominated and elected as officers of the Group: Malcolm Savidge MP (Convener); the Rt. Hon Menzies Campbell QC MP (Vice-Convener); Austin Mitchell MP (Vice Convener); Sir Richard Body MP (Vice Convener); Mike Gapes MP (Secretary).

20 March 2000

Non-Proliferation at Risk?

with Michael Douglas, actor, producer, U.N. Messenger for Peace, Peter Hain MP, Minister of State for Foreign Affairs, Cheryl Gillan MP, Rt. Hon. Menzies Campbell QC MP, and Dr. Scilla Elworthy, Oxford Research Group.

Organised in collaboration with the All-Party Parliamentary Group on World Government. 

Michael Douglas told a packed meeting about his work on the film “The China Syndrome” twenty years before, and the sequence of events that had led to his commitment to nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament. He highlighted three arms control treaties in crisis: the NPT, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, and the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, and called for the UK Government to take the lead in breaking the logjam on nuclear disarmament. Peter Hain MP, Cheryl Gillan MP and the Rt. Hon Menzies Campbell QC MP made statements responding, before the meeting was opened up to comments from the floor. This meeting attracted substantial international media attention, with the UK coverage including prime-time TV news, radio, GMTV and Newsnight, and articles in a range of both broadsheet and tabloid press.

11 April 2000

Challenges to the Non-Proliferation Treaty in the run-up to the 2000 Review Conference

with Rebecca Johnson, Executive Director of the Acronym Institute, and Professor John Simpson, Director of the Mountbatten Centre, University of Southampton.

28 June 2000

National Missile Defence: implications for international security

with Joseph Cirincione, Director, Carnegie Non-Proliferation Project in Washington DC, Gerald Frost, Project Director, Missile Proliferation Study Group, and Quentin Davies, MP.

3 July 2000

Eliminating Nuclear Arsenals: the NPT pledge and what it means.

with Ambassador Jayantha Dhanapala, U.N. Under Secretary-General for Disarmament Affairs

Organised in collaboration with the All-Party Parliamentary Group on World Government and the Parliamentary U.N. Group.

31 October 2000

The International Criminal Court 

with Major General Tony Rogers O.B.E (ret, former Director of Army Legal Services)

Organised in collaboration with the All-Party Parliamentary Group on World Government and the All Party Group on Rwanda, the Great Lakes, and the Prevention of Genocide. 

1 November 2000

Russian Perceptions of European Security

with Dr. Alexander Pikayev, Carnegie Endowment, Moscow.

13 November 2000

National Missile Defence: view from the Russian Duma

with Professor David Rush (USA), Dr Herman Spanjaard (Netherlands) and Dr Hans Levander (Sweden), all colleagues of Professor Kolesnikov’s from the IPPNW. 

(Apologies were given on behalf of Academician Prof. Sergei Kolesnikov, a Member of the Russian Duma who had been billed as the main speaker, but who had just returned unexpectedly to Russia on the sudden death of his father. He was to have spoken on National Missile Defence: view from the Russian Duma. A brief presentation on NMD was given instead by Professor Rush, who focused on the technical problems.)

APPENDIX A:
Foreign Affairs Select Committee Report on Weapons of Mass Destruction, July 25, 2000

The influential FASC Report on Weapons of Mass Destruction noted that, out of a number of things which had “made this the right time for a review,” one was that:

“Media interest in nuclear weapons and arms control treaties was boosted in March 2000 when Michael Douglas, U.N. Goodwill Ambassador, urged Members of Parliament to encourage the Prime Minister to take a leading role in preserving arms control regimes. The film star’s speech in Westminster Hall attracted a range of hyperbolic headlines: for example, “Star begs Blair to save the world,, “Douglas warns MPs of nuclear anarchy”, “Hollywood actor sees disarming role for Blair.” Despite the frivolity of the eye-catching headlines, the topics addressed in the articles are serious ones, and the actor’s visit certainly helped to raise the profile of an issue which, despite its vast importance, is often dismissed as off-putting, technical, and dull. Under-Secretary-General Jayantha Dhanapala, of the Department for Disarmament Affairs at the United Nations, addressed a follow-up meeting in the Palace of Westminster on 3 July 2000.”

APPENDIX B:

Visit to Washington in July 2000 by 5 MPs to meet with members of Congress, and members of the administration.

In July 2000, a cross-party delegation of five Members of Parliament visited Washington DC under the auspices of the All Party Group on Global Security and Non-Proliferation to discuss arms control issues, particularly the proposed NMD programme, and the CTBT, with members of the U.S. Congress and the Clinton Administration.  The visit was organised by the Acronym Institute (London) and the Henry L. Stimson Center (Washington), and funded by the W. Alton Jones Foundation.

The delegation included Malcolm Savidge MP, Austin Mitchell MP, Caroline Flint MP, Paul Keetch MP, and Jonathan Sayeed MP.  They were accompanied to meetings by Nicola Butler (the Acronym Institute), Jesse James (Stimson Center), Matt Martin (Stimson Center), and Michael O'Neill (British Embassy in Washington).

The group spent two days in an intensive programme of meetings with:


Ambassador James Goodby, the Senior CTBT Coordinator


Representative Curt Weldon (Republican - Pennsylvannia.)  Representative Weldon is Chairman of the House Armed Services Committee Sub-Committee on Research and Development, and is a leading advocate of NMD in the House of Representatives.


Representative Owen Pickett (Democrat - Virginia.). Representative Pickett is a member of the House Armed Services Committee, is the ranking member of the Subcommittee on Military Research and Development and serves on the Readiness Subcommittee and the MWR Panel. His district includes the largest military complex in the US.  He is viewed as a moderate Democrat, but strongly advocates NMD.


Representative Tom Allen (Democrat - Maine.). Representative Allen is a member of the House Armed Services Committee and its subcommittees on Military Procurement and Military Research & Development. He advocates delaying any decision to deploy a National Missile Defence.


Senator Jon Kyl (Republican - Arizona.). Senator Kyl was one of four Senators who blocked the effort to delay a vote on CTBT.  He is strongly opposed to the Treaty.


Representative John Spratt (Democrat - South Carolina). Representative Spratt is a senior member of the House Armed Services Committee and a leading critic of the technological readiness of National Missile Defence.


Dr Hans Binnendijk (Special Assistant to the President for International Security Affairs and Director for Defence Policy/Arms Control, at the White House)


Steve Andreasen (National Security Council, at the White House).

The group attended a lunch discussion at the British Embassy, Washington, hosted by UK Ambassador HE Sir Christopher Meyer. Participants included: Air Vice-Marshal John Thompson; the Hon Avis Bohlen (Assistant Secretary for Arms Control State Dept); Mr Ivo Daalder (Brookings), Mr Skip Fischer (Office of Senator John McCain); Mr Philip Gordon (Brookings); Mr Ed Levine (Senate Foreign Relations Committee); Mr Frank Miller (Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary, Department of Defence); Mr Jim Seevers (Office of Senator Lieberman); Ms Amy Woolf (Congressional Research Service); Michael Krepon (Stimson Center); and Ambassador Tom Graham (Lawyers Alliance for World Security).

Report February-July 2001

All-Party Parliamentary Group on Global Security and Non-Proliferation

The All-Party Parliamentary Group on Global Security and Non-Proliferation held its Annual General Meeting on February 6, 2001. An election was held to elect officers for the next session. The following officers were duly nominated and elected:

Convener: Malcolm Savidge MP (Labour)

Vice-Convener: Menzies Campbell CBE, QC, MP (Liberal Democrat)

Vice-Convener: Sir Richard Body MP (Conservative)

Vice-Convener: Austin Mitchell MP (Labour)

Secretary: Mike Gapes MP (Labour)

The Group noted that it may be necessary to hold further elections for officers of the All-Party Group later on in the year, if a general election was called.

The AGM was followed by a briefing meeting:
6 February 2001 

The likely implications for non-proliferation and arms control of a Bush administration

With James Rubin, former Chief Spokesperson, U.S. State Department; Rear-Admiral Eugene Carroll, Jnr, (ret); and Rebecca Johnson, the Acronym Institute.
One further meeting was held during the session:

28 February 2001
Boost Phase National Missile Defence – what does Bush really want?

With Lord Chalfont, President of the House of Lords Defence Group, and Dr. Lisbeth Gronlund, Union of Concerned Scientists.

Commentators: Joseph Cirincione, former National Security Specialist, U.S. House of Representatives; Alexander Pikayev, Carnegie Endowment, Moscow; and Daryl Kimball, Coalition to Reduce Nuclear Dangers.

Report 2001-2002

All-Party Parliamentary Group on Global Security and Non-Proliferation

Following the General Election, the All-Party Parliamentary Group on Global Security and Non-Proliferation held its inaugural election of officers on 17 July 2001.  The following officers were duly nominated and elected:

Convener: Malcolm Savidge MP (Labour)

Vice-Convener: Rt Hon Menzies Campbell CBE, QC, MP (Liberal Democrat)

Vice-Convener: Rt. Hon David Davis MP (Conservative)

Vice-Convener: Austin Mitchell MP (Labour)

Secretary: Mike Gapes MP (Labour)

The AGM was followed by a briefing meeting:

17 July 2001

Missile Defence, Star Wars, and a “Space Pearl Harbour”?

With Professor Bhupendra Jasani, King’s College, London and Rebecca Johnson, the Acronym Institute.

Further meetings were held during the session:

6 November 2001

Combating the biological weapons threat

With Professor Malcolm Dando, Professor of International Security at Bradford University and co-Director of the Project on Strengthening the Biological Weapons Convention; and Nicholas Sims, Senior Lecturer in International Relations at the London School of Economics.

20 November 2001

“Missile Defence and the strategic implications of a new US-Russian relationship”

With Rt. Hon. Menzies Campbell, QC, MP, Liberal Democrat Foreign Affairs Spokesman; and Professor Lawrence Freedman, Professor of War Studies, King’s College, London

Organised in collaboration with ISIS and the Centre for Defence Studies

20 November 2001

Cluster bombs: military effectiveness and impact on civilians

With General Sir Hugh Beach, a former member of the British Army board, responsible for procurement of land service equipment, and Rae McGrath from Landmine Action, a co-recipient of the Nobel Peace Prize for his role in founding the International Campaign to Ban Landmines, and a former soldier in the British Army.

Hosted by Frank Cook MP, Chair, All-Party Parliamentary Landmine Eradication Group
Organised by the All-Party Parliamentary Landmine Eradication Group, and co-sponsored by the All-Party Parliamentary Group on Global Security and Non-Proliferation.

28  November 2001

Terrorism and weapons of mass destruction

With Rt Hon Tom King, Lord King of Bridgnorth, Former Chair of the Parliament’s Intelligence and Security Committee and Former Conservative Secretary of State for Defence, Northern Ireland &c; Professor Gwyn Prins, Professorial Research Fellow, European Institute, LSE, and Senior Fellow, Special Advisor’s Office, Secretary-General of NATO; Air Marshall Sir Timothy Garden, Visiting Professor, Centre for Defence Studies, King’s College; and Professor Paul Rogers, Department of Peace Studies, Bradford University.

5 February 2002
“The Future of British Nuclear Weapons”

With Rebecca Johnson, Executive Director of the Acronym Institute, speaking on “Trident in the context of international developments and Britain’s Non-Proliferation Treaty commitments”; Dr. Ian Davis, Executive Director of the British American Security Information Council, speaking on “US-UK nuclear co-operation and the future of the UK Trident system”; and Professor Malcolm Chalmers, Department of Peace Studies, Bradford University, speaking on “The Scottish Question: challenges for UK nuclear policy.”
12  June 2002
Post-ABM: what does the new Bush-Putin relationship mean for Europe?

With Dr. Alexander Pikayev, Co-director of the Non-Proliferation Programme, Carnegie Moscow Centre, Russian Federation. 

25 June 2002 

Post ABM: U.S. nuclear policy & its effect on non-proliferation

With Joseph Cirincione, Senior Associate and Director of the Carnegie Non-Proliferation Project in Washington DC, and former national security specialist to the U.S. House of Representatives for nine years, including six years for the Armed Services Committee, with oversight responsibility for programmes on missile defence, NATO and nuclear force posture.

Appendix C:

Meetings outside parliament, 2001

During the parliamentary recess, one-to-one and small private meetings were also organised under the auspices of the All-Party Group for former U.S. Defence Secretary Robert McNamara and U.S. Ambassador Thomas Graham (head of the U.S. delegation to the NPT in 1995, now Chair of the Lawyers Alliance for World Security), in October 2001. 

Robert McNamara and Ambassador Graham visited the UK in October 2001 to voice their concerns about U.S. national missile defence plans with British Parliamentarians, and to discuss the role of the United Kingdom in the ongoing consultations between Moscow and Washington, as well as those scheduled between the United States and China.
1 October 2001
Mr. McNamara and Ambassador Graham met Labour MPs in Brighton at the Labour Party Conference.
2 October 2001
Mr. McNamara and Ambassador Graham met Conservative and Liberal Democrat MPs and peers around Westminster.
Report 2002-2003

All-Party Group on Global Security and Non-Proliferation

The All-Party Parliamentary Group on Global Security and Non-Proliferation held its Annual General Meeting on 9 July 2002. An election was held to elect officers for the next session.  The following officers were duly nominated and elected:

Convener: Malcolm Savidge MP (Labour)

Vice-Convener: Rt. Hon Menzies Campbell CBE, QC, MP (Liberal Democrat)

Vice-Convener: Rt. Hon David Davis MP (Conservative)

Vice-Convener: Austin Mitchell MP (Labour)

Secretary: Mike Gapes MP (Labour)

The AGM was followed by a speaker meeting:

9 July 2002

India, nuclear weapons and arms control

With HE Rakesh Sood, Ambassador for India to the Conference on Disarmament, Geneva.

Further meetings were held during the session:

16 October 2002

Iraq and Weapons of Mass Destruction

With Dr Gary Samore, Senior Fellow for Non-Proliferation, IISS, & editor of the IISS Dossier Iraq’s Weapons of Mass Destruction: a Net Assessment; Dr Wyn Bowen, Defence Studies Department, King’s College, London and former U.N. weapons inspector in Iraq.

29 October 2002

Missile Defence: view from the Russian Duma

With Professor Sergei Kolesnikov MD, Academician, Member of the Russian Duma, and Vice President of IPPNW.  He was accompanied by IPPNW colleagues Prof. David Rush (US), Dr Ron McCoy (Malaysia), Dr Robert Mtonga (Zambia), Dr Neil Arya (Canada), Dr Doug Holdstock and Dr Liz Waterston (UK).
19 November 2002 

Current security controversies: a U.S. perspective

With Dr. Richard Perle, Chair of the U.S. Defence Policy Board.  He previously served as Assistant Secretary of Defence for International Security Policy, 1981-1987, under Ronald Reagan.
25 November 2002
Explosive remnants of war: new international law to protect civilians?
With Richard Lloyd, Landmine Action; Louis Maresca, International Committee of the Red Cross.

Hosted by Frank Cook MP, Chair, All-Party Parliamentary Landmine Eradication Group

Organised by the All-Party Parliamentary Landmine Eradication Group, and co-sponsored by the All-Party Parliamentary Group on Global Security and Non-Proliferation.

28 January 2003

North Korea and nuclear proliferation

With Dr. Gary Samore, International Institute of Security Studies.

4 June 2003

Weapons in Space: inevitable or preventable?

With Rebecca Johnson, The Acronym Institute for Disarmament Diplomacy; Therese Hitchens, Centre for Defence Information, Washington DC.

10 June 2003

Verifying Chemical Disarmament: the state of play after the CWC review conference

With Dr. Alexander Kelle, Bradford University; Dr. Trevor Findlay, VERTIC.

Report 2003-present

All-Party Group on Global Security and Non-Proliferation

The All-Party Parliamentary Group on Global Security and Non-Proliferation held its Annual General Meeting on 24 June 2003. An election was held to elect officers for the next session.  The following officers were duly nominated and elected:
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20. Parliamentary collaboration on a Southern Hemisphere Nuclear Weapon Free Zone 
Matt Robson MP (New Zealand):

Senator Douglas Roche of Canada, His Excellency Mr Nobuyasu Abe, U.N. Under-Secretary General for Disarmament, fellow Members of Parliament from around the world, representatives of civil society, and the many other distinguished attendees at this important conference on Disarmament: 

My greetings to you all from nuclear-free New Zealand, a status we cherish, and one democratically arrived at as a sovereign people. 

That last statement, “nuclear free New Zealand,” however, is interpreted by some in Washington to mean that we are a “very good friend” of the United States of America but are no longer an ally.

I am also pleased to see among our guests U.S. Congressman Christopher Shays, Co-chair of the Bipartisan Task Force on Nuclear Non-Proliferation, and Ambassador Robert T. Grey, with whom I had the pleasure of working as Minister of Disarmament and Arms Control when he was the U.S. Ambassador on Disarmament in Geneva for President Clinton, but now gives President Bush helpful advice from the outside looking in.

The role of the United States is one which cannot be ignored in the debate on nuclear disarmament. I want to quote British Prime Minister Tony Blair, speaking to his Labour Party Conference in Bournemouth five weeks ago:

“I know terrorism can’t be defeated unless America and Europe work together. And it’s not so much American unilateralism I fear. It’s isolation It’s walking away when we need America there engaged fighting to get world trade opened up, fighting to give hope to Africa, Changing its position for the future of the world, on climate change. And staying with it in the Middle East, telling Israel and the Palestinians: don’t let the extremists decide the fate of the peace process, when the only hope is two States living side by side in peace.”
There is a challenge for America in the world today, and that is to show true leadership as one important nation among the 190+ sovereign nations of the world. Like Tony Blair, I want to see the United States of America engaged with the world, and on some issues, changing its position. Obviously, one issue is reversing the spread of nuclear weapons and embarking on the path of nuclear disarmament.

And that will not be easy -- only on Thursday, North Korea’s Ambassador Ri Yong Ho in London told Reuters news agency that his country has “a nuclear deterrent capability,” and the New York Times yesterday published the assessment of the Central Intelligence Agency that that is the case.

But of course it is not only for the United States of America to show leadership, but for all sovereign nations - for Japan and the European Union - for medium powers like South Korea and Taiwan and the United Kingdom - and yes, for small nations, too, like New Zealand.

There are challenges for all of us, to bring down unfair barriers to the exports of the poor -- unfair trader barriers that literally cost lives across those parts of the world which are denied the same opportunity to experience that phase of rapid development that Europe, Japan and America in the past also enjoyed, as the currently rich societies dragged themselves up, through hard work, out of the cycle of poverty and despair of their own feudal past.

There are challenges to shut down the wasteful deadweight expenditure on arms, and turn that spending instead into investment in the future -- education and health services for all. That is really where New Zealanders are coming from with our nuclear free legislation. It is absurd and insulting to suggest it was motivated by anti-Americanism or anti-the Great Powers.

Our nuclear-free legislation is an expression of New Zealanders' love of humanity and hope for a better future for everyone. It is an endorsement of life and development, and a rejection of the madness of confrontation and militarism.

Friends, I am to speak to you today on how to advance parliamentary collaboration towards achieving a Southern Hemisphere and Adjacent Areas Free of Nuclear Weapons. This proposal has been before the United Nations, sponsored by New Zealand and Brazil, two members of the New Agenda Coalition, for a number of years. Only three countries voted against it. No prize for guessing which -- the United States, Great Britain, and France.

But my contribution will also cover the parlous state of disarmament, the threat to New Zealand’s own nuclear-free status from within our country, and how the proposal for a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in the Southern Hemisphere and adjacent areas can help to revivify the world movement for nuclear disarmament.

NUCLEAR-WEAPON-FREE ZONES
I have been helped in providing information on the zones that exist because of the fact that New Zealand has a dedicated Disarmament and Arms Control division. So what I am able to tell you here is lifted directly from their files.

There are four established Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones now in existence. They straddle both Southern and Northern hemispheres. All are established by Treaty -- Rarotonga covering the South Pacific, Ttatelolco covering Latin America and the Caribbean, Pelindaba covering Africa, and Bangkok the Southeast Asian area.

Then there are single-state zones created by national legislation, declaration, or constitutional mandate. Mongolia and Austria have passed legislation to effect their nuclear-weapon-free status. This legislation prohibits the manufacturing, storage, transport, and testing of nuclear weapons within their territory. Mongolia’s legislation also prohibits the transportation, dumping, and storage of weapons-grade nuclear waste within its territory, and obligates the National Security Council of Mongolia to coordinate the institutionalizing of its NWF status.

New Zealand’s Nuclear-Free Zone legislation prohibits any foreign ship that is nuclear-powered or carrying nuclear weapons from entering its internal waters or any foreign aircraft landing in its territory. This goes beyond New Zealand’s obligations under the South Pacific Nuclear-Free Zone Treaty which permits port visits of nuclear ships. The Philippines, a member of the Southeast Asian nuclear-weapon-free zone has declared its territory free of nuclear weapons through a change in its constitution.

There are also proposals for new regional zones -- in Central Asia, Middle East, South Asia, Northeast Asia and Central Europe. The Middle East proposal would of course not only be an important step towards isolating the nuclear-weapon States and narrowing the areas of the world where these weapons exist but a large contribution to the fundamental problems of the Middle East, including the continuing problems that have flowed from the dispossession of the Palestinian people. Unfortunately, Israel, an undeclared nuclear state, which has been built into a nuclear-armed power by the United States, will not accept this proposal, and has the blessing of its patron.

One beautiful example of a complete nuclear-weapon and conventional-weapon-free zone is the Antarctic Treaty of 1959. Recognising the environmental fragility of the continent and its importance to the world, humankind voluntarily agreed to prohibit all military pursuits on the land mass of Antarctica and in the surrounding waters. It prohibits nuclear explosions of any kind, the disposal of radioactive waste materials, and the establishment of any material bases and fortifications in Antarctica to the parallel. All the Nuclear-Weapon States, except, alarmingly, Israel and Pakistan, have signed. Now all we have to do is transfer further north this act of common sense!

THE NEW ZEALAND NIGHTMARE -- RETURNING TO THE NUCLEAR UMBRELLA?
Our dream in New Zealand, at least of those political parties that are not craving to drag us back under the nuclear umbrella of the United States (and I will come to them, as they are a real threat to New Zealand’s strong anti-nuclear stance), is to extend that concept first right to the equator and then throughout the Northern Hemisphere. We know that this is the dream of many others as well.

Our nightmare is that our rightwing parties will put us back under the umbrella.

In 2000, at the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva, I used the phrase that, just as in the days of the Wild West gunslingers arriving in town were required to check in their weapons with the sheriff, I envisaged that any vessel, on sea or in the air, with the existence of a Southern Hemisphere Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone (SHNWFZ), would be required, at the equator, to disarm before proceeding south. Of course, those adjacent areas that are part of nuclear-weapon-free zones would be welcome to be part of the arrangement.

But before moving to the implementation of such an ambitious but totally necessary scheme for halting proliferation and achieving the advancement of nuclear disarmament and the survival of the human race, I need to move to the greatest obstacle of all -- the total disregard of the Bush Administration for any policy that moves towards nuclear disarmament and their clear policy of sabotaging the framework, no matter how weak, that had been established to move towards nuclear disarmament.

PAX AMERICANA -- THE NEW ZEALAND RIGHT SIGNS UP 

That policy is most clearly set out in Rebuilding America’s Defenses: Strategy, Forces, and Resources For A New Century, a document published by the Project for a New American Century just before the Bush Administration came to power and seen as their bible on matters military.

New Zealand has found that by not falling into line with the new arms race being launched and indeed ploughing ahead with schemes such as the SHWFNZ, that they are being placed in the “you are not with us, therefore you are against us” camp. The Administration in Washington, through visiting diplomats and their ambassador in Wellington, are berating New Zealand for exercising its sovereign right to remain nuclear-free.

And Australian Prime Minister John Howard -- being Australian-born, I think the less said the better of his foreign policy of late. I just want to say how proud I am to call myself a New Zealander these days -- John Howard takes part in a pincer movement

Both are courting New Zealand’s right wing parties (who don’t actually need much encouragement), National and Act, to push for New Zealand’s dropping of its strong anti-nuclear position and for us to change our determination to support appropriate multilateral solutions to the world’s challenges such, as Iraq.

Leading figures from the right-wing parties are taken to Washington and Canberra and encouraged to become part of the new American military strategy and -- who knows -- an oft-promised, never-seen favourable trade deal might eventuate. Reportedly, such a carrot was dangled under the nose of then Prime Minister Keith Holyoake at the time of the Vietnam War.

The leader of the most extreme of the right wing parties, Mr. Prebble of Act, is now on a State Department-funded trip to Washington.

Noticeably, with a change of leadership a few short weeks ago by the biggest of the right wing parties, National, the Disarmament portfolio has been dropped. The American Embassy will be encouraged by that, as they have a more decisive leader to lead the way to dropping our nuclear policy.

And the proposal of the SHNWFZ and adjacent areas runs smack into their policy bible, Rebuilding America’s Defenses, that “with the remains of the Soviet fleet now largely rusting in port, the open oceans are America’s, and the lines of communication open from the coasts of the United States to Europe, the Persian Gulf and East Asia.”
This is premised on four core missions for U.S. Military forces:

       defend the American homeland
       fight and decisively win multiple, simultaneous major theatre wars
       perform the “constabulary” duties associated with shaping the security environment in critical regions
       transform U.S. forces to exploit the “revolution in military affairs.”

To implement this global dominance on land, sea, and air, it is clear that there will be no place for a SHNWFZ and adjacent areas.

Instead, the United States must “Maintain Nuclear Strategic Superiority, basing the nuclear deterrent upon a global, nuclear net assessment that weighs the full current and emerging threats, not merely the US-Russia balance.”

Rather than the United States of America providing global leadership as one important nation among many sovereign nations, the premise is aggressive. It is “in your face.” It is “we are going to run the world our way, like it or not.”

As Hicham ben Abdallah El Alaoui wrote in the October Le Monde Diplomatique about the National Strategic Document of the U.S., published in 2002, and drawing from Rebuilding America’s Defenses, “This document is a blueprint for preserving the U.S. as the sole superpower, for ensuring its unparalleled military strength, and thereby enforcing its political will in any region of the world. It seeks to forestall the emergence of States with enough local power -- especially nuclear arms - -- to block U.S. imperatives in any region. Iraq is a key country in a key region. The NSS also seeks to ensure that already powerful, nuclear-capable and potentially competitive nations -- Russia or China -- can never challenge the global hegemony of the United States.”

A statement in Rebuilding America Defenses reads that: “Moreover, there is a question about the role nuclear weapons should play in deterring the use of other kinds of weapons of mass destruction, such as chemical and biological with the U.S. having foresworn those weapons development and use. In addition, there may be a need to develop a new family of nuclear weapons designed to address new sets of military requirements, such as would be required in targeting the very deep underground, hardened bunkers that are being built by many of our potential adversaries.”

The adoption of the above strategy explains why President Bush has continued with the 1996 Clinton directive revoking the commitment made by all the official nuclear powers in 1972 never to use nuclear weapons against the non-nuclear powers. The slide has gone even further. The Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty has been rejected, the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty of 1972 has been forsaken to make way for the Theatre Missile Defence System, the treaty banning mines and the compliance protocol for the biological and toxic weapon convention, has been abandoned as well.

And while putting Nelson’s eye to the long-time Israeli nuclear-weapon programme, India and Pakistan are much-praised allies and their nuclear programmes condoned.

Against this background, it is fair enough to ask, “what use would a feeble attempt to bring together the quite weak instruments of existing NWFZ into one comprehensive SHNWFZ?”

Because the only power to beat the new arms race is the power of the people. Witness the People’s Revolution in the Philippines in the last decade. Witness the words of U.S. President Thomas Jefferson: Thomas Jefferson said, "I know of no safe repository of the ultimate powers of the society but the people themselves.”
Despite the manoeuvrings in New Zealand politics by the right wing parties of National and Act, the population, by a large majority, want us to be nuclear free and to actively work for universal disarmament. Furthermore, we are not a country that wants to see the world’s resources dominated by any one power.

In countries around the world, the people, when polled, actually want disarmament. They want the money that goes to the arms industry to go into economic development and to fund education, health, and housing. 

HOW TO MOVE FORWARD 

The New Agenda group of countries is finding it difficult to move the nuclear disarmament agenda forward. In the 1990s, with the multilateral framework in place, encouraging resolutions had their place.

But now, as the American strategy of smashing that framework takes effect, the nods towards disarmament by the Nuclear-Weapons States, as required under the NPT and the 1996 Advisory Opinion of the ICJ, have turned into vigorous shakes of the head. Moreover, many of the New Agenda countries are having to find ways not to offend Washington.

New Zealand, unfortunately, is not exempt from that. Thus, the New Agenda is no longer the source of inspiration for nuclear disarmament. It does not have the will to loudly proclaim that the emperor has no clothes.

Advancing the Southern Hemisphere and adjacent areas proposal for a nuclear-weapon-free zone, alongside vigorous denunciation of the rearmament policies of the Bush Administration and its allies, is a way forward.

The countries in the four established NWFZs, and the vast majority of countries that have supported the U.N. resolutions, need to meet at one conference to negotiate a statement that all countries can sign, respecting a total ban of nuclear weapons, their transport, and deployment within the zones. This declaration should, of course, include a ban on all weapons of mass destruction. It would also put in place a verification system.

Mexico recently submitted a U.N. resolution seeking U.N. endorsement and support for a conference of State parties and signatories to treaties by which nuclear-weapon-free zones have been established.
AN INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE IN WELLINGTON
As a coalition partner in the New Zealand government, my party, the Progressives, will be submitting to our partner in government, the Labour Party, that our capital, Wellington, be offered as the venue for such a conference to put in place a declaration that the whole of the Southern hemisphere wishes to be nuclear-free, both land masses and oceans, as do those adjacent zones in the Northern Hemisphere that are signatories to NWFZ treaties.

Such a declaration could then be put before the United Nations and countries asked to respect those zones. It would be a rallying point for people the world over. The countries without nuclear weapons -- all of the Southern Hemisphere countries -- would be asking why they have to be out at risk. There are no nuclear weapons on their soil, on their waters, or in the sky. So how could countries not respect that, as they offer no threat of nuclear or conventional war to the nuclear powers.

Such a conference and such a declaration could spark action by the people of the world. It could revivify the New Agenda, which day by day appears more and more toothless, as the United States and its close allies grind down Geneva with stalling tactics and meaningless amendments. The adherents to multilateral disarmament and the mechanisms put in place to achieve that are more and more played for fools as the United States prepares for wars on many fronts to secure the “ American peace,” with nuclear weapons, if necessary. And to enforce the threat, testing is required of fearsome new destructive nuclear weapons.

The overwhelming majority of peoples and the overwhelming majority of countries support the consolidation of nuclear-weapon-free zones. And within the nuclear-weapon States, declared and undeclared, there is also a desire, by the majority, to join us.

September 11 did not cause the rush away from disarmament. It was the excuse to achieve a predetermined aim. Our task is not to allow that to succeed. We need to build the bridge to the people of the world and to encourage them to support the policies and parties that will work for peace, not war. I am hopeful that we will get this conference in Wellington and that it will act as a rallying point to move towards genuine nuclear disarmament.
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21. The African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone

Raphael Chegeni MP (Tanzania), Secretary General of the Great Lakes Parliamentary Forum on Peace

INTRODUCTION

The Pelindaba Treaty refers to the African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty. This treaty was adopted at the Pelindaba Headquarters of the Atomic Energy Corporation (AEC) in South Africa, on 2nd June 1995, by a group of experts who drafted it. The Pelindaba treaty derives its name from the Zulu words “Phelile indaba” which, roughly translated, means “the matter is closed/settled” a fitting and symbolic description for a treaty characterizing the closed chapter of an apartheid nuclear-weapons programme.

On November 24, 1961, as a consequence of the first French nuclear test in the dessert of the Western Sahara, in the territory of today’s Algeria, the General Assembly appealed the United Nations Member States to stop these tests carried out in the densely populated territories of North Africa. Three years after, the African Heads of State and Government gathered at the Summit Conference of the African Unity (OAU), solemnly declared, by means of an international treaty, that they were ready to realize a treaty prohibiting the production and the absolute control over nuclear weapons in their region.

Of course, this proposal had not made any progress until the Cold War was over. Indeed, it was since 1991 that South Africa, the African continent’s only country that had developed technological capacity for making nuclear weapons, became an integrant of the NPT, when real prospects for establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone in Africa opened up. The African Treaty bears the name of Pelindaba in honour of the South African nuclear plant that developed a significant number of nuclear warheads and were then dismantled. The fact that South Africa made such a decision of political character allowed the Pelindaba Treaty to achieve an end that had been expected for so many decades.

The Treaty was opened for signature on April 12, 1996, in the city of Cairo. With the Pelindaba Treaty, there are 54 independent States of the international community that may be members of this nuclear-weapon-free zone. Like its precedents, the Pelindaba Treat’s text is supplemented by three additional protocols. The first one is intended for the five nuclear powers, the second one prohibits nuclear tests in the application zone, and the third one involves the States which, de jure or de facto, have territories under their jurisdiction in the Treaty application area.
South Africa became the custodian of the United Nation resolution on African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone on behalf of the members States of the OAU.

THE CONCEPT OF NUCLEAR-WEAPON-FREE ZONE IN AFRICA

The Treaty declares Africa a zone free of nuclear weapons, thus constituting an important step towards the strengthening of the non-proliferation regime, the promotion of cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, general and complete disarmament, and the enhancement of regional and international peace and security. Unlike many nuclear-weapon-free zone regimes of the Cold War era, this Treaty distinguishes itself because of its wide scope.

In spite of its good intention and wide scope, as of February 2002, only seventeen African countries (Algeria, Botswana, Burkina Faso, Gambia, Ivory Coast, Guinea, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, South Africa, Tanzania, Nigeria, Togo, Kenya, Swaziland and Zimbabwe) had ratified the Treaty, and thirty (Angola, Benin, Burundi, Cameroon, Cape Verde, Republic of Central Africa, Chad, Comoros, Congo, DRC, Djibouti, Egypt, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana, Guinea-Bissau, Lesotho, Liberia, Libya, Malawi, Morocco, Mozambique, Namibia, Niger, Rwanda, Sao Tome, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Sudan, Tunisia, Uganda and Zambia) had signed it without ratification. This lack of ratification of the Treaty continues to be a cause of concern to South Africa. In an effort to rectify this situation, South Africa, together with other interested countries within the United Nations, has participated in drafting a biannual resolution in the First Committee (Disarmament) on the Pelindaba Treaty which inter alia calls on the African countries to sign and /or ratify the Treaty.

The Secretary-General of the Organization of African Unity is the depository of the Pelindaba Treaty.

Parties to the Treaty

The protocols were signed at the same time by the NWS, except for Russia, which sought clarification on the status of the Indian Ocean Island of Diego Garcia, controlled by the UK and formerly used as a base for nuclear weapons by the USA.

The Treaty obliges States not to undertake or conduct research on, develop, manufacture, stockpile, or otherwise acquire, posses, or have control over any nuclear explosive device by any means anywhere. It also obliges States not to seek or receive any assistance in the research on, development, manufacture, stockpiling, or acquisition or possession of any nuclear explosive device, and not to take any action to assist or encourage the research on, development, manufacture, stockpiling or acquisition or possession of any nuclear explosive device.

The parties undertake to prohibit in their territory the stationing of any nuclear explosive device. However, they are allowed to decide whether to allow any visits by foreign ships and aircrafts to their ports and airfields, transit of their airspace by foreign ships and aircrafts, and navigation by foreign ships in their territorial seas or archipelago waters.

The treaty further prohibits the parties from testing or allowing testing in their territory or assisting or encouraging the testing of any nuclear explosive device, as well as the dumping of radioactive waste.

The parties undertake to declare any capacity for the manufacture of nuclear explosive devices, dismantle and destroy any nuclear explosive devices that they have manufactured prior to the coming into force of this treat,, destroy facilities for manufacturing nuclear explosive devices, or where possible, to convert them to peaceful usage, and to permit the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to verify the processes of the dismantling and destruction of the facilities for their production. The treaty allows the parties to engage in peaceful nuclear activities and obligates them to conclude full-scope safeguard agreements with IAEA to verify the peaceful character of such activities.

The parties undertake not to take, assist, or encourage any action aimed at an armed attack by conventional or other means against nuclear installations in the Treaty’s zone of application.

Protocols:

Protocol I: Calls on the NWS not to use or threaten to use a nuclear explosive device against any party to the Treaty or to any territory within the Pelindaba NWFZ.

Protocol II: Calls on the NWS not to test, assist, or encourage the testing of any nuclear explosive device anywhere within the Pelindaba NWFZ

Protocol III: Calls on each Party with respect to the territories for which it is de facto internationally responsible and situated with the Pelindaba NWFZ to apply the provisions of the Treaty.

Other elements

The treaty notes the other existing NWFZs and recognizes that the establishment of other NWFZs, especially in the Middle East, would enhance the security of States Parties to the African NWFZ.

It also notes the importance of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons reaffirms the need for the implementation of all its provisions. 

It affirms article IV of the Non Proliferation Treaty, which recognizes the inalienable right of all States Parties to develop research on the production and use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, without discrimination and to facilitate the fullest possible exchange of equipment, scientific materials, and technological information for such purposes.

The treaty promotes regional cooperation for the development and practical application of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes in the interest of sustainable social and economic development of the African continent. Furthermore, it is also determined to keep Africa free of environmental pollution by radioactive wastes and other radioactive matter.

It welcomes the cooperation of all States and governmental and non-governmental organizations for the attainment of these objectives.

Any dispute arising out of the interpretation of the Treaty shall be settled by negotiation, by recourse to the Commission or another procedure agreed to by the Parties, which may include recourse to an arbitral panel or to the International Court of Justice.

Developments Outline

1996 The Treaty was opened for signature on 11 April 1996 in Cairo, Egypt, to all African States eligible to become parties to the Treaty. Shortly after the protocols were signed, U.S. officials undercut the intent and meaning of protocol I, saying that it would not limit its options in the case of an attack on the U.S. by a Party to the Treaty using weapons of mass destruction.

1997 Kenya introduced Resolution 52/46.

1998 Only 8 States had ratified the treaty, namely Burkina Faso, Gambia, Mauritania, Mauritius, South Africa, Tanzania, and Zimbabwe.

1999 UNGA adopted without vote Resolution 54/48, introduced by Burkina Faso, calling for all African countries that had not yet done so to ratify the Treaty as soon as possible.

2001 In October, the U.N. First Committee adopted Resolution A/56/RES/17,entitled the ANWFZ Treaty, which called on African States that had not yet ratified protocol I and II to do so as soon as possible.

2002   In March, Lesotho ratified the Pelindaba Treaty as a 17th Member state. The Treaty required 11 more member States to 28 ratifications which will enable the Treaty to enter into force.

RESOLUTIONS 

In 1961, the U.N. General Assembly (UNGA) first adopted a resolution which called upon Member States to consider and respect the continent of Africa as a denuclearised zone. In 1964, the Organization of African Unity (OAU) issued the Declaration on the Denuclearisation of Africa, which was subsequently endorsed by the UNGA.

The OAU and the U.N. established a Joint Group of Experts to draft a treaty creating a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone (NWFZ) in Africa, which first met in Addis Ababa in April 1991. Thereafter, the Group met several times at various African venues: Lome, 1992; Harare, 1993; Windhoek and Addis Ababa, 1994. At its meetings in Windhoek (March 1994) and in Addis Ababa (May 1994), the experts were able to adopt the first complete draft text, which was completed at a joint meeting of experts in Johannesburg and Pelindaba in May and June 1995. and was approved by African Heads of State on 23 June 1995.

Thus, the following resolutions were recorded:


1. The adoption by the African leaders of the final text of the African Nuclear-Weapon-Free-Zone Treaty (the Pelindaba Treaty), constitutes an event of historic significance in the efforts to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons and to promote international peace and security and which, at the same time, recognizes the right of African countries to use nuclear energy for peaceful purposes in order to accelerate the economic and social development of their peoples.


2. The African States are invited to sign and ratify the Pelindaba Treaty as soon 

as-possible. 

3. All States are called upon to respect the continent of Africa as a nuclear-weapon-free    zone.

4. Calls upon the States contemplated in Protocol III to the Pelindaba Treaty to take all necessary measures to ensure the speedy application of the Treaty to territories for which they are, de jure or de facto, internationally responsible and which lie within the limits of the geographical zone established in the Treaty.


5. Calls upon the nuclear-weapon States to bring the necessary support to the Pelindaba Treaty by signing the Protocols that concern them as soon as the Treaty becomes available for signature.


6. Expresses its profound gratitude to the Secretary-General for the diligence with which he has rendered effective technical advice and financial assistance to the Organization of African Unity towards the six meetings of the Group of Experts to prepare a Draft Treaty on an African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone, set up jointly by the Organization of African Unity and the United Nations.


7. Also expresses its gratitude to the Secretary-General of the Organization of African Unity and the Director General of the International Atomic Energy Agency for the diligence with which they assisted the Group of Experts to Prepare a Draft Treaty on an African Nuclear-Weapon-Free-Zone. 

8. Requests that the Secretary-General, within existing resources, extend assistance to the African States in 1996 in order to achieve the aims of the present resolution. 

9. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its fifty-first session an item entitled "African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty." 90th plenary meeting,
12 December 1995.

CONCLUSION

In consideration of the unequivocal undertaking by the nuclear-weapon States, in the Final Document of the 2000 Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, to accomplish the total elimination of their nuclear arsenals leading to nuclear disarmament, to which all the States party to the Treaty are committed under Article VI of the Treaty.

The African nuclear-weapon-free zone will constitute an important step towards strengthening the non-proliferation regime, promoting cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, promoting general and complete disarmament and enhancing regional and international peace and security.

It is truly agreed that regional disarmament measures contribute to global disarmament efforts, and hence will protect African States against possible nuclear attacks on their territories.

Parties to the treaty undertake not to acquire and posses nuclear explosive devices and to prevent the stationing of such devices on their territories. The treaty also prohibits nuclear testing, the dumping of radioactive waste, and armed attacks on nuclear installations. The treaty and its protocol shall apply to the territory within the African nuclear-weapon-free zone, except where otherwise specified. Nothing in this treaty shall prejudice or in any way affect the rights or the exercise of the rights of any state under international law with regards to freedom of the seas.

The time for Africa is now!

I thank you.
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22. Abolition through a Nuclear Weapons Convention

Merav Datan, Drafting Coordinator of the Model Nuclear Weapons Convention: 

The idea of a Nuclear Weapons Convention (NWC) -- a treaty to prohibit and eliminate nuclear weapons -- has been around for several years. In parallel to the Biological Weapons Convention and the Chemical Weapons Convention, the NWC would ban the third, and most destructive, category of weapons of mass destruction and would establish a regime for their verified elimination. Calls for the negotiation and conclusion of an NWC -- by governments, organizations and individuals -- have often been dismissed as idealistic. But they are driven not so much by idealism as by the desire to see the nuclear-weapon States genuinely commit themselves to complete nuclear disarmament and begin to plan a course of action to achieve that goal. The NWC represents that goal in the language of diplomacy, negotiation, and politics.

This paper will review the origin of the idea of a NWC, including public demands and the legal obligation to negotiate. It will then address arguments that the NWC is not a “realistic” goal in light of today’s realities, specifically the undermining of multilateral approaches to security and disarmament. As we will see, however, the NWC can be a particularly useful and practical tool for promoting nuclear disarmament, especially for an international network of parliamentarians committed to this goal.

Public Demand and Legal Obligation
Public demands for an NWC received a boost in 1996 with the Advisory Opinion of the International Court of Justice on the “Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons” at the request of the United Nations General Assembly. The Court concluded unanimously that “there exists an obligation to pursue in good faith and bring to a conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and effective international control.” [1] The Court also noted that the obligation to negotiate nuclear disarmament “goes beyond that of a mere obligation of conduct”; it is an obligation “to achieve a precise result -- nuclear disarmament in all its aspects -- by adopting a particular course of conduct, namely, the pursuit of negotiations on the matter in good faith.” [2]

Since 1996, the U.N. General Assembly has passed an annual resolution entitled “Follow-up to the advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice on the Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons.” The resolution “underlines” the obligation to negotiation and concludes that nuclear disarmament and calls on all States “to immediately fulfil that obligation by commencing multilateral negotiations...leading to an early conclusion of a nuclear weapons convention prohibiting the development, production, testing, deployment, stockpiling, transfer, threat or use of nuclear weapons and providing for their elimination.” The resolution has enjoyed support from a steadily increasing majority of States. [3]

In 1997, an international consortium of lawyers, scientists, and disarmament specialists drafted and released a model Nuclear Weapons Convention for the purposes of stimulating discussion leading to negotiations and identifying the political, legal, and technical requirements of complete nuclear disarmament. The model NWC was submitted by Costa Rica to the General Assembly as a U.N. discussion document [4] and feedback to the document, from governments, academics, and non-governmental organizations, served as the basis for a revised model. [5] The debate and discussion surrounding calls for a Nuclear Weapons Convention, including several parliamentary resolutions and governmental and non-governmental working papers, have been collected in the “NWC Monitor” published in 2000, 2001, and 2002. [6]

The model NWC builds on various arms control, non-proliferation, and disarmament treaties and their verification regimes. These include the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaties, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, and the Chemical Weapons Convention, among others. Today, however, the future of several of these treaties has come into doubt. The United States, the sole remaining “superpower” and the most powerful nuclear weapon state, has opted out of multilateral and treaty-based approaches to security and appears to have abandoned its nuclear disarmament obligations. This in turn has led other nuclear-weapon States to withhold or withdraw from their obligations.

Even when the multilateral framework for arms control and non-proliferation appeared secure and promised to lead to nuclear disarmament, advocates of a NWC were often told that a single, comprehensive treaty was “unrealistic.” The response to this argument was that a focus on the goal of eliminating nuclear weapons requires taking into account all its aspects (as required by the International Court of Justice advisory opinion) and that using the NWC as a tool to encourage negotiations could help identify potential gaps and conflicting policies, serve as a litmus test for good faith commitment, and maintain a focus on the goal of complete and universal nuclear disarmament, whether or not the regime negotiated in the end involves one treaty or an interlocking framework of treaties.

With the foundation of nuclear disarmament shaken, however, the argument that an NWC is “unrealistic” has been more prevalent than before, as the goal of eliminating nuclear weapons itself appears more elusive these days. To examine this argument, and in particular to see how a parliamentary network can promote nuclear disarmament, it would be useful first to explore the concept of “realism” in the politics of security and disarmament. Parliamentarians are, after all, usually required to be “realistic” in their role as politicians and representatives of the people who elected them.

Realism
“Realism” in the context of international relations is a school of thought associated most directly with Hans Morgenthau, who is often referred to as the “father of realism.” In 1960, Morgenthau had the following to say about nuclear disarmament:

The conflict between the United States and the Soviet Union...is being fought on two levels: on the superficial level of disarmament and on the fundamental level of the struggle for power. On the level of disarmament, the conflict resolves itself into a controversy between two theoretical conceptions: security first, disarmament later vs. disarmament first, security later. On the level of the struggle for power, the conflict is posed in terms of competition for military advantage, each side trying, at worst, to maintain the existing distribution of power and, at best, to change it in its favour. Of this competition, the controversy about nuclear disarmament is merely an outward expression, following the contours of the conflict as the cast of clay follows the shape of the form into which it is molded. As the cast can only be changed by changing the mold, so the problem of nuclear disarmament can only be solved through a settlement of the power conflict from which it has arisen. [7]

According to the realist view, therefore, nuclear weapons are a symptom of the fundamental power struggle that defines relations between States, and nuclear disarmament is a superficial manifestation of this power struggle. In this context, disarmament proposals are designed by States either to advance their own national power in relative terms, or to maintain the status quo. It would appear from this analysis that the NWC is a totally unrealistic goal. But the analysis here and the more general claims about “realistic” approaches to security and disarmament do not take into account the potential power of a parliamentary network for nuclear disarmament. Such a network can challenge traditional “realistic” interpretations of security at a fundamental level and pave the way for realistic progress towards nuclear disarmament.

The Parliamentary Role
The Parliamentary Network for Nuclear Disarmament can use the NWC to directly challenge the notion that nuclear weapons are an inevitable manifestation of the fundamental struggle for power that defines relations between States. An international network of parliamentarians calling for an NWC challenges both the symbols of power and the structure of power as these are understood by today’s “realists.”

A transnational network of parliamentarians demanding the elimination of nuclear weapons directly challenges the notion of nuclear weapons as a symbol of power. Parliamentarians draw their power from the people who elect them, and can use this power to undermine the symbolism of nuclear weapons as a legitimate source of power in transnational politics. The parliamentary system is the foremost expression of democracy today, and stands in sharp contrast to the decision to develop and maintain nuclear weapons, a decision usually made behind closed doors without the free and informed consent of the population. Thus, nuclear weapons as a symbol of power are in direct conflict with the notion of the legitimate power of “the people” as expressed through their informed and democratic choice. By calling for a Nuclear Weapons Convention, parliamentarians both affirm the will and power of their electorates [8] and defy the notion of power through nuclear weapons.

The Parliamentary Network for Nuclear Disarmament can also use the call for a Nuclear Weapons Convention to challenge the structure of power as interpreted by “realists.” The transnational nature of this network defies the notion that the struggle for state power-- specifically through military means-- is the essence of international relations. On the contrary, the shared goal of nuclear disarmament cuts across national lines, even as it serves the self-interest of each state to the extent that the state’s populace and chosen representatives support this goal. (In this sense we are not contradicting the claim that States are largely driven by self-interest. Rather, we are reinterpreting this self-interest in accordance with evidence indicating that most of the citizens’ of most of the world’s countries want nuclear disarmament.)

Therefore, parliamentarians are perfectly situated to challenge outdated “realistic” notions of security and international relations as merely a struggle for power through military means. By uniting to challenge the most flagrant symbol of military power and call for the abolition of nuclear weapons, the Parliamentary Network for Nuclear Disarmament can help promote new and even more realistic notions of the symbols of power and the structures of power, better suited to today’s realities and the political will of the world’s citizens.

The NWC as an Educational and Organizing Tool
On a practical level, we know that Parliamentarians are extremely busy, representing their electorates on a diverse range of issues. In addition, it is not enough merely to challenge traditional and outdates notions of security; something must be offered in return. The NWC can meet both these needs. It serves as a shorthand expression of complete nuclear disarmament, pointing to the range of legal and technical requirements, yet summing these up in a symbol -- a treaty -- that is part of the familiar discourse of the political and diplomatic world. Parliamentarians can use the model NWC as a practical tool for educational and organizational purposes, as a shorthand for the process of nuclear disarmament, and as a starting point for discussions.

Calling for a Nuclear Weapons Convention and using the model NWC as an example does not entail commitment to any particular regime or legal document. In fact, the model NWC has served as a tool for discussion and even disagreement on the best path forward, without prejudice or requiring acquiescence with all of its provisions. It is intended as a stimulus rather than as a final product. The debate around an NWC can also help to keep the idea of nuclear disarmament alive and maintain the vision and the creativity needed to achieve this goal.

For parliamentarians, a familiar and convenient method to promote the NWC is a parliamentary resolution. A number of countries and the European parliament have introduced resolutions calling for negotiations leading to a Nuclear Weapons Convention. [9] Whether or not the resolution passes, it can serve as a useful educational and organizing tool. In addition, by reinforcing similar efforts elsewhere, parliamentary resolutions can help strengthen the transnational network of parliamentarians working for nuclear disarmament.

[1] International Court of Justice, “Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons” (Advisory Opinion of July 8, 1996) U.N. Doc A/51/218, para 105(2)(F).

[2] Ibid., para 99.

[3] See, for example, http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/political/1com/1com03/res/L31.pdf. For summary and background on the resolution see discussion of UNGA 57/85 at http://www.acronym.org.uk/dd/dd68/68unapp.htm.

[4] U.N. Doc.A/C.1/52/7 (1997).

[5] See text of model NWC in HTML format at http://www.ippnw.org/NWCText.html, or in PDF format at http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/legal/nwc/nwc.pdf. For background information see Security and Survival: The Case for a Nuclear Weapons Convention available at http://www.ippnw.org/NWC.html.

[6] See http://www.ippnw.org/NWMonitor1-1.pdf, http://www.ippnw.org/NWMonitor2.pdf, and http://www.ippnw.org/NWCM3.pdf. For HTML versions, see http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/legal/nwc/nwcindex.html.

[7] Hans Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace (New York, Knopf, 1960) p. 402.

[8] Public opinion polls throughout the nuclear-weapon States have shown large majority support for nuclear disarmament. The preference of the rest of the world’s States for disarmament is expressed through numerous U.N. General Assembly resolutions. See NWC Monitor, Issue 1, http://www.ippnw.org/NWMonitor1-1.pdf, p. 24.

[9] See Security and Survival: The Case for a Nuclear Weapons Convention, supra, note 5, Appendix, and NWC Monitor, Issue 2, http://www.ippnw.org/NWMonitor2.pdf, pp. 3-11.
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23. Mayors and Parliamentarians: A necessary alliance for influencing national nuclear disarmament policy. Aaron Tovish, Mayors for Peace Campaign.

Introduction:

In October 2003, the Mayors for Peace, an international network representing 570 cities in 108 countries, announced an emergency plan to address the growing dangers of nuclear proliferation and possible nuclear-weapon use by States or non-State actors. The plan calls for engaging Mayors in international efforts to strengthen the Non-Proliferation Treaty and to ensure compliance by all States with nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation obligations, particularly the need for a systematic and comprehensive approach to the elimination of nuclear weapons.

In particular, the Mayors for Peace are:

1) mobilizing a delegation of mayors to attend the NPT Prep Com in late April 2004 in New York, to work with NGO representatives and lobby the national delegates,

2) encouraging mayors around the world to promote grassroots events in their cities to bring the nuclear threat to public awareness and focus attention on the NPT Review Conference that will take place in 2005, the 60th anniversary of the atomic bombings, and

3) mobilizing a much larger gathering of mayors and NGO representatives to attend the NPT Review Conference in late April 2005, supported by a massive public demonstration in New York, with world-wide demonstrations to take place in member cities around the world.


Communication and collaboration between mayors and parliamentarians would greatly enhance the political effectiveness of both groups.

Summary:

By coordinating their efforts, mayors and parliamentarians will be able to assist each other in the mobilization of colleagues, as well as being able to work more effectively with citizens and have a greater influence on governments.

A mayors-parliamentarians alliance combines two differing mandates to generate an enhanced authority on the issue of nuclear disarmament. Mayors bring an authority that is generally perceived as apolitical and geared towards the wellbeing of cities and their inhabitants. They generally display a practical, get-things-done approach and are closely attuned to the needs and desires of their city’s inhabitants, and often have media access on issues dealing with the wellbeing of cities and their inhabitants. Parliamentarians bring an authority that is more closely connected to government and the nuances of politics. They are accountable to the public on national and international issues and have direct input into government policy development.

Collaboration between mayors and parliamentarians would not only join these two mandates into a larger, politically more powerful force, it would also generate a powerful media and political message that nuclear issues concern the wellbeing and survival of both citizens and the State.

A very significant barrier to progress on disarmament is the lack of media attention to disarmament information and perspectives. Collaboration between parliamentarians and mayors will generate media through both the parliamentary news desks and the often-wider network of news services that are city-based and accessible by mayors.

The mayors-parliamentarians alliance will be powerful only if it is open to partnership with NGOs, who will be of great assistance in recruiting colleagues, generating public engagement, and lobbying government officials and experts.

Such partnership is important for action on any international issue, but it is particularly critical in the field of nuclear disarmament because security policy is not widely recognized as a natural concern of mayors. NGOs will be able to assist Mayors enunciate the reality that, if nuclear weapons are used, cities and their inhabitants will suffer unimaginable damage, thus affirming Mayors’ authority to act on this issue. Popular engagement is also necessary with respect to the role of parliamentarians, as without it, parliamentarians find it difficult to get governments to consider bold disarmament initiatives.

As a general model, it will not suit all countries equally well. For example, the term “mayor” is used generically in the foregoing. In some countries, mayor is a purely ceremonial post, while real political action resides with a city council. In adapting the model to particular circumstances, the main thing to keep in mind is maximizing the influence and/or pressure on the national executive. On the international stage, the objective is to maximize influence/pressure on international disarmament fora.

A Model for collaboration between parliamentarians and mayors

A key international opportunity for progress in disarmament will be provided by the 2005 review of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). As groups begin to mobilize for the 2005 NPT Review Conference, it makes sense to pause briefly at this early stage of the campaign to consider what organizational structures will best serve our efforts. These structures do not by any means have to be made of concrete; they should be flexible and adaptable. The main purpose they should serve is to help assign essential tasks and to avoided unproductive overlap, both at the national and international levels.

The model structure proposed here is most clearly outlined in diagram form. The first diagram pertains to national structure; the second to international structure. National structures will inevitably vary from country to country. But there is only one world, so the international structure should be seen as a specific proposal for group to consider and debate. By the 2004 NPT Prep Com, it would be good if agreement could be reached on an international structure, since the final year of effort could benefit greatly from a well-implemented structure. Consider, for instance, the situation international campaigners will face in November 2004 when the results of the U.S. election are known. The tactical approach to the 2005 NPT Review could depend a great deal on whether it will be another four years of Bush, or the start of a Democratic Administration. The campaign will need a way to prepare options for both eventuality, prior to the elections, and then choose among them afterward.

Model structure for national nuclear disarmament campaigns*
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Bold arrows signify stronger interaction, already existing or proposed.  There are, of course, interactions among all the actors, but they tend to be not as strong, in reality or potentially, as the bold arrows.

The National Model Structure

In the diagram, the box for parliamentarians and the box for mayors have been placed side by side. But since parliamentarians interact more regularly with the national government, their arrow upwards is thicker than the mayors’ arrow, and mayors interact more regularly with their citizens than parliamentarians, so their downward arrow is thicker. (There are, of course, individual exceptions.)

By establishing a national structure in which mayors and parliamentarians can interact with each other, a direct chain of thick arrows is created between the grassroots and the government. This will help to ensure that popular engagement at the grassroots level translates into more ambitious national action.

Generally, parliamentarians spend most of their time in the national capital (which in many countries is not the single dominant city nationally). Thus, it is mainly highly-trained, capital city-based peace activists and arms control experts who interact regularly with parliamentarians. Mayors, on the other hand, are almost always in town, and the door to city hall is almost always open to the average citizen. It is, thus, much easier for grassroots activism to sustain campaigns on a citywide basis, and easier for mayors to take part in them. The involvement of the mayor and/or city hall in an event will increase the chances that a local MP will accept an invitation to take part. Nationwide protest can best be organized with the help of mayors.

On the other hand, it is hard for mayors, like their citizens, to have a coordinated, sustained presence in the capital. The parliamentarian’s job is to be in the capital, and many of them sit on foreign affairs and defence committees that have a mandate to consider nuclear disarmament issues. They have access to the government through many formal and informal channels. The government will treat a delegation of mayors to the capital, or even a message from mayors, more seriously if it is arranged through a parliamentary intermediary. National demonstrations focused on the capital can best be organized with the help of parliamentarians.

The degree to which mayors already have national coordinating bodies varies from country to country. Most of the following discussion explores that situation within the United States, where there is the U.S. Conference of Mayors and the National League of Cities. The former is exclusively for mayors; the latter includes city councillors. Both have internal structures that include working group or committees for special topics, including one appropriate for national security issues. While it is not inconceivable that these entities would say something useful about nuclear disarmament, any real campaign will probably have to be done by a sort of ‘caucus’ operating independently within the larger entity.

It is also to be hoped that various parliamentary committees will hold useful hearings and propose useful resolutions and even legislation. In some countries, the resolutions and legislation might even be adopted. But it is also likely that the main, sustained work will get done in parliamentary caucuses. There are several in the U.S. Congress that deal with nuclear proliferation and disarmament issues.

The national structure proposed herein would aim to establish working relationships between the mayoral caucuses and the parliamentary caucuses. This would primarily be an informational exchange, but leaderships should get to know each other, and at least once annually, there should be direct meetings. In May 2004, the National League of Cities will hold its annual DC meeting, which is used to lobby Congress and the Government on the concerns of cities. This would be the logical opportunity to have a caucus-to-caucus encounter on nuclear disarmament.

None of the above is likely to happen in the United States, or anywhere else, without a major push from peace activists with an assist from peace experts. So, the national structure diagram shows inputs from these two in their natural realms of action. In the view of this author, mayors and parliamentarians would be well advised to keep their caucuses, and especially their joint meetings, fully open to these NGOs. While a confidential approach is useful in some settings, these are working sessions, and mayors and parliamentarians need the ideas and dedication of experts and activists to ensure that good strategies are adopted and implemented. If good cooperative working methods can be worked out at the national level, they will serve as a good example for improvements on the international level, including between government and NGOs in international fora.

In some countries the parliamentary caucuses are not well organized or strong, while in others, the mayors are not well organized yet.  But mayors could be very effective recruiters of parliamentary engagement, simply by talking to the parliamentarians who represent their cities.  And likewise, parliamentarians could be effective recruiters of mayors within their districts.  In this way both groups can benefit from the involvement of the other on a national basis.  These strengthened national memberships would in turn directly benefit the international parliamentarian and mayoral organizations.  
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The International Model

The international model is a reflection of the national model.  The essential difference is that instead of nationally based entities, it is about internationally based entities.  Thus, international parliamentarian organizations that deal with nuclear disarmament, such as the Parliamentary Network for Nuclear Disarmament, Parliamentarians for Global Action, and possibly an IPU caucus, would be the parliamentary actors.  International mayoral/city organizations, such as Mayors for Peace, Peace Messenger Cities, a caucus or committee within United Cities and Local Governments, etc would be the mayoral actors.  Internationally based NGOs, such as IPPNW, Greenpeace, IALANA, and INESAP or networks of national NGOs such as IPB, Abolition 2000, and the World Council of Churches, and international networks of pro-disarmament think tanks, would be the NGO actors.

This consortium of international actors would be responsible for transmitting the message of the national structures from the grassroots right up into the intergovernmental fora. It would be this structure that coordinates international actions, such as global days of protest. When international strategic direction is needed, this structure would allow the key actors to systematically consider the option and make decisions in a timely way.

April 2004 in New York will provide the first opportunity to explore this structure. I would propose that Mayors for Peace, PNND, and one or two international NGOs take joint responsibility for facilitating the full emergence of such a structure by August 2004. (Not, of course, to the exclusion of any other organization that would like to be involved from the very beginning.)

We could then truly speak of an “International Nuclear Disarmament Campaign,” while keeping in mind that it is only as real as the nationally-based campaigns it is representing.

Conclusion

Clearly, this is just a crude outline at this stage. I welcome input from all those who recognize the importance of attending to this aspect of our work. Perhaps an electronic discussion can be initiated on this with a view to presenting well-developed suggestions to the April 2004 gathering in New York. Meanwhile, national groups can share their experiences from country to country so that good ideas can be picked up quickly, wherever they apply.

There is a great deal of work to be done. The foundation we lay -- or do not lay -- today and tomorrow will have a great impact on the overall effectiveness of our joint efforts.

Good luck to all of us.

Appendix I

Mayors for Peace

Emergency Campaign to Ban Nuclear Weapons - -- Declaration

(adopted at the Sixth Executive Conference of Mayors for Peace 

held on October 17 and 18 in the city of Manchester, England) 

The Mayors for Peace hereby demand that national governments increase dialogue, work conscientiously to build trust, maintain and strengthen the NPT regime, and take the following steps.

· (1) We demand that nuclear-weapon States and de facto nuclear-weapon States, including non-parties to the NPT, immediately cease all nuclear development programs and bring the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty into force forthwith.

· (2) At the 2005 NPT Review Conference in New York, just prior to the 60th anniversary of the atomic bombings, we demand that States parties call for work to begin on mapping the road to a nuclear-weapon-free world and a commitment to reach that goal by 2020.

· We hereby declare our renewed determination to act on behalf of our citizens to eliminate nuclear weapons and create a world without war.

Appendix II

Mayors for Peace Emergency Campaign to Ban Nuclear Weapons -- Plan of Action

(launched at the 2nd Global Citizens Conference, Nagasaki November 22 through 24)

This campaign involves:

1) mobilizing a delegation of mayors to attend the NPT Prep Com in late April in New York to work with NGO representatives and lobby the national delegates, 

2) encouraging mayors around the world to promote grassroots events in their cities to bring the nuclear threat to public awareness and focus attention on the NPT review conference that will take place in 2005, the 60th anniversary of the atomic bombings, and

3) mobilizing a much larger delegation of mayors and NGO representatives to attend the NPT Review Conference in late April 2005, supported by a massive public demonstration in New York, with sympathetic demonstrations to take place in member cities around the world.

http://www.pcf.city.hiroshima.jp/mayors 
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24. Israel and Nuclear Weapons. 

Issam Makhoul MP, (Israel)

The Israeli Peace Movement is the only peace movement on earth that systematically makes excuses for its state’s nuclear arsenal. So too does the Israeli environmental movement.

Today’s Rightist Israel, which attempts to silence and terrorise any Israeli voice insisting that there is a Palestinian partner for peace and that there is a political platform for a political solution, is the same Israel that tries to keep Israeli society away from debating the question of nuclear-arsenal build-up in Israel.

Israel may be the only nuclear state that has not developed a public, peaceful movement struggling against nuclear armament. It is worth emphasizing that the vast majority of the environmental organizations in Israel (hundreds of NGOs) refuse to deal with the nuclear questions and the Dimona Nuclear Reactor.

It is amazing that the peace movements in Israel have such an extreme attitude in preventing the debate on the Israeli nuclear policy, postulating that the Israeli nuclear bomb is a peaceful nuclear bomb, and honouring Shimon Perez as the spiritual father of the Israeli nuclear project.

These dangerous contradictions emphasise the need for the formulation of a new Israeli awareness on the nuclear issue. This challenge should concern those who struggle against nuclear proliferation all over the world.

I recommend that the Vancouver conference face the challenge of uncovering the contradictions between peace and democracy on the one hand and nuclear armament on the other.

Israel, with the support of the US, toys with the absurd idea that the Israeli atom bomb is a guarantee for peace, and that it is in “democratic hands” and in the service of democracy.

These ridiculous and arrogant ideas, already outdated in the 1950s, are aimed at tricking the entire world, as well as the Israeli public.

Dismantling all weapons of mass destruction and releasing the nations of the Middle East from the dangers of atomic, biological, and chemical death must be a fundamental aspect of a peaceful solution and a cornerstone of democracy and humanitarian values.

Nuclear weapons are not a guarantee of peace, only a guarantee for an arms race and wars. As such peace with justice can prevail only in a Middle East free of weapons of mass destruction.

Just as any attempt to ignore the correlation between the need for nuclear disarmament in the Middle East and achieving just and lasting peace is artificial, dubious, and suspect, so too is any attempt to separate the issues of democracy and the basic right of all nations in the region to live in peace, without the danger of mass destruction.

Now is the time to reinforce, among all the nations of the world, the concept that weapons of mass destruction are the antithesis to peace, as they are the antithesis to democracy! The threat of weapons of mass destruction is also a threat to humanity, human rights, and freedom!

This is the real struggle and real challenge that humanity faces at the beginning of the 21st century. So, can we make this important conference at Vancouver a turning point and a launching pad for furthering this struggle and bringing this message to all parts of the world?

I consistently believe that parliamentarians are able to take a crucial role to break the wall of silence on the nuclear issue. In September 2000, I ended my intervention at the Uppsala Seminar on “Nuclear-weapon-free zones” with these words: “For this purpose, I would like to issue a call from this meeting at Uppsala, to members of Parliaments from around the world, to join in the establishment of a “Forum of Parliamentarians” for a World Free of Weapons of Mass Destruction”-- this will constitute one more influential framework that will be capable of adopting new norms and will raise the banners of these shared, universal values of parliaments in each and every country.
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Message to the Conference on assassination attempt against Issam Makhoul

Issam Makhoul

Parliament Member

Israel

November 8, 2003

It is very much at odds with my firm plans and expectations that I would be suddenly be forced to greet this most significant conference, “From Nuclear Dangers to Cooperative Security: Parliamentarians and Legal Imperatives for Nuclear Disarming,” convening in Vancouver today, for which I was a confirmed speaker, not from the venue of this serious conference but rather from afar in my country, where am now surrounded by permanent security guards availed to me and to my family by the Israeli parliament, following a failed attempted assassination of which you might be aware. The subsequent heavy security, which has proven to be necessary to protect my voice from what has now become an undeniable life-threatening Israeli public environment, rendered impractical my fully-prepared plans for being with you in Vancouver today. (For details on the attempted assassination with a car bomb planed under my residence in Haifa on October 24th, please see attached first article from Jerusalem Post).

For months, I have been looking forward to taking part in the important discussions of this most timely landmark in our common struggle against the accelerated danger of nuclear-weapon proliferation. I have been relentlessly preparing to bring to this concerned discussion the facts at my disposal, which are bound to mobilize us to turn this conference in Vancouver into a new turning point in the history of the anti-nuclear movement, by way of combating the rejuvenated threat of the use of nuclear weapons which the Bush Administration of the United States and the Sharon government of Israel have employed over the past year, terrorising peoples and blackmailing countries worldwide. It would seem, as the failure of the official policies becomes clearer, that the risk of “informal” assassinations grows uncontrollable, even in Haifa, the only city in Israel which, as a matter of policy, is purported to be a monument to coexistence and tolerance.

Although I want to doubt that the attempted assassination was directly connected with and occasioned by my plans to participate in a conference aptly entitled “From Nuclear Dangers to Cooperative Security: Parliamentarians and Legal Imperatives for Nuclear Disarming,” and expose the unique dual dangers that Israeli presents on this front as the only nuclear state with no antinuclear mass movement on earth, I cannot utterly rule out this possibility, particularly in view of the status of the tragic Israeli public silence on the Vanunu case. The Israeli peace movement is the only peace movement that makes excuses for its state’s nuclear arsenal - as does the Israeli environmental movement.

Yes, I am unable to take part in this anti-nuclear parliamentary conference at Vancouver to impart upon you my analyses of one of the most dangerous nuclear sites on our World Today -- Israel -- because I have been exposed, along with my wife Suad and twins Hanna and Jana, to an attempted assassination. But because my family and myself have been spared this tragic fate, I feel all the more strongly and intensely the need to add my voice to the voices of reason addressing the world today from Vancouver. It is an irony that I won’t be with you today because I can no longer move without a personal guard and while the investigation of the attempted assassination is pending.

Dear Participants,

Given the unfortunate circumstance preventing me from being with you in Vancouver today, please permit me to convey from a distance my warmest greetings to all of you who gather today from the world over for this conference and to congratulate you on the enormous efforts that went into creating this forum for voicing the mounting urgent concerns of the international community to end the threat of the use of this most dangerous weapon of mass destruction. I feel very fortunate that my family and I were spared the desired intention of the assassination attempt, and see this as reason to intensify my commitment to this holiest common struggle.
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