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JREFACE The cover reproduces the emblem of the United Nations and
) the emblem of the United Nations World Disarmament Campaign, launched

by the General Assembly in 1982 at its second special session devoted
to disarmament. The Campaign has three primary purposes: to inform, to
educate and to generate public understanding and support for the
objectives of the United Nations in the field of arms limitation and
disarmament. In order to achieve those goals, the Campaign is carried
out in all regions of the world in a balanced, factual and objective
manner.

As part of Campaign activities, the Department for
Disarmament Affairs provides information materials on arms limitation
and disarmament issues to the non-specialized reader. Such materials
cover, in an easily accessible style, issues which may be of particular
interest to the constituencies of the World Disarmament Campaign. Thiii
is one such publication. It is published in the official languages of
the United Nations and intended for world-wide dissemination free of
charge.

The reproduction of the information materials in other
languages is encouraged, provided that no changes are made in their
contents and the Department for Disarmament Affairs at New York is
advised by the reproducing organization and given credit as being the
source of the material.



THE NPT - TOWARDS THE FOURTH REVIEW CONFERENCE IN 1990

This publication focuses on the background of the Treaty on the
) Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NET), its main provisions and some

of the major issues discussed at the three conferences that have thus
far been held to review the operation of the Treaty.

A fourth review conference v/ill be convened from 20 August
to 14 September 1990.

Background

The discovery of atomic energy raised the fundamental question of how
to ensure its use for only peaceful purposes. The immediacy of that
question was underscored by the use of atomic weapons at the end of the
Second World War, which demonstrated the unprecedented destructive
potential of a single atomic device.

The opening of a new chapter in human history - that of the
nuclear age - confronted the United Nations with new problems and
challenges. The United Nations Charter was signed in June 1945, several
weeks before the use of the first atomic bombs, and therefore does not

" mention atomic energy or its possible application for military purposes.

Yet atomic weapons quickly became a focus of concern at the United
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Nations. The very first resolution of the General Assembly, adopted in
January 1946, established a "Commission ... to deal'with the problems
raised by the discovery of atomic energy".

The United Nations Atomic Energy Commission, as it becarr<e
known, was given the urgent task of making specific proposals for the
elimination from national armaments of atomic weapons and other weapons
of mass destruction and for the control of atomic energy "to the extent
necessary to ensure its use only for peaceful purposes". The Commission,
which was composed of the members of the United Nations Security Council
and Canada, considered several proposals for the establishment of a
system of international control of atomic energy and the prohibition of
atomic weapons, but divergences of view prevented it from preparing a
draft convention.

The main differences concerned the stage at which atomic
weapons should be prohibited and international control established; the
principle of international ownership or control of all phases of atomic
energy activities; and the application of the principle of unanimity in
the Security Council when the question of violation of an agreement was
before it. As a result of these differences, the Commission recognized
that it had reached an impasse and did no\_ meet again after 1949. The
first United Nations effort to deal with questions related to atomic
energy came to an official end when the General Assembly dissolved the
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By the mid 1950s, attention had shifted from efforts to
control the development of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes to
concern at the continuing development of nuclear weapons and the
growing risks of nuclear proliferation. In 1956-1957 the first
proposals dealing directly with the spread of nuclear weapons were
advanced by the Soviet Union and the United States in the Sub-Committee
of the Disarmament Commission. In 1961 an Irish draft resolution on the
"Prevention of the wider dissemination of nuclear weapons" was adopted
by the General Assembly, in which the Assembly recognized the danger of
the spread of nuclear weapons and expressed its belief in the
"necessity of an international agreement, subject to inspection and
control, whereby the States producing nuclear weapons would refrain
from relinquishing control of such weapons to any nation not possessing
them and whereby States not possessing such weapons would refrain from
manufacturing them".

The resolution was the first step leading to the adoption,
in 1968, of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. By
then the number of nuclear-weapon States had increased to five: the
United States, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, France and China.



The Treaty on the Nbn-Prol iteration of Nuclear tfeapons

The Treaty on the Non-Froliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) was
discussed and, from 1965 on, negotiated in the Eighteen-Nation
Committee on Disarmament (ENDC), a predecessor of the present
Conference on Disarmament in Geneva. In various resolutions, the
General Assembly provided general guidance for the negotiations.

On 12 June 1968, the General Assembly approved the draft
Treaty. During the negotiations, the non-nuclear-weapon States had
expressed the fear that their renunciation of nuclear weapons would
make them vulnerable to nuclear intimidation and had called for a
balance of mutual responsibilities and obligations. Following the
General Assembly's approval of the Treaty, the Security Council, in a
resolution jointly proposed by the three designated depositaries of the
NFT - the Soviet Union, the United States and the United Kingdom -
recognized that aggression with nuclear weapons would create a
situation in which the Council, and above all its nuclear-^weapon States
permanent members, would have to act immediately. The resolution also
welcomed the intention expressed by the three depositaries to provide
or support immediate assistance to any non-nuclear-weapon State party
to the NPT that was a victim of an act or threat of aggression
involving nuclear weapons.
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The Treaty entered into force on 5 March 1970. At the end of
June 1989 there were 141 parties to the Treaty.

The NPT forms the cornerstone of an international
non-proliferation regime. Other major elements of the regime include the
safeguards system of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA),
which operates to prevent the diversion of nuclear materials to military
or other prohibited activities, and a number of treaties that prohibit
nuclear weapons in particular regions or environments, such as Latin
America, the Antarctic, the South Pacific, the sea-bed and outer space.

Two nuclear-weapon States, China and France, have not signed
the NFT. China in 1964, when it announced the explosion of its first
atomic bomb, pledged that it would never at any time and under any
circumstances be the first to use nuclear weapons. In 1984, China
declared that it neither advocated nor encouraged nuclear
proliferation, nor helped other States develop nuclear weapons. In the
same year, China became a member of IAEA and subsequently, in 1988,
agreed to place some of its nuclear facilities under IAEA safeguards.
France stated in 1968 that, while it would not sign the Treaty, it
would behave in the same way as the States adhering to the Treaty. A
member of IAEA since 1957, France has also concluded a voluntary
safeguards agreement with the Agency for some of its nuclear activities.



Among the non-nuclear-weapon States parties to the Treaty
are a number with significant nuclear industries, for instance, Canada,
Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic, the Federal Republic of
Germany, Japan, Sweden and Switzerland. Several States that are not
parties to the Treaty, among them Argentina, Brazil, India, Israel,
Pakistan and South Africa, also have extensive programmes covering the
whole nuclear fuel cycle. India, after carrying out a nuclear explosion
in 1974, stated that it had done so for peaceful purposes and that it
had no intention of developing nuclear weapons.

One source of criticism of the Treaty by some countries, in
particular those which have not become parties to it, is that it is
discriminatory: it divides parties into two categories - nuclear-weapon
and non-nuclear-weapon States - and assigns them different obligations
and responsibilities. Some non-nuclear-weapon States critical of the
Treaty have contended that their category bears the brunt of the
responsibilities and obligations under the Treaty and that, therefore,
the Treaty is biased in favour of the nuclear-weapon States.



Treaty Provisions

The main purposes and provisions of the NFT can be summed up as follows:
1. The prevention of the proliferation of nuclear weapons

or other nuclear explosive devices;
2. Guarantees to ensure that the peaceful nuclear activities

of non-nuclear-weapon States are not diverted to producing nuclear
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices;

3. Promotion of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy;
4. Promotion of nuclear disarmament;
5. Maintenance of the right of States to establish nuclear-

weapon- free zones.
The NPT consists of a preamble and 10 articles. In the

preamble, the parties to the Treaty express their belief that "the
proliferation of nuclear weapons would seriously enhance the danger of
nuclear war". The parties also affirm the principle that the benefits of
peaceful applications of nuclear technology should be available to all
of them. Furthermore, they declare "their intention to achieve at the
earliest possible date the cessation of the nuclear arms race and to
undertake effective measures in the direction of nuclear disarmament".
In this context, they recall the determination expressed by the parties
to the 1963 partial test-ban Treaty to seek to achieve the
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discontinuance of all nucloar-weapon tests for all time and to continue
negotiations to that end.

Each nuclear-weapon State party undertakes not to transfer
to any recipient nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or
control over them directly or indirectly, as well as rot to assist,
encourage or induce any non-nuclear-weapon State to manufacture or
otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices,
or control over such weapons or devices (article I).

Each non-nuclear-^weapon State party undertakes not to
receive the transfer of nuclear weapons or ether nuclear explosive
devices or of control over them directly or indirectly; not to
manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear
explosive devices; and not to seek or receive any assistance in the
manufacture of them (article II).

Each non-nuclear-weapon State party undertakes to conclude
safeguards agreements with IAEA for the exclusive purpose of
verification of its obligations with a view to preventing diversion of
nuclear energy from peaceful uses to nuclear weapons or other nuclear
explosive devices (article III).

All parties undertake to facilitate, and nave the right to
participate in, the fullest possible exchange of equipment, materials



and scientific and technological information for the peaceful uses of
nuclear energy (article IV).

Potential benefits from any peaceful applications of
nuclear explosions will, under appropriate international observation
and through appropriate international procedures, be made available to
non-nuclear-weapon States that are parties on a non-discriminatory
basis and at the lowest possible cost (article V).

Each of the parties to the Treaty undertakes 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,
and on a treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict and
effective international control (article VI).

The Treaty does not affect the right of any group of States
to conclude regional treaties in order to assure the total absence of
nuclear weapons in their respective territories (article VTI).

The remaining articles deal with matters such as amendments
to the Treaty, its entry into force and the right of withdrawal. The
Treaty also provides for a review conference of its parties five years
after its entry into force, "with a view to assuring that the purposes
of the Preamble and the provisions of the Treaty are being realised".
It als-o leaves room for subsequent review conferences at five-year
intervals if a majority of the parties request it. Finally, the Treaty



stipulates that 25 years after its entry into force, i.e. in 1995, a
conference shall be convened to decide whether the Treaty shall
continue in force indefinitely or shall be extended lor an additional
fixed period or periods.

Review Conferences

Ine First Review Conference of the parties to the NPT took place at
Geneva in May 1975. From the outset, different views were expressed on
the objectives of the Conference, the implementation of the provisions
of the Treaty and the ways and means of strengthening it.

On the one hand, the three nuclear-weapon States that are
parties and most other Eastern and Western countries felt that the
principal purpose of the Conference was to strengthen the Treaty by
encouraging wider adherence to it and by taking measures to make the
safeguards system more effective in order to prevent the diversion of
nuclear materials and technology to military purposes. On the other
hand, the non-aligned and neutral States held that the main objective
of the Conference was to make a thorough, critical examination of the
Treaty's operation in order to determine whether all its provisions
were being realized and to adopt measures required to fill gaps and
remedy inadequacies that might emerge from such an examination. While
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most non-aligned and neutral countries acknowledged the vital
importance of a greater number of adherents, they believed that the
goal of strengthening the Treaty xmld best be achieved on the basis of
an acceptable balance of mutual responsibilities and obligations of the
nuclear and non-nuclear-weapon States that are parties to the Treaty.

In this context, many non-nuclear-weapon States voiced
their dissatisfaction with what they regarded as the one-sided
implementation of the Treaty. They contended that emphasis had been
placed heavily on their obligations, while scant attention had been
paid to their rights or to the obligations of the nuclear-weapon
States. This opinion was reflected in the discussions on nuclear
disarmament, security assurances to non-nuclear-weapon States, and the
peaceful uses of nuclear energy.

In particular the question whether the nuclear-weapon States
had sufficiently met their obligations under article VI to negotiate in
good faith effective measures to halt the nuclear-arms race and achieve
nuclear disarmament proved to be controversial. In reply to this view,
both the Soviet Union and the United States maintained that the two
agreements to limit offensive and defensive strategic weapons, reached
in the first stage of the strategic arms limitation talks (SAUT I),
represented considerable progress towards the implementation of
article VI.



In the debate on the peaceful uses of nuclear energy,
several non-nuclear-weapon States asserted that the safeguards provided
for in article III placed them at a disadvantage in comparison with
States that were not parties, as the latter could import nuclear
materials and equipment without having to submit all their peaceful
activities to IAEA safeguards.

However, despite the controversial issues, the parties to
the Treaty were able, although with considerable difficulty, to adopt a
consensus text as the Final Declaration of the First Review Conference.
The Declaration reaffirmed the strong support of the parties for the
Treaty and reflected their agreement that the provisions relating to
the fundamental objective of averting the further spread of nuclear
weapons had been faithfully observed by all parties. The Final
Declaration also reflected the debate on article VI. While welcoming
the various arms limitation agreements concluded since 1970, the
Conference expressed its serious concern thaJ iVie arms race, in
particular the nuclear-arms race, had continu nabated. It therefore
urged resolute efforts by each party, in part *• the nuclear-^weapon
States, to achieve an early and effective impl ution of article VI.
At the end of the Final Declaration, the Confert .ice noted with concern
that the Treaty had not yet achieved universal adherence, although it
welcomed the increase in the number of parties.
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Die Second Review Conference of the parties to the NFT was
held at Geneva in August/September 1980. Much of the debate revolved
around the same matters that had been discussed at the First Review
Conf>-•* ice and in the course of the negotiations leading up to the
Treaty. Unlike the 1975 Review Conference, however, the participants in
the Second Review Conference were unable to adopt an agreed final
declaration. Instead, they simply recommended the convening of a third
review conference in five years' time.

Virtually all speakers noted with satisfaction that the
number of States party to the Treaty had increased considerably since
1975 - to 122 by the time the Conference convened in 1980. The United
States pointed cue that together with France - which had made clear that
it would act as if it were a party to the Treaty - the countries that
had adhered to the non-proliferation regime represented an aggregate
population of over two billion people; an aggregate gross national
product of $7.7 trillion; 98 per cent of the world's installed nuclear
capability and 95 per cent of the nuclear power reactors; and all major
exporters of key nuclear materials and equipment. Several other parties
maintained, nevertheless, that the lack of universal adherence to the
Treaty had a negative impact on its implementation, and they pointed out
that a number of non-parties operated significant nuclear facilities.



In contrast to the First Review Conference, there were some
differences of view concerning the obligation of the parties under
articles I and II of the Treaty to prevent the spread of nuclear
weapons. Drawing attention to the assistance and co-operation in the
nuclear field provided by non-nuclear-weapon States which were exporters
of nuclear material, equipment and technology, a number of non-aligned
States parties stated that such collaboration, particularly with some
non-parties to the Treaty, could have a result contrary to the aim of
non-proliferation.

The most intense debate was again on the implementation of
article VI, concerning nuclear disarmament. Most participants held that
the nuclear-^weapon States had not adequately fulfilled their obligations
to negotiate effective measures to halt the nuclear-arms race and
achieve nuclear disarmament. It was widely felt that the Conference
should urge the major nuclear Powers to intensify their efforts in that
direction. Many non-nuclear-weapon States called for the early
conclusion of a comprehensive nuclear-test ban and for the ratification
of the 1979 United States-Soviet SADT II agreement on strategic
offensive arms. The three depositary Governments of the NPT, in turn,
pointed to their negotiations on a comprehensive test-ban treaty and to
the individual declarations they had made in 1978 with regard to
security assurances to non-nuclear-weapon States. The Soviet Union and



the United States also stressed the importance of the SALT II agreement
for the future of international security and expressed their
determination to continue their negotiating efforts.

Many States acknowledged that, since the First Review
Conference, there had been same progress on the issue of security
assurances. At the 1978 first special session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament, the five nuclear-weapon States had made
individual declarations with regard to "negative" security assurances to
non-nuclear-weapon States. The Soviet Union had said that it "will never
use nuclear weapons against those States which renounce the production
and acquisition of such weapons and do not have them on their
territories" and submitted a draft convention that would formalize such
a commitment. The United Kingdom and the United States had declared they
would not use nuclear weapons against any non-nuclear-weapon State party
to the NPT or to other binding commitments not to manufacture or acquire
nuclear explosive devices, except in the case of attack against them or
their armed forces or their allies by such a State in association with a
nuclear-^weapon State. As to the two nuclear-weapon States not party to
the NTT, China had stated its readiness to undertake the commitment not
to resort to the threat or use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear
countries and nuclear-weapon-free zones and reiterated that "at no time
and in no circumstances will it be the first to use nuclear weapons".



France had stated that it was prepared to give assurances, in
accordance with arrangements to be negotiated, to States that
constituted non-nuclear zones.

Non-nuclear-^weapon States, particularly those that were
members of the non-aligned group, felt that since they themselves had
refrained from acquiring nuclear weapons, they should be entitled to
expect a more adequate system of guarantees of their security. In the
debate on this question, several approaches were advocated, varying from
a solemn endorsement by the General Assembly or the Security Council of
the declarations made by the nuclear-weapon States in 1978 to the
conclusion of a legally binding international instrument to assure
non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of nuclear
weapons.

With regard to article III, the parties generally expressed
satisfaction with the IAEA safeguards procedures. At the same time, it
was emphasized that those procedures would need continued improvement to
deal with increasing amounts of nuclear material and increasingly
complex nuclear fuel cycle facilities. Many participants also stressed
that non-nuclear-weapon States that were not parties to the Treaty
should submit all their nuclear activities to IAEA safeguards, but there
were fundamental differences over whether suppliers were under an
obligation to require such comprehensive safeguards of their customers.



As for the implementation of article IV, a number of
developing States expressed dissatisfaction with what they considered
restrictive export policies applied to them by suppliers of nuclear
equipment and technology for peaceful purposes. Regret was also
expressed by some participants that suppliers that were parties to the
Treaty had continued to engage in nuclear trade and co-operation with
non-parties, often permitting less stringent safeguards than those
applied to parties in accordance with the provisions of the Treaty. In
addressing the question of development and promotion of the peaceful
uses of nuclear energy, a number of parties emphasized that the primary
purpose of the Treaty had always been and remained the prevention of tin-
spread of nuclear weapons. As at the First Review Conference, this view
led some participants to conclude that non-parties to the Treaty had
benefited more from the transfer of nuclear technology and equipment
than countries party to it.

Articles V and VII of the Treaty, concerning benefits from
peaceful applications of nuclear explosions and nuclear-weapon-free
zones respectively, gave rise to very little controversy. However, a
number of fundamental differences, primarily over the implementation ol
article VI, could not be reconciled at the Conference.



The dirt Review Conference took place at Geneva in
August/September 1985, by which time the total number of parties to the
Treaty had increased to 132.

The majority of parties, in particular developed States,
felt that the Treaty had been successful in meeting the fundamental
objective of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons. The United
Kingdom, for instance, noted that since 1970 only one non-nuclear-weapon
State, India, a non-party, had demonstrated the capacity to detonate a
nuclear device, while the number of parties to the Treaty had reached
four fifths of the United Nations membership. Same African and Middle
Eastern countries, however, expressed doubts that the Treaty had
effectively prevented horizontal proliferation. In this connection they
referred particularly to the unsafeguarded nuclear facilities of Israel
and South Africa.

On the matter of safeguards, many participants advocated
full-scope safeguards on all nuclear facilities in all non-nuclear-
weapon States. Some parties felt that acceptance of such safeguards
should be a condition for the supply of nuclear materials. Virtually all
speakers on this subject praised the IAEA safeguards system and
advocated that it be strengthened further through the allocation of the
additional resources required to keep pace with advancing technologies
and an increasing number of safeguarded facilities and activities.



A number of States also referred to the confidence engendered by IAEA
safeguards and made clear that the acceptance of safeguards had not
hindered their nuclear industry.

On the question of technical assistance in the peaceful uses
of nuclear energy, somewhat divergent views were heard. Developed
supplier countries generally emphasized their contributions in the
area, while some recipient States felt that assistance had been
inadequate and pointed to the relatively small number of nuclear
installations in developing countries. However, there was agreement
that efforts to improve international co-operation in the peaceful uses
of nuclear energy should be continued and intensified.

As at the first two Review Conferences, the overwhelming
majority of parties expressed their regret and concern that there had
been no concrete progress towards the objective of promoting nuclear
disarmament. Ihe debate on the implementation of article VI of the
Treaty focused largely on the issue of a comprehensive nuclear test-ban
treaty. In that context, many speakers ware di;.:appointed that the
trilateral negotiations on such a treaty, which had begun in 1977
between the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the United States, had
not continued after 1980. It was also noted that the Conference on
Disarmament, the Geneva-based multilateral disarmament negotiating body,
had not yet initiated negotiations on the subject, despite repeated



calls to that end by the General Assembly of the United Nations.
The question of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes,

under article V of the Treaty, received relatively little attention, as
the potential benefits of such explosions had not been demonstrated and
no requests for services related to the peaceful applications of nuclear
explosions had been received by IAEA since the Second Review Conference.
This led same parties to maintain that any test ban must embrace all
nuclear explosions, including those for peaceful purposes.

In the context of article VII, many participants expressed
support for the concept of nuclear-weapon-free zones. A number of
speakers welcomed the adoption in 1985 of the South Pacific Nuclear Free
Zone Treaty (Treaty of Rarotonga) by the members of the South Pacific
Forum.

The related issue of security assurances to non-nuclear-
weapon States was also discussed by the participants. Generally, the
non-nuclear-weapon States reiterated that they expected unconditional
"negative" assurances as part of the bargain for having given up the
nuclear-weapon option.

Another issue not provided for in the Treaty but discussed
at the Conference was that of armed attacks against nuclear facilities,
which derived from the 1981 Israeli attack on Iraqi nuclear '
installations and reports of Iraqi attacks against an Iranian nuclear
facility.



Towards the end of tne Conference, a few but very important
matters were still unresolved, including some aspects of the question of
nuclear disarmament under article VI and the formulation of a paragraph
on the protection of safeguarded nuclear facilities against attack, over
which the Islamic Republic of Iran and Iraq remained sharply at odds.
All participants realized that voting on the outstanding issues would
make agreement by consensus on a substantive final declaration
impossible. During intensive negotiations in the final phase of the
Conference, the parties were able to reach compromises, thereby avoiding
the need to resort to voting. This cleared the way for the adoption by
consensus of a Final Document, which contained a substantive Final
Declaration.

As part of the compromises reached, it was agreed to deal
with certain contentious issues not in the Final Declaration itself, but
in the part of the Final Document that immediately follows the text of
the Final Declaration. Accordingly, with regard to the outstanding
aspects of article VI, the group of non-aligned and neutral States
agreed not to put to the vote two draft resolutions - calling for a
nuclear test-ban moratorium and a nuclear-arms freeze respectively - but
to have them reproduced, together with an accompanying statement, in the
part of the Final Document that follows the Final Declaration. A similar
compromise solution was found for the issue of attacks against peaceful



nuclear facilities. It was agreed to eliminate a disputed paragraph from
the draft final declaration and, instead, reproduce the relevant
statements by the representatives of Iran and Iraq in the part of the
Final Document following the Final Declaration.

Thus, the Conference successfully achieved what it had
sought: a Final Document incorporating a substantive Final Declaration
that contained an article-by-article review of the operation of the
Treaty- On the whole, the Final Declaration was strongly supportive of
the Treaty, although it was critical of its implementation in some
areas, particularly those relating to the cessation of the nuclear-arms
race and nuclear disarmament. It also offered purposeful recommendations
aimed at further strengthening the NPT. But above all, in the Final
Declaration the parties solemnly declared "their continued support for
the objectives of the Treaty" and "their conviction that the Treaty is
essential to international peace and security".
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