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Foreword of the parties to be held every five years to review its

operation, if the partes so wished.
The purpose oPPNN Issue Reviewss to highlight and P P

analyze issues within the general area of nucleal . C
y g Ii’wo consequences arose from this latter provision in the

non-proliferation that have special topical relevance.’ ™" . .
Contents oPPNN Issue Revieware the sole responsibility Period from 1975 to 1995. First, Review Conferences were
held every five years after the entry-into-force of the Treaty

f their hors. Their lication not n ril . X ) i ;
of their authors eir publication does not necessa ¥ 1970, with the Depositary States accepting during this

imply agreement with their contents by members of PPNN'8
Coprg Ggroup collectively or individuglly, its funders, or Ume thatthey should regard them as regular events. Second,
members of its staff. these conferences focused mainly on conducting a
retrospective review of the operation of the Treaty in the
light of its Preamble and Articles, from which they sought to

produce by consensus a Final Declaration containing

The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapon®rescriptions for what might be done to strengthen its
(NPT) is the legal cornerstone of the nucleafPPeration.
non-proliferation regime. It has three core elements:
commitments by non-nuclear-weapon states (NNWS) not fbhose who drafted the NPT in 1967—-1968 chose not to make
acquire nuclear explosive devices and to implemerany definitive decision on its duration: rather they suspended
measures providing assurance that they are not seeking tottis for 25 years. The delayed decision on the duration of
so; pledges by the five recognised nuclear-weapon statd® Treaty was taken in 1995. The Review Conference held
(NWS) not to transfer nuclear explosive devices to any othéhat year recognised that there was a majority of the parties
state, not to assist NNWS to acquire them, and to pursirefavour of making the Treaty permanent through a process
negotiations on nuclear disarmament ‘in good faith’; andavhich involved adopting collectively, and then individually,
assurances that all states parties will be free to exploit fulljree decision documents without a vote. @heension of
the peaceful benefits of nuclear energy. As a consequentiee Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
the NPT text is structured around the existence of tweecorded that the majority of the parties were in favour of an
classes of states: NWS (defined within the Treaty as thosedefinite extension to the Treahg secondStrengthening
states which had exploded a nuclear device prior to the Review Process for the Treaset out a series of
January 1967) and NNWS. Each of these has differindecisions to strengthen the review process for the Tfeaty;
commitments under the Treaty. and a third, Principles and Objectives for Nuclear
Non-Proliferation and Disarmamentid out a series of
Underpinning the Treaty, and thus also underpinning therinciples to underpin future activites in the
regime, are the implicit understandings that the internationalen-proliferation and disarmament areas, and a number of
norm should be one of no state possessing nuclear weapo®re immediate objectives that the parties should seek to
as they are intrinsically unacceptable to the internation&ichieve’ In addition, in order to gain the adherence of Arab
community; that the five states with declared stockpiles oind other states to the package, the parties passed a
nuclear weapons should seek to dispose of them; and tha@solution on the Middle Easiponsored by the three
distinction can be drawn between unacceptable nucleRepositary States.
programmes to produce explosive devices and other,
acceptable and peaceful, nuclear energy activities. In retrospect, the decisions taken in 1995 changed the nature
of the NPT review process in a number of obvious, and some
Implementation of the NPT verification regime is thenot so obvious, ways. It became mandatory to hold Review
responsibility of the International Atomic Energy AgencyConferences every five years. They were to ‘look forward
(IAEA). The Treaty text was deposited with the Unitedas well as back’, evaluating the results of the period they
Kingdom, United States and the USSR [now the Russiamere reviewing, including the implementation of the
Federation], rather than the United Nations. The NPT hasdertakings made by the States Parties under the Treaty,
no secretariat but the Treaty text provided for a conferen@nd identifying the areas in which, and the means through
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which, further progress should be sought in the futureéSeveral major conceptual problems also existed over the
These Conferences were also to ‘address specifically whaltered nature of the PrepCom sessions. One was whether
might be done to strengthen the implementation of ththese sessions were to concentrate exclusively on producing
Treaty and to achieve its universality’. They would continugnaterial for possible inclusion in documents emerging from
to be structured around the work of three Main Committeesgview conferences, or were to be ‘mini-review conferences’
but parties were to be free to establish ‘subsidiary bodiegvaluating on a near-annual basis the performance of the
within Main Committees in order to provide for a focusedharties in implementing the Treaty. Yet another concerned
consideration of specific issues. the product or products of the new review process. Should
the 2000 and subsequent Review Conferences seek, as in the
Significant changes were also made in the arrangements fssist, to draft a single Final Declaration reporting on the
the Preparatory Committee (PrepCom) for each Revievesults of the review process or should they seek to negotiate
Conference. This Committee was in future to addresso separate documents: one retrospectively reviewing the
substantive issues, as well as procedural preparations, dffplementation of the Treaty in the previous five years and
was specifically tasked with considering ‘principles,another setting out principles and objectives that the parties
objectives and ways in order to promote the fullshoyld seek to implement in the next five years? Logically,
implementation of the Treaty, as well as its universality, angnswers to these questions would determine the form of the

to make recommendations thereon’ to the review Confere”?écommendations that a PrepCom should transmit to its

that was to follow. These ‘principles, objectives and ways,sqqciated Review Conference. Those issues in turn were

were to include those identified in the 1995 deciSIOr?elated to a further matter: the status of the 1995 decision

document ~ on Principles and ~ Objectives  for .. nents in comparison to the Treaty text.
Non-Proliferation and DisarmamentPrepComs were also

to make recommendations on the establishment
‘subsidiary bodies’ within Review Conference Main
Committees. PrepCom sessions were to be held in each

C‘Fhere was a common view among the parties, however, that
¥ey attribute of the ‘strengthened’ review process was that
the three years prior to a review conference and woul repComs should address substance. One result was that the

normally last 10 working days. The option was also offere¢ 22/ Prepcom session concentrated on this, rather than

of holding a fourth session in the year of a Revievdttempting to delbate the uncertain modalities of th_e
Conference. strengthened review process. As a consequence its

Chairman, Ambassador Pasi Patokallio of Finland, secured

. . _— . early agreement from those present on a two pronged
Three major changes in the objectives and operation of t proach to the structuring of the proceedings.

review process thus emerged from the 1995 decisions. First,

PrepComs were to produce draft recommendations e first element of the approach was to have the schedulin
substantive matters, as well as procedural ones, for tﬁ%’ . PD uling
of the session modelled closely on that of a review

Review Conference that followed to consider for adoption; -
Second, these recommendations were to focus on positiggnference. Aninitial plenary debate was to be followed by

proposals for future action in the areas of nucleafiScussions based on a division of the articles of the Treaty,
non-proliferation and disarmament. Such proposals migind the subjects inherent in them, into three clusters of
also act as yardsticks which a Review Conference could ukglated issues. Th? Il.stmg of subjects to be discussed under
to help assess the degree to which the parties had fulfill&dch cluster was similar to that of the items allocated to the
their commitments under the Treaty. Finally, PrepCom#ree Main Committees at review conferertésqual time
could also make recommendations to the Reviedpr discussion was allocated to each of the clusters.
Conference that was to follow on the creation of ‘subsidiary
bodies’ within its Main Committees. The second element of the approach was to seek to produce
an agreed report from the session. This resulted it dext

It should be noted that although the conference accepted ffigPStantive and procedural issues that had three significant
indefinite duration of the NPT without a vote in 1995, it waSléments: a report on the organization and work of the first
unable to agree on a document reporting on the results of tR€ePCom  session, an annex to the report entitled
review of the operation of the Treaty. Consensus on sucHdairman's Working Paperand aChairman’s Statement
Final Declaration had been the central objective of everipsued as a conference document. Paragraph 3 of the
previous Review Conference, both in order to provide &hairman’s Working Paperidentified language for
focus for its discussions and as a means of recording thecommendations to the 2000 Review Conference upon
collective views of the parties on the operation of the Treatyhich there might be a consensus among those attending the
session, and paragraph 4 contained all the proposals made by
delegations during the session. Both paragraphs looked
back to review the implementation of the treaty and looked

By the time the first session of the PrepCom for the 200fTward to propose possible future action. Both used the
NPT Review Conference met in April 1997, it had becom&UPjécts covered by the Main Committees as the primary
apparent that the decision documents from 1995 contain&gans of organizing their substance, but also incorporated
little guidance on many of the modalities of the revisedn® fopics contained in the 198Sinciples and Objectives
review process. Although there existed a set of establish€gcision document as sub-headings, thus side-stepping the
activities and procedures in relation to the pre-199%ssue of the status of the Treaty text in comparison to the
situation, it was unclear how many would and should b&995 decision documents.The Chairman’s Statement
incorporated in the strengthened review process, what neg@ntained a recommendation that the next PrepCom session
procedures should be introduced, what type o$hould allocate specific time to the discussion of three
‘recommendations’ the PrepCom sessions should seek igsues: a Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty, Security
transmit to review conferences and how they should do thidssurances and theesolution on the Middle East

Events at the 1997 PrepCom session
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The decision to hold the cluster discussions in close@ne interpretation of this behaviour was that they were
session, from which observer delegations were alsooncerned to demonstrate that they were implementing the
excluded, suggested that the Chairman envisaged theermanence with accountability’ that the President of the
PrepCom operating in a similar fashion to the Mainl995 conference had indicated was the basis for the
Committees at Review Conferences. In the past, these hiadefinite extension of the Treaty.

started to negotiate texts once they had moved beyond the

initial plenary statements by the delegations, and in th&our foci for disagreement emerged from the plenary debate
context had conducted negotiations in a flexible manner iand the cluster discussions:

informal session. Although in 1997 the Chairman invited The nature of the substantive recommendations to the

representatives to engage in interactive and relatively peyiew Conference and the process by which they should
unstructured discussions on the issues within each cluster,ﬁ/

; X e produced. The main questions relating to this issue
they were reluctant to do so, and instead made a series Ofyere whether a rolling text for ultimate transmission to the

formal statements of their states’ positions. In part this was review Conference should be carried forward from one
because they had no text around which to organise any prepCom session to the next, and whether all the

interactive discussions: all negotiations on elements for the (ecommendations in this text should be open to revision at
short consensus text to be included in (igairman’s the next session.

Working Paperwere conducted in a separate Chairman’s

consultative group. Whether the PrepCom sessions could and should report on

substantive issues that would not necessarily be of

i . . significance and/or be reported on in 2000. This ‘dual
While this maugulral session appeared to_have Iaunch_ed thetrack’ approach was advocated in particular by Canada on
strengthened review process in an effective manner, in that

h : d hthe basis that the first PrepCom Session adopted a report
substance had been discussed and a report adopted, the,niaining a heading entitied ‘Substantive and Procedural
disagreements that delayed the ending of the 1997 sessiorngg o5’ though the substantive element was not
gave a clear indication of some of the problems inherent in develobed in 1997. Canada argued that the PrepCom
the arrangements through which this result had been gegsions should therefore consider and report on ‘whether
achieved. One was that some parties were reluctant to agregnere s any specific topic or topics that should be
in 1997 to a document (paragraph 3 of Bkairman’s addressed pragmatically now — in 1998 and not just in

Working Papey containing recommendations that might not - 5000’8 and in particular topics allocated specific time at
be addressed again until the 2000 Review Conference, thregat session.

years later. Although the familiar diplomatic formula of
; N ; oo ; .+ 1o Whether Rule 34 of the rules of procec?usdﬂould be
nothing is agreed until everything is agreed’ was applied to changed to refer to the possibility of the setting up of

this document, in practice elements of any text that has beensubsidiary bodies by the Review Conference, made

conditionally agreed on often prove difficult to change. In : o
addition. )\/Nhﬁe some dglegations regardedg the Possible by paragraph 6 of the 1995 decision document on

recommendations to the next PrepCom session on the Suengthening the Review Proces3his change was
allocation of time to specific subjects — ti¥hairman’s advocated in particular by South Africa which callater

Statement— as a way of making the PrepCom process alia, for the setting up of a subsidiary body by the Review
. . - Conference to examine nuclear disarmament. Others,
focused, productive and cumulative and of avoiding o o
repetition of debate in each PrepCom, others believed thatconcerned at the.pOSSIb'“ty that such a subs@ary body
this approach would lead to a downgrading of the priority might become an inter-sessional forum to examine nuclear

attached to the discussion of what they regarded as Coredisarmament andfor a rival to the Conference on
; : y reg Disarmament (CD), argued that the existing Rule 34
items, such as nuclear disarmament.

language allowing for ‘Working Groups’ subsumed these
bodies and made change unnecessary.
e The status of th®esolution on the Middle Eastlopted
By the time the second PrepCom session approached, it wad 1995. The Arab League and the NAM both called for
clear that some of the conceptual and organisational issuesth€ implementation of theesolutionEgypt tabled papers
which had been visible at the first session were starting to "fécommending ways in which it could be addressed. The
emerge again. Disagreements persisted over whether theJniteéd States argued that the Middle East should not be
time for discussing the specific subjects should be found Singled out for special treatment and appeared to question

within their parent cluster or separate from it, and whether a the status oLthR_esolutiorin rr]elati?fn to (tjhehotger three
significant amount of time should be allocated in the Udecisions taken in 1995. This affected the decision on

PrepCom schedule for the discussion and formulation of its Providing background documentation to the 2000 Review
recommendations to the review conference. A compromise Conference as the United States objected to requests from
schedule was eventually agreed on which retained an agendd \/aP states for the United Nations Secretariat to provide
structured around a plenary debate and three separate C|usteppformat|on on thekesolutiofs implementation.
discussions. Time was allocated at the end of each clusfsw steps were taken to initiate discussions on texts of
for the specific subjects, and a limited period of time at theecommendations to the Review Conference until the end of
end of the session was provided for plenary discussions dfe first week when an informal Chairman’s Consultative
recommendations to the next PrepCom and the 2000 Reviesyoup was convened. Initial attention focused on
Conference. streamlining paragrapH%of the 1997Chairman’s Working
Paper Agreement was difficult, little of substance was
The cluster debates were characterised by preparedded and few duplications were removed.
statements and few meaningful exchanges. In the absence
of any formal record of these discussions, severdfialf way through the second week, as it became apparent
delegations, including some of the NWS, distributed theithat there were deep divisions between states over Rule 34,
statements in written form to other delegations and to NGOthe ‘dual track’ approach and tResolution on the Middle

Events at the 1998 PrepCom session
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East the Chairman’s consultations sub-divided into thresecond that many ostensibly procedural recommendations

working groups. The existing group continued to examinavhich the 1999 PrepCom should make to the Review

substantive recommendations but shifted its focus tGonference mask thorny questions about the contested

‘enriching’ paragraph 3 of the 199@hairman’s Working nature of the strengthened review process.

Paper! by adding further language on which consensus was

possible; another group focused on procedural issues (Rule

34 and the allocation of time to specific subjects); while a o ]

third group, focusing on the Canadian proposals for a ‘dudihe Organisation of the 1999 Session

track’ approach, entered into negotiations on the wording for

a section of the report on the session relating to the clustBhe 1997 session established a pattern of starting with a

discussions on current issues, including language on tipenary debate and moving to cluster discussions, but it also

Resolution devoted a half-day session to presentations by NGOs and
initiated a practice of drafting the report from the session

Efforts to reach agreement on the areas of contention listéforough presidential consultative mechanisms. In addition,

above failed and the Chairman could only gain agreement enrecommendation existed that time should be allocated to

a procedural report to allow the next PrepCom Session thiscussion of three specific issues. In 1999 the Chairman

occur*?> Ostensibly, the failure resulted from the Unitedand the delegations to the PrepCom may or may not wish to

States’ opposition in principle to the ‘dual track’ approachfollow these precedents.

This led to Canada requesting a paragraph by paragraph vote

on the draft section of the report relating to the substantive,e first challenge confronting the Chairman is the need for

issues .discussed during t.he sessgion. When this was tak Hor agreement on the scheduling of the 1999 session. If the
the United States voted first against the paragraph deali

, . . st is any guide, it will start with a series of plenary

with security assurances and then the one addressing §gements by the parties, followed by NGO statements and
implementation of thékesolution on the Middle Easit  ihany cluster debates. There are also likely to be allocations
that point the NAM caucus group, in support of its Aralyt ime for discussion of specific items. The 1998 precedent
members, refused to accept deletion of the paragralyggest that arguments may be advanced for dealing with

relating to theResolution The resulting impasse led the y,eResolution on the Middle EastFissile Material Cut-Off
participants in the session to abandon further efforts to rea eaty (FMCT), nuclear disarmament and security

agreement on the draft section reporting on SUbStanti‘é%surances in this way.
issues, and on all other matters. However, the record o

what had been provisionally agreed on in the Chairman’s ] . )
consultations on the redrafting of the 19@hairman’s Other more radical suggestions for structuring the PrepCom

Working Paperwas listed in the procedural report on theinclude dispensing with the General Debate; holding plenary
session as a conference docuriént. and other sessions to consider the nature of the strengthened

review process; and restructuring the cluster discussions to

One consequence of the failure of the 1998 PrepCom sessfgipV more time for covering contentious issues. There has
g been some concern that the current allocation, while

to produce a substantive report was that many observ . L time for diff fthe Treatv. d
regarded both the current review, and the initiation of aff'oWIng equal time for ditferent aspects of the Treaty, does
flot take into consideration the fact that some relatively

on-going strengthened review process, as being i : . ded th ha
considerable difficulties. At least two possible explanation§oN-contentious issues are accorded the same amount o
fme as issues, such as nuclear disarmament, that may

were advanced for this. One was that the modalities fi | by debat The 1995 d "
implementing the strengthening of the review process we neratr(]a _engthyR eba e|5 € d th ocumen f on
inappropriate: the second was that the intractable politicgtr€ndthening the Review Procesguired the retention o

e Main Committee structure for the Review Conference

problems ~ confronting ~ the 1998 = session ~ wer while allowing a reallocation of subjects. The view has been
insurmountable, and thus the existence of a review proce ' X -
b vanced that the PrepComs should use this flexibility to

based on different modalies would have made n& ! -
difference to the outcome. The first explanation suggesfd@ke fundamental changes to the allocation of subjects
that solutions to current difficulties can be found inWithin the clusters and by implication to the Main
procedural and organisational innovations: the second thgPMmittees of review conferences.
the political foundations of the Treaty and its associated
regime, and particularly the perceptions of common purposkhe experience of 1998 suggests that the key to a productive
which bind their members together, are under threat ar@mlitcome in 1999 may lie in the handling by the Chairman of
need reinforcing. The outcome of the 1999 PrepCorthe negotiations on the texts to be produced by participants
session may be thus be cruciglter alig, in determining inthe session. This will require striking an effective balance
which of these explanations is more persuasive. between using small and representative negotiating groups
to undertake these tasks, and giving all parties who attend a
sense of effective participation in the deliberations. The
The 1999 PrepCom Session: What needs to be latter requires a mixture of the opportunity to take part in
addressed plenary and cluster debates and the existence of an effective
system of group caucusing. Thus, while it is important that
Representatives of states parties attending the 199@nary and cluster discussions should occur, it is crucial
PrepCom session will confront both procedural andhat informal discussions take place on the various possible
substantive issues. There are two particular problems thatoducts of the session. How these are to be organised, and
the Chairman of the session, Ambassador Camilo Rey#seir scheduling, is a matter for the Chairman and his
Rodriques of Colombia, will be aware of: first that he haBureau, but it may give impetus to the meeting if the
received no recommendations from the 1998 PrepCowutstanding procedural issues could be addressed and settled
session on how to organize the 1999 PrepCom session; agatly in the session.
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Procedural Decisions and Recommendations to * whether the Review Conference should examine the
the 2000 Review Conference experience of the PrepCom sessions in 1997-1999 in
. . implementing the strengthened review conference, and
The 1999 PrepCom will need to address: make recommendations on how the PrepCom might be
« the nomination of the President of the 2000 Review organised in the period 2002—2004.

nference; . . . . . . .
Conference; The Chairman, may wish to consider stimulating discussion

* the provisional agenda of the Conference; on these issues at the 1999 PrepCom Session.
« the rules of procedure for the Conference;

« how many conference background papers to commissioh€se uncertainties have a direct impact on what the 1999
and from whom to commission them — the UNPrepCom session should attempt to achieve, in particular
Secretariat, IAEA, OPANAlet al These decisions have Whether it should seek to produce a draft version of a
in the past been made by the penultimate PrepCofPcument that focuses on future needs for adoption by
session, so that the draft papers could be scrutinised at §gnsensus, perhaps based on paragraph 1 ofl988
final one before presentation to a review conference. Thfghairman's Working Papefequivalent to paragraph 3 of
arrangement does not appear feasible in curreffie 1997 Chairman Working Papeand/or should attempt
circumstances, and it should also be noted that since tkesplit the collation of proposals made by States Parties in
documents are the responsibility of the organisations th@gragraph 2 of thel998 Chairman's Working Paper
produce them, the PrepCom has no power to make chandeguivalent to paragraph 4 of th897Chairman’s Working
to them; and Pape) into those which are forward-looking and those

nv&hich are backward-looking. It also remains an open

Hestion whether Canada will persist with its proposal to

ave the PrepCom session report on the range of current

substantive issues it has discussed. How much of the work

It is also possible that the PrepCom will have to decidef the PrepCom might be dealt with in the cluster

whether to hold a fourth session in 2000. discussions and how much through the Chairman’s

consultative process is another contentious issue.

There is an understanding that a person from the NAM

caucus group will be the President of the 2000 RevieWne possible option to bring these sets of issues together in

Conference, and their nominee is likely to be Ambassadarder to make recommendations to the Review Conference

J.S. Selebi of South Africa. Agreement on the rules ofvould be to give those involved in the cluster debates the

procedure, commissioning of background documentsask of streamlining the compendium of proposals contained

agreement on the PrepCom session report and tieparagraph 2 of the 19¥8hairman’s Working Paperand

recommendations to the Review Conference may again raigessibly with separating out the forward-looking proposals
controversy due to the continued existence of the issué®m the backward-looking ones, while leaving negotiations
already discussed on page 3, above. Itis unlikely that States developing the draft version of the consensus

Parties will resolve them easily and the Chairman may wisforward-looking recommendations, and any proposals for

to address these issues at an early stage in his consultatiamsending the implementation of the strengthened review

process, to the Chairman’s consultations. A second option

Lack of consensus on the nature of the strengthened revievould be to set aside all aspirations to undertake the latter

process is likely to hamper the PrepCom'’s efforts to agree ewo tasks, and instead have the session concentrate its

the form of its procedural and substantive reports and on igdtention on the minimalist objective of streamlining the

recommendations to the Review Conference. States Part@slation of proposals and separating out the

may have to seek common ground on this issue if they areftarward-looking ones from the backward-looking ones, in

make further progress. While many would prefer to leaverder to provide the Review Conference with materials upon
this to the Review Conference itself, others argue that it ighich to base its deliberations.

the job of the PrepCom to help the Review Conference

establish how to proceed. For example, one analyst famili@upstantive Issues and the 1999 PrepCom

with the NPT review process argues that the best way of

achieving such a common view point would be for théSeveral sets of political issues are likely to affect the ability

PrepCom to make a recommendation to the Revie@f the 1999 PrepCom to transmit substantive

Conference on the documents that the Conference sholiRFommendations to the 2000 NPT Review Conference.

seek to produc# In a similar vein, South Africa submitted Some of these have made frequent appearances in past NPT

a working paper to the 1998 PrepCom Session describitiscussions: others could be injected into the debates for the

the documents that it believed the 2000 Review Conferendist time at this session because of contemporary events and

should develop, and the type of report the PrepCom shouligvelopments. For convenience, they will be discussed
produce to assist the Review Conference in this régard. Wwithin the framework adopted by the 1995 Principles and
Objectives decision document.

The basic questions about the products of the 2000 Review

Conference that may need to be addressed in this conteéxwiversality

include:

< the nature of any PrepCom report on substantive a
procedural issues and on its recommendations to the zoﬁ
Review Conference.

NPT member states subscribe to the practical goal of

+ whether they should be in the form of a single Finahyinging all possible parties into the Treaty. In current

Declaration, or two separate documents, one looking baglfycumstances this means that attention will be focused upon
at the period 1995-2000 and another looking forward tthe four UN member states which are currently

2000-2005; non-members of the NPT: Cuba, India, Israel and Pakistan.
» whether they should be agreed on by consensus, in whdlé these, Cuba has no unsafeguarded nuclear facilities and it
or in part, or by some alternative arrangement; is a signatory of the Treaty of Tlatelolco (which established
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the Latin American nuclear-weapon-free zone). Its refusalith other states parties, while persuading the FRY not to
to sign the NPT appears to be related to non-nuclear issutake the SFRY seat at NPT meetings. To date, however, it is
such as the continued existence of the US Guantanamo baseat, clear that these consultations have produced any positive
and as a consequence it is the least likely non-NPT party tesult.
generate controversy.

Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Israel is now the only state in the Middle East which is

non-signatory of the NPT. This makes it possible for th%mce neither India nor Pakistan were NPT parties, their

Conference to address lIsrael’'s activities directly Withou?‘mionS in testing nuclear devices do not constitute breaches
naming it, by urging those non-party states in the Middl fthe Treaty. The core issue under this heading therefore
East region to act in specific ways. However thi%r:ams compliance with articles | and Il by its parties. In

X e

differences between those states that wished fo s case of article | this may involve accusations that specific

; ; S or NNWS have assisted other states to acquire nuclear
agreement on steps to implement the 138Solution on the weapons, and in the case of article Il that specific NNWS

Middle East which was a pre-requisite for Arab states t ve been seeking to do so. Accusations have been made in
acquiesce to the indefinite extension of the Treaty, and th%@ 9 :

that sought to avoid this, was the immediate cause, as no & past also that transfers of information, technology and

above, of the inability of the 1998 PrepCom session to agr aterial between NWS constitute a breach of article I. The
on a substantive report. TIResolutionincluded a call to S, however, deny that the exchanges that have taken

) ' lace constitute any breach of the Treaty. These cases all
v?/lilihztl?ttezxggptyrt}gn'\ﬂltcé dlgcsgjte t?gt tﬁgvagg':yyzts d;): Oens jghlight its lack of any mechanisms, other than the Review
possible’. There is little indication that these difference 'onference. process, for .deglmg with such allegations.
will be less acute in May 1999 than twelve months ag _mglly', the issue of the stationing of nuclear weapons on the
Moreover, the 4 May deadline for the completion of the Os| erritories of non-nuclear-weapon states, and their access to
Peace Process and the run-up to elections for a new Priﬁ‘ncgr Ve";aeegntz’ imj‘g dgethrealéigclr? Rt)r;e u%cl)igtelﬁhrgjfalr\m;r%
Minister and government of Israel, which are due to tak oIar?d P ' gary
place in mid-May, may exacerbate tensions over the matter. '
Thus the prospects for agreement on this issue app

ear )
limited at best. I@uclear Disarmament

Disagreement over this issue has been a permanent feature
The nuclear tests conducted by India and Pakistan in Maf past NPT meetings, as a result of the Treaty being viewed
1998, immediately after the second PrepCom sessioby most parties as being both a non-proliferation and
appear to make extremely remote the prospects of thedisarmament treaty. Its article VI is the only legal document
acceding to the NPT as non-nuclear-weapon states, whilerough which the NWS have committed themselves to
the wording of the Treaty precludes them from acceding agegotiate ‘in good faith on effective measures relating to
nuclear-weapon states. Many states parties to the TreafMclear disarmament’. The 198%inciples and Objectives
were extremely concerned that the international norrdecision document specified a programme of action which
established by the NPT against the proliferation of nucleajontained an immediate objective of a CTBT by 1996; a
weapons had been breached. Many had also hoped tlaiger term objective of an FMCT; and a general objective
agreement on a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBDBf the determined pursuit by the NWS of systematic and
meant that an international norm against the testing @frogressive efforts to reduce nuclear weapons globally. The
nuclear weapons was developing and were extremefitst has been achieved. Some limited progress has been
concerned that India and Pakistan had undermined thisade on the second through the establishment in 1998 of an
prospect. States parties will wish to voice their opinions oad hoccommittee to negotiate a fissile materials ban in the
these issues, and highlight the need to ensure that the t@®. However, the work of this Committee appears to be
states do not gain status or any other rewards from theitalled in 1999, in part because of the refusal of specific
actions. Whether they will be able to do so in a collectivlWS to agree to discuss how to “pursue” nuclear
manner, however, may depend on whether those statdisarmament, and thus address the implementation of the
which took a principled stand against the Canadian ‘duahird general objective.
track’ proposals in 1998 will sustain this posture in 1999.
On a positive note, however, all states may wish t@he lack of visible movement towards disarmament does not
acknowledge Brazil's accession to the Treaty since the lagenerate great optimism that the political situation in 1999
PrepCom session. will be conducive to productive discussions on this issue.

The NATO bombing of targets in the FRY led to the Russian
One final item, loosely related to the issue of universalityDuma taking no action to ratify START II, while only two of
should also be noted. It has remained unresolved for sortte five NWS have ratified the CTBT, and the outcome of
years, and has been given added significance by the curréim September 1999 conference to discuss its entry into force
armed conflict in the Balkans. Following the break-up ofs uncertain. The US appears to be moving slowly towards
the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (SFRY), a state decision to deploy a national ballistic-missile defence
party to the NPT of long standing, several of its constituergystem, which would undermine some of the foundations of
republics acceded to the Treaty as independent states. Therent arms control agreements. Above all, little progress
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY), which comprisesappears to be being made towards a common vision for a
Montenegro and Serbia, claimed they were entitled to atteridture global disarmament process which could determine
NPT meetings as representatives of the SFRY. This claithe priorities for disarmament in the five-year period beyond
was contested by the newly independent republics and th@®00. The latter is something that the Review Conference
supporters. The NPT depositaries (the Russian Federationay wish to address and the PrepCom session discuss in
the United Kingdom and the United States) have handleatder to identify a range of alternative actions to recommend
this issue previously by agreeing to resolve it in consultatioto that Conference in that context.
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Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones (NWFZs) thus likely to be made in the period before the 2000 Review

) o o Conference to encourage all NPT parties to do so.
The target set by in the 19%xinciples and Objectives

decision document was that additional NWFZs should bpeaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy

created by 2000. This target has been met. The South East o . ) o
Asian Treaty was opened for signature in December 199BV0 specific issues may be aired under this heading in
and the African one in April 1996. The protocol to thedebates in 1999. One involves the tension between the
former has not yet been signed by the NWS, however, whifxercise of a state’s ‘inalienable right’ to use nuclear energy
the latter has not obtained sufficient ratifications to bring ifor peaceful purposes contained in article IV of the Treaty
into force. In addition, Mongolia has gained UN Generafnd the duty of exporting states not to assist nuclear
Assemb|y recognition as a one-state, self-declared NWFE!O“feratOTS. This tension has become focused upon the
while negotiations to produce an agreed text on a Centréiplementation of national export controls, and the
Asian NWFZ treaty are well advanced. Thus a majority ofternational guidelines agreed between a number of
NPT parties now reside within a NWFZ, with the numbersupplier states to ensure that they are applied uniformly.
likely to rise further. However, the aspirations of MiddleThe supplier states involved, the Nuclear Suppliers Group

East states to create a zone free of weapons of md®SG) have made efforts recently to become more
destruction remain unfulfilled. transparent about their activities, but whether the

Information Seminars held by them in 1997 and 1998
constitute the comprehensive dialogue with non-members
demanded by some of the latter may be a matter of debate.

Security assurances are viewed by many NNWS within the . . .
NPT as interim measures for their security pending thé Sécond issue concerns the conditions under which nuclear

arrival of a nuclear-weapon-free world. They are also sed{gMs Will be supplied to non-NPT parties, and particularly
as aquid pro quoto NNWS from the NWS for becoming whether that supply should be conditional on IAEA/NPT-
parties to the NPT. Such assurances have been given in tHee Safeguards being applied on all nuclear materials within
past in two forms: negative ones committing NWS not t& recipient state, or just to the items to be exported and the
attack them, and positive ones of assistance in the eventfgfilities in which they will be used. This is essentially an
threat of attack or attack with nuclear weapons. In additio@rgument concerning Chinese nuclear-related exports to
there has been a long-standing debate over whether bétaKistan and Russian nuclear-related ones to India. A newly
types of assurance should be offered to NPT NNWS only, §M€rging issue in this context, however, is whether such
to all NNWS. This situation has been complicated furthef@f€guards should also be interpreted to include the
by India and Pakistan's self-declared nuclear-weapoﬁomm'tments contained in the Additional Protocol.

stance.

Security Assurances

Conclusions: Choices for the 1999 PrepCom

The current thrust of these exchanges centres on whett%?ss'on

negative assurances should be provided in a legally bindinthe 1999 PrepCom session is an important one in the history
form, and whether they should go beyond the existingf the NPT, for the success or failure of the 2000 Review

unilateral declarations on the subject made by th€onference may depend on its work. If the 2000 Review
nuclear-weapon states. In addition, China believes that theyonference does not produce an outcome which indicates to
should encompass no-first-use commitments by all thghe majority of States Parties that the review process has
NWS. The United States, on the other hand, has arguedpdfen materially strengthened, then many of them may
past PrepCom sessions that unconditional negativsnclude that the NWS have reneged on the commitments
assurances should be provided to those states which @fiey made in 1995 at the time the Treaty was extended.
parties to a NWFZ, but not necessarily to those NPT partiésuch an outcome would weaken the Treaty and the nuclear
which are outside such zones. While it is unclear whaion-proliferation regime at a time when the global political

priority NNWS attach to this issue at the moment, it is likelysituation, afflicted not least by armed conflict in the Balkans,

to be a significant element in their agenda of issues to hRe testing of nuclear weapons by non-state parties in South

addressed at the PrepCom session. Asia and continuing problems in the Middle East, is in
particular need of the stability it provides. Under these
Safeguards adverse circumstances the machinations of conference

diplomacy may appear subsidiary issues, but a successful
Since 1990 and the revelations of the existence of @utcome to the PrepCom session will nevertheless play a
clandestine nuclear weapon programme in Irag, an NPJart in ensuring the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons
party, a range of actions have been taken to enhance #ed furthering nuclear disarmament.
scope and effectiveness of the IAEA/NPT safeguards
system based upon the standard agreement between menitdeg proceedings of the 1998 session demonstrated that
states and the Agency, known as INFCIRC/153. Thegwocedural, organisational and substantive issues have
culminated in 1993 in the initiation of a process tobecome inextricably intertwined in the NPT review process.
comprehensively strengthen that system, known informallif the 1999 PrepCom is to avoid the pitfalls encountered in
as ‘93+2". Many of the measures proposed were rapidl$¥998 and to forward substantive recommendations to the
adopted and implemented because authority already exist2d00 Review Conference it will need to identify what role it
for this under the existing agreement. Others were deemedn most constructively play. From that perspective, the
to require additional legal authority, and this was to beentral choice facing the Chairman and the participants in
provided through an Additional Protocol to INFCIRC/153,the 1999 PrepCom Session is between leaving the issue of
INFCIRC/540 (corrected). Some states have now ratifiethe nature of the strengthened review process for discussion
this Protocol but, until all states have done so, its existenes the Review Conference in 2000, or choosing to take up the
creates two parallel safeguards systems. Great efforts amatter and give it impetus by addressing the question in
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1999. The former option might reduce the time available fameeting where the impact of events outside the conference

the Review Conference to discuss substantive issues; tbieamber may be great, and will compound the serious

latter may provide guidance to the Review Conference goroblems inherent in the uncertain modalities of the

the way ahead for the strengthened review process and aletrengthened NPT review process. Many delegations will

the Conference President to the potential stumbling blockbherefore look forward to 10-23 May with concern, and with

in this area. the knowledge that unless firm organisational and
procedural decisions are taken early in the meeting, the

This choice is crucial because its consequences for thecommendations that the 1999 PrepCom session should

organisation of the PrepCom are radically different. If theend to the Review Conference under the mandate given to

former route is chosen, the PrepCom is likely to focus it by the 1995 decision document will be very difficult to

work on theChairman’s Working Papeby developing the forge.

draft consensus text and adding to, and refining, the

compendium text of states’ proposals. In addition, effortReferences and Notes

might be made to sub-divide the texts, especially the lattar NPT/CONF.1995/32/DEC.3 [NPT/CONF.1995/L.6], proposed

one, into forward-looking and backward-looking sections. by the President.

Both documents could then be transmitted to the Revie& NPT/CONF.1995/32/DEC.1 [NPT/CONF.1995/L.4] proposed

Conference as the recommended bases for producing either by the President.

the forward- and backward-looking components of a singlé- nytEgC32561§§5/32/DEC'2 [NPT/CONF.1995/L.5] proposed

Final Declaration, or for drafting two documents, a :

forward-looking and a backward-looking one. One further” NPT/CONF.1995/32/RES.1 [NPT/CONF.1995/L.8 (as

. amended).]
option would be for the latter to be adopted by a methog_ The sole, and rather confusing, exception to this was Nuclear-

short of consensus. Weapon-Free Zones. They were discussed in cluster two, though
they continued to be reported upon under the heading of Main
If the latter path is chosen, then work on @lgairman’s Committee | in both 1997 and 1998.

Working Paper may become subordinated to forging6. NPT/CONF.2000/PC.1/32.

agreement on the nature of the strengthened review procdss Ibid.

and its products. This will raise issues which States Partifs Statement OLMa”‘_J- Moher, Refpresentative and Aml;assador of
may find difficult to resolve in the limited time of the Canada to the United Nations for Disarmament to the Second

- - L Preparatory Committee of the 2000 Review Conference of the
PrepCom Session, including: States Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear

» The products to be produced by review conferences. Weapons, 27 April 1998, p. 2.

. L 9. The Draft Rules of Procedure are reproduced in the seventh
¢ Whether and how thHerinciples and Objectivedocument edition of thePPNN Briefing Book Volume. I

should be used to evaluate the implementation of thgy This became paragraph 2 in the 1998 draft document
Treaty over the previous five years? [NPT/CONF.2000/PClI/35].

« Which decisions should be taken by consensus and Whi%%' Lg%%%ﬁpg%gg{;)g?wg% in the 1998 draft document.
by metho hort of this? : : 0.

y ds short of t S. 13. NPT/CONF.2000/PC.II/35.

* Whether PrepCom sessions should be regarded as annugl See Rebecca Johnson, ‘Use 1999 to Rescue the NPT Review
meetings of the parties, similar to the practice found in  Process’Disarmament Diplomag33, December 1998/January
some other multilateral disarmament treaties or as 1999, pp. 3&4.
mini-review conferences; or alternatively whether theyl5. NPT/CONF.2000/PC.I1/17.

should concentrate on preparations for a reviewt6. See Lawrence Scheinman, ‘Engaging Non-NPT Parties in the
conference? Nuclear Non-Proliferation Regimd®PNN Issue Review No,16

o . . May 1999, p. 2.
¢ Whether participants in each PrepCom session should be

able to discuss and report on their discussions of current
substantive issues? Emily Bailey is the Programme Co-ordinator of PPNN and
ifJohn Simpson is its Programme Director.

Irrespective of which of those two paths is followed,
States Parties choose to raise particular issues related to
procedure, the PrepCom session will have to address them.
In addition, those issues that were the main stumbling blocI:s

in 1998 remain unresolved. It is likely that these issues: the The Programme for Promoting
nature of the PrepCom session’s recommendations to {he Nuclear Non-Proliferation

Review Conference; whether or not the PrepCom SPPNN Issue Revievisrm part of the outreach effort which con-

empowered to make its own substantive report; Whemegtitutes a major element of the Programme for Promatting

Rule 34 should be changed to incorporate the terfyclear Non-Proliferation (PPNN).

‘Subsidiary Body’; and how to deal with tiesolution on Issue Reviewsre published on behalf of PPNN by the
the Middle Eastwill be raised in 1999 and the PrepCon| Mountbatten Centre for International Studies, Departmerjt of
must be prepared to address them. Politics, University of Southampton. Communications relafing

to its contents should be addre_ssed to th_e authc_)rs: (_:/c The
All of these matters will inevitably interact with the political| Mountbatten Centre for International Studies, University of
atmosphere in which the PrepCom session will be held. Opgouthampton, Southampton, SO17 1BJ, United Kingdom {Tel:
major uncertainty in this context is the impact of the armgd?+703 592522, ~ Fax: 01703 593533 (international cpde:
conflict in the Balkans. Other factors will be any furthef +++/1703), e-mail ppnn@soton.ac.uk. Other matters should be

o ’ . . addressed to John Simpson at the same address.
political and nuclear developments in the Middle Eas, ) ) X ; .
South Asia and Iraq; the status of the START and ABMPrOdUCtlon by Richard thh”e' Printed by AUt.Opr'n.t‘
treaties; and the development of national missile defences @BP’r\Iggorg;nAfr;g :Sogr ZPéomotmg Nuclear Non-Proliferation
the United States. This is therefore going to be an NH :
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