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The nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty review and renewal conference will take place at the UN in 
New York April 17 to May 12 (renewal decision may be deferred or conference extended).

Background
• There are now 170 signatories to theNPT, which was set

up 25 years ago and is due for renewal this year.

• Israel, India and Pakistan have not signed the NPT and
are believed to have a nuclear weapons capability.

• There is a growing number of non-aligned states 
favouring a limited extension of the NPT, conditional 
on disarmament progress.

• Unconditional and indefinite extension is the stated 
. preference of four out of five declared nuclear weapon

states. 85-90 votes would be needed for this decision to 
be carried by a simple majority.

• At the NPT renewal conference progress on the terms of
the Treaty will be reviewed for three weeks, followed 
by a decision on extension. The Chair has expressed a 
desire for a decision to be achieved by consensus rather 
than by voting.

Survey of different states’ positions
China: smooth extension

Ecuador: 

Egypt:

extension by consecutive peri

probably fixed period(s) — conditions 
include Israel joining NPT, Comprehensive 
Test Ban (CTB)

Indonesia: conditions attached to any extension

Nigeria: inappropriate for NPT to enjoy a perpetuity

Uganda: extensions should be explicitly linked to
progress in nuclear disarmament

■ Comprehensive Test Ban
Featured in the NPT preamble, lack of progress on CTB 
negotiations at the UN Conference on Disarmament is 
raising concern. (See UK and the NPT.)

■ Security Assurances
Existing assurances not considered reassuring enough! 
(See Security Assurances.)■ Fissile cut-off
Would cover Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU) and 
Plutonium. Considered very importantin terms of limiting 
the amount of weapons-usable material in circulation. 
Conflict over whether discussions should include existing 
stockpiles and whether both civil and military fissile materials 
should be included in a cut-off. (See UK and the NPT.)

■ Article IV
The article guarantees all Parties the benefits of 'peaceful' 
nuclear technology. Some states are attempting to use this 
for leverage.

Additional structures (eg. Zanger Committee) dealing 
with export control have been set up to complement the 
NPT, indicating that the Treaty’s control of technology 
transfer is not adequate.

Issues to consider
• The future of the non-proliferation regime is under 

discussion. Why has there been no debate in the UK 
Parliament?

• Why is the Government going ahead with Trident when
the system is in direct contravention of Article VI?
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Venezuela: 25-year rolling extension (renew the Treaty 
exactly as it is)

UK, US, Russia, France, Nato, EU:
all lobbying hard for unconditional and indefinite extension.
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ones of contention
■ Fulfilment of Article VI 
This is the main bone of contention between nuclear and 
non-nuclear states. (See UK and the NPT for summary of 
UK situation — Trident directly contravenes the 
disarmament clause). Some nuclear weapon states see the 
NPT as a mandate for retaining nuclear weapons. This 
'nuclear apartheid' is regarded as intolerable by non­
nuclear states; which point out that Article VI commits 
the nuclear weapon states to complete nuclear 
disarmament.
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• What form of NPT extension would be most likely to 
guarantee implementation of the terms of the Treaty? 
(deliver a nuclear test ban, real nuclear disarmament etc)

• Does Article IV guarantee potential proliferators access
to the technology they most desire?
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Existing security assurances given to non-nuclear states by nuclear weapon states are all 
different, are of uncertain legal status and allow too many exceptions.
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How can this statement be
improved?
Here is a possible five-step programme which could be 
entered into immediately and completed quickly:
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How comprehensive is that 
statement?
Not very. The following exceptions are allowed for.

• The UK is permitted to use nuclear weapons on:
— any state which has not joined the NFT (or an 
analogous regional treaty)
— any state which both
(i) has some form of alliance with Russia or China (or 
India, Pakistan or Israel?) and
(ii) finds itself in conflict with troops from a NATO 
country.

• The UK is permitted to threaten the use of nuclear 
weapons against anyone.

• The Government's commitment to even these 
assurances is not absolutely solid: in an important 
speech on 16 November 1993, Malcolm Rifkind hinted 
strongly that states with chemical or biological weapons 
may also in future be excluded from our negative 
security assurance.
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Anything else?
'Wehave considered only negative security assurances — 
commitments not to use nuclear weapons on other 
countries.
Some third world countries would also welcome strong 
positive assurances — commitments to protect states 
from nuclear attack.

The UK statement
Sir Derick Ashe (head of the UK delegation) made the 
following Negative Security Assurance to the UN First 
Special Session on Disarmament on 28 June 1978 (during 
the time of the Callaghan government):

In the draft Programme of Action which my Government 
cosponsored on 1 February, we included to call on 
nuclear weapon States to give appropriate assurances to 
increase the confidence of non-nuclear weapon States in 
their security from nuclear attack.,.

/ ...The United Kingdom is now ready formally to give such 
an assurance. I accordingly give the following assurance 
on behalf of my Government to non-nuclear weapon 
States which are parties to the Non-Proliferaiion Treaty 
or other internationally binding commitments not to 
manufacture or acquirenuclear explosive devices: Britain 
undertakes not to use nuclear weapons against such 
States except in the case of an attack on the United 
Kingdom, its dependent territories, its armed forces 
orits Allies by such a State in association or alliance 
with a nuclear weapon State.

[The US negative security assurance is similar; the Soviet 
(now Russian) statement permits slightly fewer 
exceptions.]

Undertake not to use nuclear weapons under any 
circumstances against non-nuclear NET signatories.

Extend this commitment to all other states which have 
no intention of obtaining nuclear weapons, or for 
whom this is a clear impossibility.

Undertake not to targetnuclear weapons against states 
against which we have guaranteed not to use them.

Declare to all other states (ie. declared, undeclared and 
potential nuclear states) that our nuclear weapons exist 
solely to deter nuclear attack and amend our targeting 
strategies accordingly.

5 Join with the other four official nuclear states and issue a 
declaration that nuclear weapons will not be used except in 
response to nuclear attack—a No First Use treaty.

These five steps, together with other initiatives taking 
place simulaneously (disarmament, Comprehensive Tes t 
Ban Treaty, building of regional Nuclear-Free Zones etc.), 
would lead to an international climate in which a Treaty 
to eliminate all nuclear weapons is at last a practical 
possibility.




