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The seminar on Nuclear Disarmament and Non-Proliferation: the Role of the Nuclear Non-Prolifer-
ation Treaty (NPT) held at Jan Smuts House, Wits University on 29 March 2000 was inspired by the
March 1999 Tokyo meeting convened to discuss nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament. The
Tokyo meeting was jointly sponsored by the Konrad Adenauer Foundation (KAF) of Germany, the
International Institute for Policy Studies (IIPS) based in Tokyo and Harvard University’s Belfer Centre
for Science and International Affairs (BCSIA). 

As the KAF, IIPS and BCSIA meeting emphasised, the global nuclear non-proliferation and disarma-
ment process is not limited to a small number of global powers, but is rather a broad undertaking which
should encompass states from both the northern industrialised nations and the southern developing
nations. Moreover, the Tokyo participants called on other academic institutions, think tanks and civil
society organisations to further the debate on nuclear non-proliferation and global nuclear disarmament.

Given that South Africa was the first state to produce clandestinely and then dismantle and destroy
nuclear weapons, it seemed appropriate to take up the challenge of the Tokyo meeting and extend the
debate on nuclear non-proliferation at a seminar in Johannesburg. South Africa’s fervent anti-nuclear
policy – consolidated after the country’s first democratic elections in 1994 – also provided an inspira-
tional model to other states possessing, or considering the manufacture of, nuclear weapons. 

The seminar was held just a few weeks prior to the 2000 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Review Conference
in New York and was specifically intended to provide suggestions and policy options for South
Africa’s participation in the conference. South Africa had played the role of diplomatic bridge-builder
at the 1995 NPT Review and Extension Conference providing a compromise option which largely facil-
itated Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) support for the indefinite extension of the NPT. Given the pes-
simistic forecasts for the 2000 NPT Review Conference, the seminar sought to identify possible com-
promise positions and diplomatic options for the meeting in New York. South Africa’s leading role in
the New Agenda Coalition and its influence within the nuclear disarmament debate at the Geneva
United Nations Disarmament forum provided the background for the debate.

The seminar brought together a group of academic specialists and policy practitioners to investigate the
NPT review process, nuclear disarmament as a whole and the possibility of the eventual total elimina-
tion of nuclear weapons. Both India and Pakistan, the newest members of the nuclear club, were given
an opportunity to outline their policies on the NPT and to exchange views on possible nuclear disarma-
ment. Representatives of the United States and Russia provided perspectives on bilateral nuclear disar-
mament processes and outlined stumbling blocks to further cooperation.

The range of papers presented and the exchange of views advanced the seminar’s primary objective of
providing suggestions and policy options for the 2000 NPT Review Conference. South Africa’s impor-
tant role, since 1994 and especially at the 1995 NPT Review and Extension Conference, in promoting
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the NPT was highlighted and encouraged. In addition, official South African, Indian and Pakistani
views of the NPT helped to clarify differences within the developing world on nuclear weapons and the
role of weapons of mass destruction in military deterrence and international diplomacy. The seminar
echoed many of the findings of the Tokyo meeting, especially the importance of continuing debate on
the NPT and nuclear disarmament, to avoid the complacency of early post–Cold War thinking which
advanced the view that nuclear disarmament was inevitable. The broad conclusion of the proceedings
suggested that nuclear disarmament remains a critical issue requiring sustained attention and global
participation in the NPT disarmament process which aims finally to rid the world of the means of its
own destruction.

Dr Garth Shelton
Senior Lecturer
Department of International Relations
University of the Witwatersrand     
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INTRODUCTION
On behalf of the Konrad Adenauer Foundation
(KAF), I would like to extend a very warm
welcome to you all. This is the first workshop
to be organised by the South African Institute
of International Affairs (SAIIA) and the Peace
Studies Group of Wits University's Department
of International Relations, in collaboration with
KAF. After unsuccessful attempts last year to
organise a joint venture of this nature, I am
especially pleased that we were able to succeed
this time.

The nuclear non-proliferation issue seems to
me to be as much an important as an unfamiliar
topic to the majority of the general public as
well as to most of the academic community.
Looking at the audience, I am tempted to
assume that practically all those who have ever
heard of, or dealt with, the issue of nuclear
non-proliferation in South Africa, are present.

At the outset, let me express my gratitude to
you all for spending some of your valuable
time with us today, and participating in a work-
shop that has been designed to introduce for
discussion, different current perspectives
regarding the situation and future challenges of
nuclear non-proliferation.

1. A BACKGROUND TO KAF
For those wondering what type of institution
KAF is and why it has sponsored this work-
shop, allow me briefly to outline some of the
reasoning behind KAF’s involvement in South
Africa in general, and in this workshop in par-
ticular.

KAF is one of Germany's five political foun-
dations, which are a unique feature of today's

democratic culture in Germany. The move
behind their creation, which dates back to
the1960s, was the expectation that political or
civic education would help develop and consol-
idate democracy in post-war Germany.

KAF has been cooperating with partners
throughout the world ever since the 1970s,
when the German government decided to
allow, or rather enable, the political founda-
tions to extend their reach to foreign countries
and to engage in civic education activities
abroad.

With the help of 85 offices and a correspond-
ing number of representatives all over the
world, KAF today assists in strengthening the
concept of a multiparty democracy and helps to
implement human rights, social justice and the
rule of law.

With approximately half the Foundation's
total budget of some DM 200 million being
invested towards these objectives, we believe
we are playing a significant role in political
education and dialogue, as well as in shaping
international relations.

As a result of the work undertaken by KAF,
especially in developing countries, we have
chosen the promotion of multiparty democracy
as our most important focus. We have become
convinced that the creation and consolidation
of a democratic political framework is one of
the essential conditions on which any develop-
ment process depends.

Our main reason for getting involved in sem-
inars, workshops and other educational activi-
ties in countries such as South Africa, and par-
ticularly those involved in transformation, is to
strengthen institutions and structures that guide

7

Welcoming Remarks

Michael Lange



8

Lange

the development of a constitutional and legal
order, that favour the consolidation of the rule
of law and that contribute to a culture of an
open dialogue on all political and societal
issues of relevance, as is the case with your
institute.

2. KAF IN SOUTH AFRICA
In South Africa, KAF therefore cooperates in
this respect, not only with political parties and
their respective think-tanks but also with rep-
utable education and research institutions, as
can be seen from today’s event. 

Some of our main projects have concentrated
on constitutional development at national,
provincial and local levels, as well as on good
governance – including training of government
officials – and economic development, with an
emphasis on the social upliftment of disadvan-
taged peoples.

The Foundation aims to contribute to the dia-
logue around the fundamentals of a liberal
democracy from a Christian Democratic view-
point and, while so doing, enhances the culture
of academic exchange among citizens.

This is done not only in the country's metro-
politan areas, but also in provinces such as
KwaZulu-Natal, where we are engaged in civic
education programmes in cooperation with the
Institute for Federal Democracy (IFD), promot-
ing democratic and socio-economic develop-
ment while providing support specifically for
the rural areas. In the Northern Province we
assist the provincial government in its attempt
to unify the different local administrations. 

We provide expertise from Germany and
utilise the tools available to us to further our
objectives. This includes international and
national seminars and workshops such as this
one; short-term expertise; study tours to
Germany; research programmes and, where
appropriate, publications through our series of
seminar reports and occasional papers. 

We also engage in scholarship programmes
to allow promising young students from disad-
vantaged communities to receive the training
necessary to contribute as much as possible to
the transformation and development of the
South African society. Let me take this oppor-
tunity to mention our scholarship/internship
programme that we run with this institute. We
are currently sponsoring four master degree stu-
dents who, while doing their course work,

spend their remaining time as interns in the pro-
fessional environment of an academic institu-
tion. This, we believe, will enhance their ability
to adapt to their future work environment much
more smoothly than without such an internship.

All this, I believe, clearly shows the impor-
tance that KAF gives to developments in South
Africa and we are very grateful to Wits Uni-
versity's Department of International Relations
for allowing us to play our part in this.

3. NUCLEAR NON-PROLIFERATION 
AND THE FUTURE
Turning now to why KAF responded favour-
ably to the request by Dr Shelton to help organ-
ise a workshop on nuclear non-proliferation, I
draw your attention to the fact that during
March 1999, KAF together with the Interna-
tional Institute for Policy Studies (IIPS) based
in Tokyo and Harvard University's Belfer
Center for Science and International Affairs
(BSCIA), held a first joint meeting to discuss
nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament.

Today's workshop can therefore be consid-
ered as a follow-up meeting, deliberately sched-
uled ahead of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty (NPT) Review Conference in April this
year, to take stock of what has been taking
place in this field since the last workshop.

As we look to the future of mankind in the
21st century with the aim of building a peaceful
world, issues relating to security – and there-
fore particularly problems of nuclear non-pro-
liferation and nuclear disarmament – require
our urgent attention.

The explosion of nuclear devices by India
and Pakistan in May 1998 reminded the world
that the continuing reduction in nuclear
weapons as witnessed over the past decade is
not inevitable, neither is the commitment of
nations to nuclear disarmament universal.

To prevent the world from returning to
nuclear horror and to dissuade the resumption
of a nuclear arms race, all nations must con-
tribute to efforts to rid the world of these terri-
ble weapons. The international non-prolifera-
tion regime seems at present to be threatened in
several fundamental ways.

In a recent statement, United Nations Secre-
tary General Kofi Annan said that it is difficult
to approach the up-coming non-proliferation
conference with optimism, given the discourag-
ing list of nuclear disarmament measures in
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suspense, negotiations not initiated and oppor-
tunities not taken.

The 1993 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty
(START II) between the United States (US)
and Russia has not come into force and START
III talks have not even begun.

The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT)
has recently been rejected by the US Senate and
the envisaged deployment of a ballistic missile
defence system seems increasingly likely, pos-
ing a serious threat to the Anti-Ballistic Missile
Treaty and the strategic stability it embodies.

The US proposes modifications to the 1972
treaty, which would sharply limit anti-missile
defences, so as to build a system capable of
countering missiles launched by what it regards
as “rogue states”, but not a mass attack by a
nuclear power. On the other hand, Russia and
China oppose any modification of the treaty
signed by the US and the then Soviet Union, on
the premise that an anti-missile shield would
only tempt the other side to build more missiles
in the hope of breaching defences, thereby

undermining the global strategic balance.
Under these circumstances, many believe that

the upcoming Review Conference should be
seen as an opportunity to reassess and strength-
en the NPT. While India and Pakistan should
immediately join the CTBT without pre-condi-
tions, the nuclear powers should do their best to
bring about a timely ratification of the CTBT.

CONCLUSION
The purpose of this workshop is to allow the
experts to produce a common understanding of
the issues involved and to attempt a thorough
discussion of the ways to cope with the chal-
lenges posed by the current situation.

Let today's workshop be an example of the
much needed cooperation between government
and research institutions such as the SAIIA, in
analysing the treaty and its effect on world poli-
tics. 

Let this workshop be our humble contribu-
tion to the debate on the future of nuclear non-
proliferation. 



“I believe that the South African experience
– namely, that security is provided by
nuclear disarmament rather than by
nuclear proliferation – is a telling one; not
only for the ‘threshold’ states, but also for
the ‘acknowledged’ weapon states.”

Alfred Nzo, South African 
Foreign Minister, 19951

INTRODUCTION: THE 1999 TOKYO MEETING
AND THE NPT 
During March 1999 the Konrad Adenauer
Foundation (KAF) of Germany, the Inter-
national Institute for Policy Studies (IIPS)
based in Tokyo and Harvard University’s
Belfer Centre for Science and International
Affairs (BCSIA) held a joint meeting in Tokyo
to discuss nuclear non-proliferation and disar-
mament. The meeting was prompted by what is
now considered to be a new stage in nuclear
proliferation following the May 1998 weapons
tests by India and Pakistan. The Indian and
Pakistani tests are widely viewed as the starting
point of the second age of nuclear weapons
proliferation, following the first nuclear age of
United States (US)–United Soviet Socialist
Republic (USSR) ideological rivalry. The opti-
mism of post–Cold War nuclear arms control
and disarmament specialists has been damp-
ened by the new wave of nuclear testing and
the future of nuclear non-proliferation has been
brought into question. Consequently, there is
an urgent need to consolidate the post–Cold
War nuclear disarmament process and to refo-

cus international attention on nuclear non-pro-
liferation with the hope of building a stable and
non-threatening global strategic environment.

Non-governmental research institutions can
play an important role in promoting nuclear
non-proliferation and assisting governmental
stakeholders to seek solutions to nuclear disar-
mament issues. The KAF, IIPS and BCSIA
have thus sought to promote debate and discus-
sion on nuclear disarmament with a view to
seeking new and innovative solutions applica-
ble to present proliferation concerns. The
Tokyo meeting issued an important joint pro-
posal intended to promote discussion on
nuclear disarmament and to initiate internation-
al dialogues with research institutions in other
countries. The Tokyo meeting pointed out that
the world has grown complacent about the
threat of nuclear weapons proliferation and the
need to devise mechanisms to prevent further
proliferation while reducing existing nuclear
arsenals. The Indian and Pakistani nuclear tests
have issued a warning that a continuation of the
post–Cold War nuclear disarmament trend is
not inevitable, nor is the global commitment to
nuclear non-proliferation universal. In order to
promote international stability and to prevent
further nuclear weapons testing, the Tokyo
meeting called for a renewed effort to encour-
age nuclear disarmament. The joint proposal
released at the conclusion of the Tokyo meet-
ing outlined a number of key issues: 
• The need to stop the leakage of nuclear mate-

rials and expertise from the former Soviet
Union, which threatens to severely under-
mine the international non-proliferation
regime. The need to stabilise Russia’s
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nuclear sector was identified along with the
enhancement of nuclear security. Internation-
al engagement was considered an urgent pri-
ority to contribute to ending nuclear leakage.

• Strengthening the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty (NPT), especially adherence by the
nuclear weapon states (NWS) to Article VI of
the treaty which calls on China, France,
Russia, the United Kingdom (UK) and the
US to do more to implement the treaty
through accelerated and verifiable nuclear
disarmament. Other priorities linked to the
NPT are the entry into force of the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), along
with India and Pakistan’s commitment to
adhere to the CTBT; the implementation of a
Fissile Materials Cut-Off Treaty (FMCT) to
limit nuclear weapons stockpiling; employing
effective sanctions to prevent illegal nuclear
weapons programmes such as those in Iraq
and North Korea; enhancing the Missile
Technology Control Regime (MTCR) and the
London Guidelines for nuclear and related
technology transfers; and strengthening the
NPT via the April 2000 NPT Review
Conference.

• The complete ratification of the Strategic
Arms Reduction Treaty (START) II and the
fulfilment of obligations as soon as possible
after entry into force. Thereafter the US and
Russia should be encouraged to complete the
negotiation of START III with a view to the
verifiable reduction of nuclear warheads as
the first step towards a comprehensive war-
head control regime in the longer term. In
this context, unilateral nuclear arms reduction
was encouraged as a means of creating the
right environment for a comprehensive agree-
ment. Moreover, the need for multilateral
arms control negotiations was identified as a
prerequisite for improving the credibility of
NWS and increasing the confidence of the
international community.

• NWS were called on to help reduce the risk
of accidental nuclear detonations by de-alert-
ing nuclear forces as a means of preventing
the actual use of nuclear weapons inadver-
tently, or intentionally. In addition, the inter-
national community should decide on a coor-
dinated response to any actual use of nuclear
weapons.

• The nuclear disarmament process should be
transparent and verifiable. All procedures for

the removal of nuclear warheads, the trans-
port, storage and dismantling should be open
to international verification measures and the
details made available to all interested par-
ties. All NWS should be required to provide a
complete list of all nuclear weapons, as well
as spare parts and related components in
order to measure the nuclear disarmament
process.

• All the separate elements which together con-
stitute the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Regime
should be included in an all-embracing
umbrella convention based on United Nations
(UN) Resolution A/RES/53/77U B “Nuclear
Disarmament with a View to the Ultimate
Elimination of Nuclear Weapons,” intro-
duced by Japan to the 1998 UN General
Assembly and adopted with 160 in favour,
none against and 11 abstentions. The pro-
posed multilateral framework convention for
nuclear disarmament should be discussed as
soon as possible with a view to the elimina-
tion of all nuclear weapons in the long-term.2

As the KAF, IIPS and BCSIA Tokyo meeting
emphasised, the nuclear non-proliferation and
disarmament process is not limited to a small
number of global powers, but is rather a broad
undertaking which should encompass states
from both the Northern industrialised nations
and the Southern developing nations. As the
first state clandestinely to produce and then dis-
mantle and destroy nuclear weapons, South
Africa must be considered a special participant
in the nuclear non-proliferation process.
Moreover, South Africa’s fervent anti-nuclear
policy – consolidated after the country’s first
democratic elections in 1994 – provides an
inspirational model to other states possessing or
considering the manufacture of nuclear
weapons. This paper will thus:
• outline the global nuclear non-proliferation

and disarmament process, paying particular
attention to the NPT and the non-prolifera-
tion regime

• examine South Africa’s initial rejection of
the NPT, clandestine nuclear weapons pro-
gramme and denuclearisation, with specific
emphasis on the lessons of South Africa’s
experience

• analyse South Africa’s post-1994 nuclear
non-proliferation policy and the county’s role
in strengthening the NPT

• lastly, this paper will suggest some policy
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options for South Africa as a member of the
Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) and as a
supporter of the NPT for consideration at the
2000 NPT Review Conference. 

1. GLOBAL NUCLEAR NON-PROLIFERATION AND
DISARMAMENT
During the Cold War it became clear that disar-
mament could not be undertaken independently
of the underlying political and strategic condi-
tions. The termination of the Cold War has,
however, led to a new, less threatening interna-
tional environment and provided the necessary
preconditions for nuclear disarmament. 

According to many observers, global condi-
tions are now appropriate for meaningful
progress towards significant nuclear disarma-
ment and the building of a new nuclear free
security environment. Nuclear weapons remain
the most destructive and terrifying weapons
ever produced and continue to threaten humani-
ty with their ability to cause mass destruction.
As long as stockpiles of nuclear weapons exist,
even in small numbers, the danger of nuclear
war remains a major threat in many regions of
the globe. Consequently, nuclear weapons must
remain a central priority for arms control and
disarmament processes. The final document of
the first special session of the UN General
Assembly devoted to disarmament (SSODI),
drafted in 1980, specifically placed nuclear dis-
armament at the top of the disarmament agen-
da. That priority remains unchanged 20 years
later. 

The nuclear arms race came to an end with
the termination of the Cold War, but the contin-
ued existence of large quantities of nuclear
weapons requires a sustained momentum to
ensure long-term nuclear disarmament. The
challenge of the 21st century is to accelerate the
post–Cold War trend of nuclear disarmament,
bringing about maximum weapons reductions
to the lowest possible level consistent with
security. Significantly reducing existing nuclear
weapons arsenals of the NWS is not likely to
alter the overall strategic balance, or undermine
national deterrence policies. Consequently,
pressure on the NWS to further reduce nuclear
weapons stockpiles with a view to a significant
build down over the longer term should be
increased. At the same time, nuclear disarma-
ment should be undertaken within the broad
context of post–Cold War demilitarisation,

which has as its objective the guarantee of
global peace and security by eliminating the
possibility of military aggression and the ability
to use force to occupy the territory of other
states. In other words, demilitarisation should
ensure that each state possesses only the mili-
tary assets sufficient to defend national sover-
eignty and to ensure domestic stability, and
does not pose a threat to any other state.    

1.1 The nuclear non-proliferation regime
The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) is
the key element in a complex framework of
treaties, bilateral agreements and multilateral
inspection procedures aimed at preventing the
horizontal proliferation of nuclear weapons and
related materials. Opened for signature in 1968,
with entry into force two years later, the NPT
specifically divides the world into nuclear
“haves” (countries which tested nuclear
weapons before 1 January 1967, namely the
US, USSR, UK, France and China) and nuclear
“have nots” – all other sovereign states. The
NPT was specifically intended to consolidate
the possession of nuclear weapons in the hands
of the five recognised nuclear powers, while
preventing the emergence of a sixth nuclear
state. Consequently, in terms of the NPT, non-
NWS pledge not to manufacture or receive
nuclear weapons as well as allow international
inspections at all nuclear facilities (“full-scope
safeguards”) to ensure compliance. All NPT
signatories agree not to export nuclear equip-
ment or material except under safeguards, while
at the same time they undertake the fullest pos-
sible sharing of peaceful nuclear technology. In
order to balance the responsibilities of the non-
NWS, all NPT signatories are required to pur-
sue negotiations in good faith to achieve
nuclear disarmament under international con-
trol. The Vienna-based International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA), established in 1957, is
responsible for facilitating the use of nuclear
energy for peaceful purposes and to implement
audits of nuclear material and on-site inspec-
tions of nuclear facilities to verify that nuclear
activities are not being conducted in order to
manufacture weapons.  

Two informal alliances of nations that volun-
tarily restrict the export of nuclear equipment
and materials that could be used to manufacture
nuclear weapons have been established since
the entry into force of the NPT. The NPT
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Exporters Committee (Zangger Committee)
adopted a set of nuclear export guidelines in
1974 – the so-called “trigger list,” which would
trigger the requirement for IAEA safeguards in
recipient states. The Nuclear Suppliers’ Group
(NSG), also known as the London Group,
adopted similar guidelines to the Zangger
Committee, while extending restrictions to
include uranium-enrichment or plutonium-
extraction equipment. The Wassenaar
Arrangement, set up in July 1996, further
expanded the NSG and Zangger restrictions to
include exports of conventional arms and dual-
use technologies which could be used in the
manufacture of weapons of mass destruction.
Regrettably, these informal nuclear suppliers’
alliances and restrictions were established with-
out consultation with the majority of NPT sig-
natories.

Nuclear weapons free zones (NWFZs) have
been instituted in a number of regions in order
to supplement the NPT. NWFZs are intended to
exclude nuclear weapons from a particular
region on the basis of an international agree-
ment freely arrived at by participating states.
The establishment of NWFZs are regarded as
important contributors to the establishment of
regional peace and security, while at the same
time making a significant contribution to the
complete elimination of nuclear weapons.
NWFZs have been established in Latin Ameri-
ca (Treaty of Tlateloco, 1967), the South
Pacific (SPNFZ, 1996) and Africa (ANWFZ,
1996). Mongolia has declared itself a nuclear-
free zone, while other possible areas identified
for the establishment of NWFZs are Southeast
Asia, the Middle East and South Asia, Central
Europe and Central Asia. The key to the suc-
cess of a NWFZ is of course the voluntary par-
ticipation and commitment of member states.3

The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty
(CTBT), opened for signature in New York on
24 September 1996, is an instrument designed
to prevent both vertical and horizontal nuclear
proliferation by banning all nuclear weapons
testing. The CTBT prohibits nuclear weapons
testing of any size, above or below the earth’s
surface, and establishes a comprehensive verifi-
cation system including 320 seismic monitoring
stations and on-site inspections to detect treaty
violations. Some states, especially the NWS,
supported the CTBT, arguing that the treaty
would prevent the testing of nuclear weapons

and hence discourage proliferation, as nuclear
threshold states would not be able to test and
thereby become full members of the nuclear
club. However, the majority of supporters saw
the CTBT as an excellent means of promoting
nuclear disarmament by requiring NWS not to
test nuclear weapons, bringing about the grad-
ual obsolescence of existing nuclear weapons
stockpiles. Moreover, without testing, NWS
would be discouraged from the further develop-
ment and qualitative improvement of nuclear
weapons. (Although super-computers can
mimic nuclear explosions, without real tests,
confidence in weapons will be significantly
eroded over time. The US continues with sub-
critical underground explosions and computer
simulations in order to enhance weapon effec-
tiveness.) 

Despite the obvious advantages of the CTBT
in inhibiting nuclear proliferation and weapons
development, the US Senate in October 1999
failed to ratify the treaty, citing doubts about
verification and the long-term ability of the US
to maintain a reliable and credible nuclear capa-
bility. However, with a planned 320 seismic
and environmental monitoring stations set to
support the CTBT, the Senate’s doubts about
verification appear to be unfounded. In addi-
tion, $4.5 billion has been allocated to the
Stockpile Stewardship Programme intended to
ensure the safety and reliability of US nuclear
weapons. 

The Senate’s decision to reject the CTBT has
severely undermined Washington’s ability to
lead the non-proliferation debate, which could
undermine the international moratorium on
nuclear testing and weaken the NPT. According
to Ambassador Thomas Graham, head of the
US delegation to the 1995 NPT Review and
Extension Conference, the US has reneged on
its promise to ratify the CTBT. Enforcing the
CTBT was a key US undertaking in 1995,
along with a promise to work in good faith
towards eventual total nuclear disarmament.
Fearing the undermining of the 1995 NPT bar-
gain and a consequent weakening of majority
support for the NPT, German Chancellor
Gerhard Schroder, British Prime Minister Tony
Blair and French President Jacques Chirac
appealed directly to the US Senate to ratify the
treaty, but without success. The US rejection of
the CTBT is certain to have a negative impact
on the next NPT review conference and may
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encourage other NWS to restart testing. Some
observers believe the failure to ratify was a sig-
nal by the Senate that the US intends to launch
a new programme to upgrade existing weapons
systems. If the US does initiate a nuclear mod-
ernisation programme, Russia and China are
likely to follow, while India and Pakistan may
be encouraged to conduct further nuclear test-
ing. (Of the 44 states that are required to ratify
the treaty before entry into force, North Korea,
India and Pakistan have not signed it.)  

Forty years ago nuclear specialists expected
there to be 30 NWS by the turn of the century.4

With only eight NWS (US, Russia, Britain,
France, China, India, Pakistan and Israel), this
pessimistic forecast has fortunately proved
inaccurate. In recent years the NPT has been
substantially strengthened with the accession to
the treaty of China, France, South Africa,
Argentina, Brazil, Algeria, Belarus, Kazakhstan
and Ukraine. With 187 signatories, the NPT
now enjoys the widest adherence of any arms
control agreement in history. Despite almost
universal international acceptance of the NPT,
there is widespread concern among the nations
of the South that the nuclear non-proliferation
regime is essentially a creation of the North,
intended to perpetuate nuclear dominance by
the existing NWS. Since the collapse of the
Soviet Union, the main threat to the West has
been broadly identified as the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction (WMD), especial-
ly nuclear weapons and long-range missile
delivery systems.

Following the termination of the Cold War,
Western foreign policy makers and military
planners were faced with a so-called “threat
blank” having no clear identifiable adversary to
motivate policy making and planning. After
operating for many years in a polarised interna-
tional system, Western policy makers were
unable to perform in a threat vacuum and thus
energetically sought new candidates for the
“clear and present danger” as a substitute for the
former Soviet Union. Consequently, through a
process of “threat inflation”, Western policy
makers elevated a handful of small countries to
the top of a new strategic defence list and added
the threat of nuclear proliferation along with
chemical and biological weapons and long-
range missiles. In response to the “threat blank”,
Washington’s defence policy makers have iden-
tified new adversaries and a number of Third

World countries have replaced the Soviet Union
as the main threat to the US. Thus the deter-
rence and containment of the former USSR has
been replaced with what Michael Klare calls the
“rogue doctrine”, which is essentially “the char-
acterisation of hostile (or seemingly hostile)
Third World states with large military forces
and nascent WMD capabilities as “rogue
states”, or “nuclear outlaws” bent on sabotaging
the prevailing world order.”5

The threat of nuclear proliferation posed by
so-called “rogue states” has now become the
dominant feature of US and much of Western
military planning in the post–Cold War period,
largely because policy makers in the West sim-
ply adopted their Cold War conceptual template
to fit a changed global environment. In terms of
the new doctrine intended to deter rogue states,
nuclear weapons would be required as long as
there are rogue nations in the world. Moreover,
improved military capabilities of rogue states,
especially the development of ballistic missiles,
requires the development and deployment of
ballistic missile defence (BMD) systems. Third
World states such as North Korea, Iraq, Iran,
Syria and Libya, which were accorded minimal
attention during the Cold War, were suddenly
elevated to become major threats to Western
security requiring the maintenance of a massive
Cold War–style nuclear deterrent. Much of the
Western and especially American, academic
and policy making discourse on post–Cold War
threats have assumed that Western anti-nuclear
policies are “rational”, while threats from so-
called “rogue” states are self-evident.6 States
that do not support Western anti-nuclear poli-
cies are therefore regarded as irrational and
dangerous. Hence, efforts to stem the horizontal
proliferation and not the vertical proliferation
of nuclear weapons, have become the new
defence priority of Western governments. This
approach neglects the assessment of the many
countries of the South, which remain concerned
about the West’s global nuclear dominance and
massive military overkill capacity. The failure
to neutralise nuclear war fighting capability
more than 10 years after the end of the Cold
War remains inexplicable. The implication is
that the West intends to use the nuclear threat
as a means to dominate international relations.
In the capitals of the Western nuclear nations,
the threat posed by nuclear weapons to non-
nuclear states is ignored and any suggestion
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that the non-NWS need a nuclear deterrent to
counter a threat from the West is considered
dangerous and irresponsible. Western policy
makers believe that the West has the right to
enforce the nuclear non-proliferation regime
and remain a “benign nuclear hegamon.”7

Although the NPT is broadly supported by
countries of the South, that support has been
tempered by the realisation that the treaty insti-
tutionalises inequality by allowing NWS to
retain a nuclear weapons capacity, but prevents
other states from acquiring weapons. Some
observers believe that during the 1960s the US
and former USSR planned a nuclear condo-
minium in order to retain global nuclear hege-
mony.8 US support for the NPT has since the
1960s been linked to maintaining its own
national security as well as maintaining a domi-
nant role in the international system. US policy
makers have not seen the NPT as a stop gap
measure to prevent horizontal proliferation
while vertical proliferation is reversed. During
the 1970s and the 1980s, when non-NWS
admonished the nuclear powers to implement
Article VI of the NPT by committing to serious
nuclear disarmament, they were accused of
being “maximist” or unreasonable in their inter-
pretation of the treaty, tending to confirm the
view that the superpowers saw the NPT as a
mechanism to prevent horizontal proliferation
and not as an arms-reduction treaty intended to
control vertical proliferation.

The first NPT Review Conference in 1975
produced a final statement, but it was a last-
minute compromise which saved the confer-
ence from collapse. The second Review
Conference in 1980 failed to produce a final
report and Yugoslavia’s threat to withdraw
from the NPT threatened to undermine the
nuclear non-proliferation regime. Disagreement
over Article VI was the main bone of con-
tention between the NWS and the other signato-
ries to the treaty. An observer at the time,
Joseph Rotblat, suggested that the incentive for
non-aligned countries to adhere to the NPT was
diminishing as they could “see no validity in a
treaty systematically violated by its ‘privileged’
members.”9 Rotblat pointed out that Third
World nations had a legitimate reason for con-
cern over the lack of progress towards nuclear
disarmament as the arms race had continued
unabated throughout the 1970s. Acceptance of
Article VI originally appeared to be a conces-

sion by the superpowers, but the lack of any
detail in the NPT or time frame for the achieve-
ment of global nuclear disarmament, allowed
the NWS to evade the fulfilment of treaty
obligations.10 The third NPT Review Confer-
ence also failed to produce a final report, but a
decision to emphasise “progress” saved the
NPT. The results of the 1990 Review Confer-
ence were not encouraging, again signalling a
significant divide between the “haves” and the
“have nots” over the future of the NPT.

The 1995 Review and Extension Conference
opened with an imposing list of non-aligned
criticisms levelled at the NPT:
• The NPT was criticised for institutionalising

discrimination by freezing the number of
NWS.

• Indefinite extension of the treaty was
opposed by some, fearing this would legit-
imise nuclear weapons for all time.

• The NWS had not gone far enough in imple-
menting Article VI of the treaty.

• The promised CTBT had not been concluded.
• Security assurances for non-NWS remained

unconvincing,
• Fair terms of trade in nuclear material and

equipment were not being implemented.
• Regional security issues, especially Israel’s

nuclear status, were not being adequately
addressed.11

Serious divisions between the NWS and non-
aligned signatories threatened to bring the con-
ference to an end without an all important deci-
sion on renewal. South Africa – the new player
on the block – suggested a critical compromise
which saved the day and laid the foundation for
the permanent extension of the NPT. South
Africa was able to play a leading role as a con-
sequence of a unilateral decision to dismantle
nuclear weapons and to sign the NPT.

2. SOUTH AFRICA’S NUCLEAR PROGRAMME AND
DENUCLEARISATION 
During the original 1968 NPT debate in the UN
General Assembly, South Africa made clear its
support for the objective of non-proliferation
and gave reassurance on uranium supply poli-
cies and nuclear plans. The South African rep-
resentative emphasised that “one does not
require special insight or foresight to realise the
dangers to the security of the world inherent in
the proliferation of countries possessing atomic
weapons.” He added that “this realisation moti-
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vated South Africa, as one of the major produc-
ers of uranium in the Western world, to do
absolutely nothing in the context of uranium
sales to foreign buyers which might conceiv-
ably contribute to an addition to the ranks of the
nuclear weapon states.”12 The General
Assembly was reminded that South Africa had
given formal assurances in this regard at the
General Conference of the IAEA on 22
September 1966. South Africa gave the assur-
ance that “in the context of uranium sales” it
would “do nothing which might conceivably
add to the number of powers with nuclear bomb
capability.” In addition, South Africa’s repre-
sentative emphasised that Pretoria’s own
nuclear programme was “devoted to peaceful
purposes exclusively.”13

The history of South Africa’s objections to
signing the NPT can largely be explained by
Pretoria’s desire to avoid IAEA inspections of
nuclear facilities which were being used in the
manufacture of nuclear weapons. During the
1970s and 1980s, South Africa had some seri-
ous doubts about the NPT, but clearly the cen-
tral reason for not accepting the treaty was to
maintain the secrecy of a nuclear weapons pro-
gramme. South Africa’s nuclear programme
was outlined by former President F W de Klerk
on 24 March 1993 in a major statement to the
South African parliament. He confirmed that
six nuclear weapons had been dismantled
before accession to the NPT on 10 July 1991
and the signature of a Comprehensive
Safeguards Agreement with the IAEA on 16
September 1991. 

The story of South Africa’s nuclear pro-
gramme, originating during the 1950s, based on
the country’s significant uranium reserves and
motivated by the Western-trained scientific
community, is widely known. However, the
reasons for South Africa’s decision to produce
nuclear weapons and the decision to opt for
nuclear rollback in 1990 deserve renewed atten-
tion as the lessons of South Africa’s costly
nuclear adventure remain relevant to the ongo-
ing nuclear debate.  

The nuclear scientific community led by
Ampie Roux, the “father” of South Africa’s
bomb, were active supporters of the pro-
gramme. The decision to begin a nuclear pro-
gramme was initiated on the basis of a 12-point
programme drawn up by Roux in 1958. He
later became head of South Africa’s Atomic

Energy Board (AEB) and directed the uranium
enrichment programme leading to the produc-
tion of the country’s first nuclear device in
1977. (A second smaller bomb with a more
advanced design was completed in Decem-
ber1982 and thereafter one weapon was manu-
factured approximately once each year, accord-
ing to the production schedule of the enrich-
ment plant.) Dr Anthony Jackson, leader of the
team responsible for the design and commis-
sioning of South Africa’s pilot enrichment
plant, has suggested that a breakthrough in the
uranium enrichment process made the tempta-
tion to produce nuclear weapons “almost irre-
sistible.” According to Jackson, at that time,
nuclear weapons “had massive prestige, inde-
pendent of any perceived threat.”14

According to official accounts, South
Africa’s nuclear weapon programme was partly
motivated by a desire to force the West, and
particularly the US, to provide a security guar-
antee in the form of extended deterrence similar
to Washington’s guarantee of North Atlantic
Treaty Organisation (NATO) members’ securi-
ty. During the 1950s and 1960s, Pretoria was
determined to enter into a defence alliance and
to draw the Western powers into a commitment
to ensure South Africa’s security. Pretoria
hoped to use the nuclear option to promote co-
operation with the US, or possibly even some
sort of military alliance. By the late 1970s,
however, South Africa realised that no Western
country was prepared to enter into any form of
alliance. South Africa fell outside of the core
strategic interests of any major Western state
and thus nuclear posturing could not extract a
security guarantee.

In 1976, the London-based Strategic Survey
suggested that South Africa was pursuing an
ambiguous nuclear strategy in order to obtain
conventional arms supplies from the West.
According to this suggestion, South Africa
would agree not to pursue the nuclear option in
exchange for assured conventional weapons
supplies. (Pakistan used this approach very
effectively after India’s nuclear test in 1974.
The US was committed to supplying Pakistan
with advanced conventional weapons in an
effort to persuade Pakistan to drop the nuclear
option.)15 However, the ambiguous nuclear
strategy did not open doors to Western conven-
tional weapon supplies for South Africa. 

Many specialists have stressed that nuclear
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weapons provide increased international status.
There is strong evidence to suggest that South
Africa adhered to an ambiguous nuclear
weapons policy partly in order to promote itself
as a “regional superpower”. Throughout the
many years of negotiation on the South West
African issue, South Africa called on the West
to respect the Republic as their ally and the
principal regional power. Soon after the failure
of Third World countries to have South Africa
expelled from the IAEA, President PW Botha
argued that there was no hope for the Southern
African region unless Western powers cooper-
ated with South Africa and accepted South
Africa as “the regional power.”16 In South
Africa during the 1980s, it was widely argued
that the possession of nuclear weapons provid-
ed diplomatic leverage when dealing with both
friends and foes. The nuclear option was seen
as a means of encouraging the West not to
abandon South Africa nor to impose a total eco-
nomic embargo, as this could encourage
Pretoria to exercise its nuclear capability.

Available evidence suggests that the isolation
of South Africa – beginning in the 1960s and
intensifying significantly in the 1970s and
1980s – prompted the nuclear programme as a
way of “buttressing white morale” in the face
of growing international pressure. Pretoria’s
image as a potential nuclear power was seen to
enhance the government’s ability to counter
both external and internal opponents.

Official statements suggest that one of the
key motivations for South Africa’s nuclear pro-
gramme was a desire to deter regional and
extra-regional opponents. According to former
President F W de Klerk, South Africa’s so-
called “bomb in the basement” was designed to
deter South Africa’s opponents, principally the
former USSR. If South Africa had been threat-
ened by a major Soviet backed conventional
offensive, Pretoria would have threatened to
test a nuclear device in order to pressure the US
into intervening in the conflict. What De Klerk
described as “a confidential indication of the
deterrent capability . . . to one or more of the
major powers, for example the United States, in
an attempt to persuade them to intervene”.17

Thus a form of nuclear blackmail, or “catalytic
deterrent”, would be used to obtain a security
guarantee in return for non-testing and non-use.
If the US ignored South Africa’s threat, a
nuclear test would have been conducted in an

attempt to deter an escalation of regional con-
flict. The Kalahari underground nuclear test site
was prepared in 1977 to enhance the policy.
According to a former senior official of the
Atomic Energy Corporation, Waldo Stampf, no
actual combat use for nuclear weapons was
ever contemplated, nor were any specific tar-
gets identified, as the political leadership were
well aware that use of a nuclear device would
result in significant international economic,
political and possibly military retaliation. 

A major review of the nuclear programme in
1985 led to a presidential decision that the
nuclear stockpile would be limited to seven
bombs (only six were manufactured), confirm-
ing that the political leadership had realised that
there was no use for this extremely costly and
unusable instrument.18 As the political leader-
ship came to their senses they were able to put
the brakes on the nuclear scientists who were
keen to develop smaller weapons and launch a
new wave of nuclear research. President F W
de Klerk’s succession to the office of President
in September 1989 soon led to a second major
review of the nuclear programme. Within two
months, De Klerk ordered the complete dis-
mantling and destruction of South Africa’s
nuclear weapons along with technical design
and manufacturing information. The disman-
tling process was completed by the end of June
1991 and five months later the first inspection
team from the IAEA arrived in South Africa to
confirm the end of South Africa’s nuclear
weapons programme. 

2.1 The lessons of South Africa’s nuclear
experience
The lessons of South Africa’s nuclear pro-
gramme and the decision to opt for denucleari-
sation provide some insight into the motives for
weapons production and the reasons for a
change of policy, which has relevance for the
NWS and potential nuclear states. 
• The scientific community played a vital role

in promoting the weapons programme. The
ability to produce nuclear weapons resulted
in an almost irresistible temptation to pro-
ceed.

• South Africa’s international isolation promot-
ed the development of nuclear weapons. 

• Efforts to extract security guarantees through
nuclear blackmail were unsuccessful.

• South Africa’s nuclear programme was not
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effective in convincing Western states to pro-
vide conventional weapons.

• The nuclear threat did not enhance South
Africa’s international status and may in fact
have contributed to strengthening the percep-
tion of it being a “rogue” state.

• South Africa gained little diplomatic leverage
from the nuclear option – the country
remained isolated in the international com-
munity under increasingly stringent econom-
ic sanctions.

• The policy of “catalytic deterrence” was at
best naive, and at worst foolish – the US
repeatedly made it clear that it had no inten-
tion of any direct military intervention on
behalf of South Africa.

• The nuclear option did not improve South
Africa’s security which steadily deteriorated
throughout the 1970s and 1980s as a conse-
quence of growing domestic and international
opposition to apartheid.

• By their own admission, South Africa’s poli-
cy makers were unable to identify any target
or actual use for nuclear weapons, other than
political gamesmanship which could have
been conducted without actually producing
the weapons. The nuclear weapons were
never actually integrated into the country’s
military forces.19

• The enormous cost of the nuclear programme
and the escalating expenses associated with
maintaining and upgrading a nuclear
weapons stockpile became unmanageable.

In the end, the nuclear programme consumed
an enormous amount of sate funding totalling
approximately $5 billion. The real figure is
probably double, if secret defence funds and the
overall nuclear research and enrichment pro-
gramme is included.20

The message from South Africa for all other
small nuclear weapons states, or would-be
states, should be clear – nuclear weapons are
costly, politically ineffective, diplomatically of
marginal importance and unlikely to improve
security. It is therefore not surprising that with-
in eight weeks of President P W Botha’s fall
from power, F W de Klerk ordered the com-
plete cancellation of the nuclear weapons pro-
gramme. 

In effect, De Klerk acknowledged that
nuclear weapons were extremely expensive,
unusable and an impediment to South Africa’s
full participation in the international system. 

3. SOUTH AFRICA’S POST-1994 
NON-PROLIFERATION POLICY 
In a Cabinet decision of 31 August 1994 the
South African government confirmed its com-
mitment to a policy of non-proliferation and
arms control, opening a new chapter in South
Africa’s nuclear history.21 At the same time, it
was emphasised that a primary goal of policy is
to reinforce and promote South Africa as a
responsible producer, possessor and trader of
advanced nuclear technologies. This policy is
intended to promote the benefits of non-prolif-
eration and arms control for African countries
and members of the Non-Aligned Movement
(NAM). The 31 August Cabinet decision autho-
rised the Department of Foreign Affairs to
advance South Africa as “an active participant
in the various non-proliferation regimes and
suppliers groups”; to actively support nuclear
non-proliferation and to influence African
states and NAM members to support non-pro-
liferation while ensuring that access to
advanced technologies are not denied to devel-
oping states.22 As the only country in Africa
and the NAM which is an active member of the
suppliers groups, South Africa is able to serve
as an important diplomatic link between NWS
and the non-NWS.

The role of diplomatic bridge-builder was
clearly demonstrated at the 1995 NPT Review
and Extension Conference where South Africa
played a leading role in securing a compromise
between the NAM and the NWS. In his state-
ment to the conference, Foreign Minister Nzo
emphasised that the “NPT remains the only
international instrument on nuclear disarma-
ment to which all five nuclear weapon states
are bound”. Thus the NPT placed an ongoing
commitment on the NWS to disarm. Moreover,
Nzo argued that the “inequalities inherent in the
treaty” as well as the criticisms with regard to
disarmament, peaceful uses of nuclear energy
and security guarantees should be delinked
from the debate in order not to threaten the
NPT itself. Moreover, as there was no official
NAM position, South Africa took the lead in
arguing that the NPT “should not be placed in
jeopardy” by anything other than a permanent
extension.23 Nzo came out strongly in favour of
the NPT arguing that “South Africa took the
decision to destroy its nuclear weapons and to
become a state party to the NPT because we
saw our security being guaranteed by its provi-
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sions. It is for this reason also that South Africa
has become an active sponsor of an African
nuclear weapons free zone treaty, which will be
indefinite.”24

South Africa thus strongly supported the
indefinite extension of the treaty on the basis of
putting into operation a set of “checks and bal-
ances” to ensure adherence by all signatories.
During the 1995 conference, South Africa came
up with what the chairperson, Sri Lanka’s
Jayantha Dhanapala, described as a “brilliant
package” which bridged the gap between the
NWS and the non-NWS. The South African
proposal suggested that in return for a perma-
nent renewal of the NPT, the NWS would agree
to strengthen the monitoring on how the treaty
was being observed with annual reviews; the
implementation of a comprehensive ban on
nuclear testing by the end of 1996; and a com-
mitment by the NWS to eventually eliminate all
nuclear weapons. This “consensus package”
based largely on the South African proposal,
served to strengthen support among NAM mem-
bers for the NPT. Soon after the conference, the
South African delegation was accused of acting
as a US pawn in supporting the indefinite exten-
sion of the NPT. Before the NPT Review
Conference, however, South Africa had in fact
pressured the US in to supporting Pretoria’s
membership of the Nuclear Suppliers’ Group
(NSG). Moreover, Pretoria’s support for the
NPT was based on clear principles which the
ANC had long advocated during years of exile. 

South Africa’s proposal entitled “Principles
of Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarma-
ment” contained the following elements:
• a restatement of all NPT signatories to the

non-proliferation of nuclear weapons
• strengthening and full adherence to IAEA

safeguards agreements
• access to nuclear material and technology for

peaceful purposes
• progress on the fissile material cut-off negoti-

ation
• progress on the reduction of nuclear arsenals
• progress on the conclusion of a Comprehen-

sive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty
• commitment to the establishment of regional

nuclear weapon free zones
• security guarantees for non-NWS.25

Along with the detailed proposal, South Africa
called for the establishment of an ongoing
review system meeting at fixed intervals and

tasked with considering specific ways on how
to strengthen adherence to the NPT. Conse-
quently, South Africa was widely congratulated
on having a clear disarmament vision and a
detailed implementation plan.26

According to Jayantha Dhanapala, Foreign
Minister Nzo’s statement in the general debate
was one of the “defining moments” of the NPT
conference. Nzo’s suggestions with regard to
providing a yardstick with which to measure
the implementation of the NPT as well as a
strengthened review process were convincing to
other signatories and provided the “building
blocks for the agreement that was finally
reached”.27 The US endorsed the South African
approach indicating Washington’s intention to
seek a compromise. South Africa’s proposal
was widely considered to be extremely impor-
tant as Pretoria spoke with moral authority,
being the only state to unilaterally abandon the
nuclear option. A number of NAM members
were unhappy with South Africa’s support for
indefinite extension, but recognised the value of
Pretoria’s contribution. Dhanapala organised a
group of 20 delegations to develop the South
African proposals on strengthening the review
process and suggestions on disarmament. The
South African team took the lead in developing
the “disarmament principles” proposal which
involved 11 preliminary drafts. The final docu-
ment accepted by the conference, included only
minimal changes to the submission by South
Africa. 

The outcome of the conference produced
three important decisions along with the agree-
ment of participants to extend the treaty indefi-
nitely. The first two decisions were based large-
ly on South Africa’s suggestions, ie. a decision
to strengthen the NPT review process via regu-
lar review conferences; the adoption of a set of
“principles and objectives on nuclear non-pro-
liferation and disarmament” and lastly a “Reso-
lution on the Middle East” encouraging all
states in the region to establish a Middle East
Nuclear Free Zone. The second decision con-
tained a commitment by NPT signatories to a:
• verifiable CTBT
• ban on the production of fissile material for

nuclear weapons
• reduction of nuclear weapons
• expansion of nuclear free zones
• security assurances
• strengthening of the IAEA safeguards system
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• reaffirmation on the peaceful uses of nuclear
energy.

Many NAM members were concerned about
the lack of progress by the NWS in fulfilling
their obligation to nuclear disarmament in
terms of Article VI of the NPT. In terms of
Article VI :

“Each of the parties to the Treaty under-
takes 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”
(NPT, Article VI).

Some non-aligned states have adopted what has
become known as a “maximilist” approach to
the NPT, arguing that Article VI was originally
intended to encourage the NWS to undertake
comprehensive disarmament as a quid pro quo
for the non-NWS acceptance of obligations out-
lined in Article II. The “minimalist” response
of the NWS was based on the suggestion that
general and complete disarmament includes
conventional weapons and refers to all NPT
signatories and not only NWS. 

According to NAM representatives, the NWS
had not made sufficient progress towards com-
pleting the arms control agenda which was out-
lined in 1968 and which was at the time a major
encouragement to non-NWS. It was widely
believed that the next important step towards
nuclear disarmament would be the early con-
clusion of the CTBT followed by the FMCT. In
order to pressure the NWS to fulfil treaty oblig-
ations it was argued that indefinite extension of
the NPT was not the favoured option. At the
end of the day, however, faced with NWS pres-
sure and encouraged by South Africa’s compro-
mise option, NAM countries agreed to go along
with indefinite extension. Nevertheless, Article
VI was elevated to the head of the NPT agenda
and will remain the key issue of debate for the
foreseeable future.28

Failure to make significant progress towards
nuclear disarmament contravenes the NPT and
undermines the balance between the mutual
obligations and responsibilities of NWS and
non-NWS. For many NAM members, the NPT
is not simply intended to halt the horizontal
proliferation of nuclear weapons, it is also
intended to stop vertical proliferation with the
long-term objective of the complete elimination

of nuclear weapons. Failure on the part of NWS
to implement Article VI has promoted a culture
of mistrust among non-aligned members, rein-
forcing their belief that the NPT is being used
by the nuclear haves to permanently disadvan-
tage the have nots. The 1995 Review and
Extension Conference transformed the NPT
from an East–West issue to a North–South
issue. Strong support for indefinite extension
came from the industrialised nations, mainly
the Organisation for Security and Cooperation
in Europe (OSCE) and Western allies. The
majority of non-NWS in the NAM were, how-
ever, undecided on the issue of extending the
NPT, which was regarded as inherently dis-
criminatory.29

The position of the NAM on the NPT disar-
mament clause has been fairly consistent. NAM
members presented similar arguments at the
Non-Aligned Ministerial Conference in Cairo
during June 1994, at the third session of the
Preparatory Committee of the 1995 NPT
Review and Extension Conference, the non-
aligned meeting in New York shortly before the
conference began, as well as at the Bandung
meeting during April 1995. The key elements
of their collective position on the NPT was the
need for a CTBT and a fissile material cut-off
agreement as well as for credible security assur-
ances.30 As a consequence of proposing the
diplomatic compromise at the 1995 conference,
South Africa emerged as a leader of the NAM
and a leading player in the field of arms control
and disarmament. Jayantha Dhanapala pointed
out that South Africa’s “moral stature by virtue
of having destroyed its nuclear weapons, (gave)
it tremendous influence”.31

Following the review conference, the NAM
Coordinating Bureau meeting in New York
established a new Standing Committee on
Disarmament chaired by Indonesia, and tasked
with monitoring the implementation of the NPT
and the 1995 NPT conference commitments.
The strengthened review process promised
greater accountability and confidence that
treaty undertakings would be fulfilled. More-
over, it was argued that NAM members would
in future respond forcefully if NPT undertak-
ings were disregarded. However, since 1995 the
NAM has failed to speak with one voice on the
NPT, and the organisation has had limited
impact on influencing the NWS to fulfil their
treaty obligations. Moreover, there remain dif-
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ferences within the NAM between maximalists
and minimalists over the interpretation of treaty
obligations.

Despite South Africa’s limited international
experience in multilateral fora, the diplomatic
momentum of the 1995 conference was main-
tained at the subsequent NPT preparatory com-
mittee (PrepComs) meetings in 1997, 1998 and
1999. The PrepComs became an important part
of the review process as they focus on how the
NPT has been implemented by discussing prin-
ciples, objectives and ways to promote full
implementation of the treaty, with the objective
of forwarding recommendations on these issues
to the 2000 Review Conference. On the issue of
the role of the PrepComs, two views have dom-
inated thinking among participants. Some view
the role of the PrepComs narrowly, suggesting
that they should not be transformed from a
preparatory committee into a decision making
forum. A more liberal view interprets the
PrepCom mandate more broadly, suggesting a
role for reviewing NPT implementation and the
consideration of new principles and objectives
designed to achieve the aims of the treaty.32

South Africa has tended to take a more liberal
approach, seeing the PrepComs as a major
opportunity to promote the goals of the NPT.

In 1997, South Africa again played an impor-
tant role in promoting the agreements reached
at the 1995 NPT Review and Extension Con-
ference. South Africa’s proposal on Security
Assurances was widely supported by NAM
members and was identified as the focus for
extensive debate in the 1997 PrepCom. In
1997, South Africa achieved a significant
breakthrough in obtaining conference agree-
ment for a specific time allocation to discuss
security issues, thereby preventing the NWS’s
continued dominance of the NPT agenda and
conference procedure.33 At the 1998 PrepCom,
South Africa proposed a discussion on nuclear
disarmament as a special topic. The idea was,
however, met with strong opposition by the
US.34

South Africa’s diplomatic role in promoting
nuclear disarmament has been supported by
strong encouragement at the highest level.
South Africa’s political leadership has argued
against the continued deployment of nuclear
weapons and would agree with the Canadian
anti-nuclear campaigner Douglas Roche, that
during the Cold War “it was an outrageous vio-

lation of the human rights of every person in
the world for two states to terrorise each other
with threats of mutual destruction”.35 More-
over, as Muchkund Dubey has stressed, “it is
morally indefensible to force mankind to live
with the means of its own destruction”.36

4. THE 2000 NPT REVIEW CONFERENCE 
AND BEYOND 
South Africa’s diplomatic approach since 1995
has been to advance the “Principle and
Objectives for Nuclear Non-Proliferation and
Disarmament” agreed to at the Extension and
Review Conference by seeking allies, both
inside and outside the NAM, to support reason-
able and practical suggestions. South Africa has
sought to mobilise as much support as possible
for an evolutionary and carefully measured
approach towards nuclear disarmament. A key
element of the diplomatic campaign has been to
separate the NWS and their allies, by convinc-
ing the allies to support resolutions aimed at
long-term global nuclear disarmament. This has
manifested itself in the growing influence of the
New Agenda Coalition comprising Ireland,
Sweden, New Zealand, Brazil, Mexico,
Slovenia, Sweden and South Africa. Behind the
scenes, South Africa has played a decisive role
in the New Agenda Coalition, drafting propos-
als that are widely respected and accepted,
while avoiding the “all or nothing” rhetoric
which usually polarises the nuclear debate.

The New Agenda Coalition’s proposed UN
resolution of December 1998 received 114
votes in favour, and despite significant pressure
from the US, Britain, France and Japan, 12 of
the 16 NATO counties abstained, refusing to
oppose the resolution. Strong opposition and
votes against the resolution came mainly from
the nuclear weapon states, ie. the US, Britain,
France, Russia, India, Israel and Pakistan. The
New Agenda Coalition’s resolution called for
the full implementation of the decisions adopt-
ed at the 1995 NPT conference. The debate on
the resolution provoked a heated exchange on
NATO’s continued reliance on a nuclear first
use strategy. Last year, the South African dele-
gation at the Conference on Disarmament in
Geneva attempted to promote nuclear disarma-
ment by proposing the establishment of a com-
mittee to “deliberate on practical steps for sys-
tematic and progressive efforts to eliminate
nuclear weapons”. According to a member of
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the South African delegation, Peter Goosen,
Pretoria saw “nuclear disarmament as the con-
cern of the entire international community” and
the proposal was meant to avoid “further polari-
sation” between the NWS and the non-NWS. 37

South Africa’s suggestion was motivated by the
stalemate surrounding the failure to ratify and
implement the START II agreement.

Since 1998, South Africa has been a leading
member of the New Agenda Coalition which
has proposed a new detailed agenda aimed at
achieving a nuclear-free world. The New
Agenda Coalition has attempted to move the
nuclear disarmament debate towards middle
ground, by proposing the implementation of a
number of measures – both short-term and
long-term – intended to jump start the nuclear
disarmament process. The New Agenda
Coalition’s strategy is designed to promote a
step-by-step approach without time limits, and
is intended to emphasise achievable objectives.
South Africa’s 1998 proposal to promote
nuclear disarmament drew widespread support
because it was practical and could be accom-
modated within the NPT process. South Africa
called on the NWS to honour three of the 1995
undertakings: implement the CTBT; ban the
production of fissile material; and make “sys-
tematic and progressive efforts” to reduce
nuclear arsenals. With the CTBT and FMCT
under discussion, South Africa proposed a con-
centration on “deliberate and practical steps”
towards nuclear disarmament. However, the
NWS – led by the US – refused to discuss the
proposal. The New Agenda Coalition was moti-
vated by the need to break the nuclear disarma-
ment deadlock and to encourage the NWS to
implement undertakings made at the 1995 NPT
Review and Extension Conference.   

Three NPT Review preparatory committee
meetings have been held since the 1995
Extension and Review Conference. The first
PrepCom formulated comments and proposals
for inclusion into a final declaration, but instead
decided to forward the document as “feed mate-
rial” for the Review Conference. PrepCom II,
meeting in 1998, tried to consolidate the work
of the previous year, but was unable to produce
a final document. The third PrepCom resolved
procedural issues, but failed to produce a detail-
ed proposal for the 2000 Review Conference.
The PrepComs have thus not produced substan-
tial recommendations which could be placed

before the Review Conference. The Prep
Comms have discussed substantive issues, but
have been unable to decide on them and have
thus fallen victim to the “pragmatists” who see
the PrepComs as unable to make substantive
recommendations, as opposed to the “perfec-
tionists” who see the formulation of specific
recommendations as the key task of the
PrepComs in terms of the 1995 NPT Extension
and Review Conference documents.38

4.1 The non-proliferation “yardsticks”
The 1995 NPT Review and Extension
Conference agreed to seven key “yardsticks,”
or means of measuring the implementation of
the NPT. The 2000 Review Conference will be
required to assess the success of implementa-
tion. The yardsticks include: 
• Implementation of the CTBT. The treaty has

been concluded, but without a number of key
ratifications, especially that of the US, it can-
not be implemented.

• Completion of a fissile material production
ban. The FMCT remains deadlocked with
disagreements over the exact quantity of fis-
sile material in the different NWS. (The pro-
motion of a FMCT is designed to develop a
so-called “strategy of suffocation” – prevent-
ing both horizontal and vertical proliferation
by preventing the production and stockpiling
of nuclear materials [highly enriched uranium
and plutonium]. Moreover, any international
agreement on nuclear disarmament would be
impossible if unsafeguarded fissile material
production were not prevented. For success,
adequate verification procedures need to be
implemented in all fissile production and
enrichment facilities not currently subject to
international monitoring. The US [1992],
Russia [1994], Britain [1995] and France
[1996] have all terminated the production of
plutonium for weapons production.)39

• Development of nuclear weapons free zones
in the Middle East and other regions of ten-
sion. A Middle East Nuclear Weapons Free
Zone is unlikely without a lasting settlement
to the Arab-Israeli dispute.

• Establishment of additional security assur-
ances for non-nuclear states – providing cred-
ible nuclear guarantees remain problematic.

• Regular assessment and evaluation of IAEA
safeguard agreements – over 50 states have
not yet concluded safeguard agreements.
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• Provision of sufficient financial and human
resources for the IAEA – far more resources
are required.

• Determined pursuit by the nuclear powers to
reduce and ultimately eliminate nuclear
weapons – most NPT signatories would agree
that progress in this area has been inadequate. 

It is now widely argued that the past five years
since the 1995 Review Conference have not seen
significant progress towards the fulfilment of
NPT undertakings. Moreover, related factors are
also likely to have a negative impact on the 2000
Review Conference. These factors include:
• A deadlock on Russian–US arms control

negotiations, which according to some
observers suggest that “prospects for genuine
nuclear disarmament are now far worse than
a decade ago”.40 The Russian Duma has
failed to ratify the START II agreement,
despite former President Yeltsin’s repeated
requests. The serious delay in the implemen-
tation of START II has led to a failure to
begin substantive discussions on START III.
On 9 April 1997 the State Duma postponed
indefinitely the decision to ratify START II.
(Russian opposition to START has been
motivated by the strong opposition to
NATO’s eastward expansion and concern
that implementation of START II will require
the replacement of existing multiple indepen-
dently targetable re-entry vehicled interconti-
nental ballistic missiles [ICBMs] with several
hundred single warhead ICBMs in order to
maintain nuclear parity with the US.) 

• NATO’s new Strategic Concept, released in
April 1999, confirms the alliance’s commit-
ment to maintain the option of a first use of
nuclear weapons. At the same time, NATO’s
bombing of Yugoslavia without the approval
of the UN Security Council has undermined
the West’s relations with Russia, frustrating
cooperation on arms control.

• India and Pakistan’s nuclear tests gave them
both overt nuclear weapon status, but at the
same time directly undermined the non-pro-
liferation regime established by the 
NPT.41

• Political developments in Russia relating to
conflict in Chechnya and the US Presidential
election scheduled for later this year suggests
that there will be little or no progress on bi-
lateral nuclear disarmament over the short-
term. 

• Evidence of US determination to deploy anti-
ballistic missile (ABM) systems. The
Ballistic Missile Defence Organisation
(BMDO) is seeking $4.5 billion for research,
development, testing and evaluation of mis-
sile defence systems.42 According to recent
reports, the Clinton Administration has
promised a deployment decision as early as
July this year. Both houses of Congress have
already voted to deploy missile defences as
soon as technologically possible. 

• Apparent efforts by some non-NWS such as
Iran to obtain nuclear weapons material and
technology.

• The continued dominance of pro-nuclear ele-
ments within the US defence establishment
who in 1997 convinced President Clinton to
sign a new nuclear directive to accommodate
their perspective.43 The Defence Science
Board’s study of 1998 concluded that the US
would need to maintain a significant nuclear
force until 2010 and beyond. This conclusion
was supported by a major study conducted
jointly by the National Defence University
and Livermore Laboratories. Both studies
asserted the continued importance of nuclear
deterrence and the need to maintain an effec-
tive nuclear capability. The “stockpile stew-
ardship” programme is intended to maintain
and when needed upgrade US nuclear
weapons for the next 10 years.44 According
to independent assessments, a 1998 leaked
Presidential Decision Directive (PDD)
requires the retention of a robust US nuclear
capability for the foreseeable future.45 This
has led some observers to suggest that the US
has given up on arms control and has decided
that nuclear deterrence must be maintained.46

• Compliance with NPT safeguards obligations
in parts of North Korea and Iraq remain
uncertain. 

Although there are a number of issues which
are likely to impede success at the 2000 Review
Conference, nuclear disarmament is expected to
be high on the NAM’s agenda. 

4.2 Nuclear disarmament
In 1962 US President John F Kennedy suggest-
ed that “every man, woman and child lives
under a nuclear sword of Damocles, hanging by
the slenderest of threads, capable of being cut at
any moment by accident or miscalculation or
by madness. The weapons of war must be abol-
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ished before they abolish us”.47 President
Kennedy’s words are as true today as they were
almost 40 years ago. In addition to the threat of
nuclear destruction, it is now widely contended,
especially by NAM members, that over the
long-term, nuclear non-proliferation can be sus-
tained only if complemented by nuclear disar-
mament. Without meaningful nuclear disarma-
ment, the horizontal proliferation of nuclear
weapons, irrespective of the NPT, remains a
serious risk and is likely to become more urgent
as increasing numbers of developing countries
acquire the technology needed to produce
nuclear weapons.48

In recent years a number of carefully consid-
ered and detailed studies have been offered as a
path towards total nuclear disarmament. These
include the Henry L Stimson Centres’ Second
Report of the Steering Committee Project on
Eliminating Weapons of Mass Destruction;
Report of the US-Japan Study Group on Arms
Control and Non-Proliferation After the Cold
War; National Academy of Sciences’ report on
The Future of United States’ Nuclear Weapons
Policy; the Canberra Commission on the
Elimination of Nuclear Weapons; the Tokyo
Forum’s Facing Nuclear Danger; the Commit-
tee on Nuclear Policy’s Jump-START: Retak-
ing the Initiative to Reduce Post-Cold War
Nuclear Dangers; and the 1999 Report by the
Committee on Nuclear Policy (Stimson
Centre).

The various disarmament studies broadly
support the contention of the Canberra Report
calling for the elimination of nuclear weapons
based on three main propositions: the destruc-
tive power of nuclear weapons robs them of
any military utility and renders them politically
and morally indefensible; nuclear weapons can-
not be retained in perpetuity and never used
either on purpose, or by mistake; their posses-
sion by some countries is a major incentive for
others to acquire nuclear weapons. The disar-
mament proposals have been supported by an
International Court of Justice (ICJ) decision
ruling that the use of nuclear weapons is unlaw-
ful and goes against the principles of humani-
tarian law.49

A number of retired military officers have
also come out in favour of total nuclear disar-
mament. Former head of the US Strategic
Command General Lee Butler has contended
that nuclear disarmament is a “moral impera-

tive”. According to Butler, “accepting nuclear
weapons as the ultimate arbiter of conflict con-
demns the world to live under a dark cloud of
perpetual anxiety”.50 The studies on the future
of nuclear weapons reach basically the same
conclusions: nuclear weapons are unusable,
immoral, illegal and totally unacceptable as an
element of security policy. There is no moral,
or legal argument which can justify the contin-
ued possession of nuclear weapons by some
countries and not by others. Moreover, horizon-
tal proliferation cannot be stopped without ter-
minating vertical proliferation. 

The proposals to promote total nuclear disar-
mament appear, however, to enjoy only limited
support within defence decision-making circles
of the NWS where they tend to be regarded as
unrealistic and utopian. Furthermore, all of the
proposals for nuclear disarmament are based on
the premise that the end of the Cold War has
created conditions that will facilitate the rapid
reduction and elimination of nuclear wea-
pons.51 During the early 1980s, the Harvard
Nuclear Study Group conducted a major inves-
tigation into the role and future of nuclear
weapons. It concluded that it was simply
“atomic escapism” to suggest that one day
nuclear weapons would disappear. In their
opinion, nuclear weapons could not be abol-
ished, thus “mankind must learn to live with
them”. Their central thesis was that nuclear
weapons had been invented and the knowledge
to manufacture could not be lost – they could
not be disinvented.52

The debate on the future of nuclear weapons
has produced three main schools of thought:
• The Optimists: Nuclear weapons can be elim-

inated over the next few years in the same
way that chemical and biological weapons
were banned.53

• The Pessimists: Nuclear disarmament will
remain an elusive goal, while the NWS con-
tinue to rely on nuclear weapons for defence,
other threshold states will cross the barrier to
join the nuclear club, gradually undermining
the NPT and the whole nuclear non-prolifera-
tion regime. Leading “disarmament pes-
simist” Michael Quinlain suggests that
nuclear disarmament does not form part of a
“realistic agenda” since it will be politically
and physically impossible for several decades
to come. He contends that nuclear abolition is
an admirable “long term aspiration” to keep
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in mind, “but it is not in practical terms a sen-
sible policy goal now.”54

• The Realistic Optimists: There have been
steps towards nuclear disarmament over the
past decade and that process is likely to con-
tinue. But progress towards total nuclear dis-
armament will be slow and the final goal may
not be achievable. In the long-term, the world
may have to settle for “virtual nuclear” arse-
nals in the hands of the existing nuclear
states; that is, a small number of dismantled
nuclear weapons stored separately, and some
distance, from delivery vehicles.

Under present conditions in the international
system, the “realistic optimists” appear to pre-
sent the most convincing argument. More time
is needed to build a post–Cold War internation-
al system based on trust and mutual confidence.
Greater effort needs to be directed at confi-
dence building measures, cooperative threat
reduction and conflict prevention. Global con-
ventional disarmament also needs to be acceler-
ated with a view to supporting diplomatic solu-
tions to international, and national, disagree-
ments rather than relying on the use of force. In
other words, an appropriate environment needs
to be established before further and significant
denuclearisation can occur.

CONCLUSION: A COMPROMISE FOR THE 2000
NPT REVIEW CONFERENCE? 
The 2000 Review Conference will be called on
to propose a way to ensure the full implementa-
tion of the NPT and the undertakings made in
1995. The pre-conference scholarly debate has
suggested three options for the way forward:
• Restructure the NPT regime: Some commen-

tators believe the entire NPT system has
failed and needs to be restructured.55 This
will require a major redrafting of the NPT
itself and a rethink on the PrepCom system. 

• A “peasant’s revolt”: Frank Blackaby has
suggested that the non-NWS should issue a
warning to the NWS demanding that within
two years, undertakings made at the 1995
conference are fulfilled.56 Failing which,
non-NWS will withdraw en masse from the
NPT. The threat of a “peasant’s revolt”
would be intended to force the NWS to
implement a comprehensive disarmament
programme. 

• Compromise: This implies finding a way to
renew confidence in the NPT, despite present

difficulties, and strengthen the non-prolifera-
tion regime where possible. 

Many commentators are predicting serious dis-
agreements at the 2000 NPT Review Confer-
ence, mainly on the grounds that the NWS have
not done enough to reduce their nuclear weapon
stockpiles in terms of Article VI of the NPT.
Fulfilment of the other yardsticks have also not
been impressive and are expected to elicit
strong criticism from conference attendees.
Once again the NPT is endangered and once
again a state, or group of states, needs to pro-
pose a reasonable compromise which will prop
up the NPT for another five years and restore
confidence in the nuclear non-proliferation
regime as a whole.

In 1995 Foreign Minister Nzo urged that the
NPT “should not be placed in jeopardy” and
therefore agreed to support permanent exten-
sion. South Africa needs to seek an acceptable
compromise to ensure that the NPT is not
placed in jeopardy at the 2000 Review
Conference. The non-proliferation regime
depends on the broad consensus of all partici-
pants. Despite the fact that progress on imple-
menting the 1995 undertakings has not been
sufficient, the 2000 Review Conference needs
to build a consensus on the argument that the
NPT remains the key to nuclear disarmament
over the longer term. 

One of the central questions is how to
encourage the NWS to implement past disarma-
ment undertakings. The NWS appear to be
unmoved by past criticisms and constantly
ignore UN resolutions admonishing them to
implement agreements. (Since the establish-
ment of the UN, the General Assembly has reg-
ularly passed resolutions calling for nuclear dis-
armament.) South Africa increasingly argues in
favour of mobilising the support of allies of the
NWS, especially NATO members, for the reso-
lutions of the New Coalition Agenda. The
NWS have been dismissive of NAM criticism,
but are likely to be more responsive to the criti-
cism of NATO members.57

Besides reiterating the need to fulfil under-
takings agreed to at the 1995 Conference, a
compromise for the 2000 Review Conference
could include: 
• Increased involvement of the NAM in

nuclear disarmament. The NAM has a long
history of opposition to nuclear weapons and
should be mobilised for more active partici-
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pation in the global disarmament debate.58

This will ensure broader NAM acceptance of
the NPT, despite the treaty’s inherent weak-
nesses. (This should include increased trans-
parency of nuclear suppliers groups and a
greater sharing of information on peaceful
nuclear technology.)

• An increased role for non-governmental
organisations (NGOs), especially in NAM
countries. The NGO non-proliferation net-
work within NAM countries should be
enhanced in support of the larger more com-
plex networks in the North. NGOs can pro-
pose new ideas and debate issues more
broadly, providing practical suggestions for
security professionals and policy makers.59

The role of NGOs as international pressure
groups needs to be enhanced in order to pro-
vide a more effective voice for nuclear disar-
mament.

• Accepting that nuclear disarmament for the
medium term is essentially a bilateral process
between Russia and the US, the 2000 Review
Conference should adopt a more focused
approach, concentrating on achievable out-
comes. Russian and US implementation of
the START agreements would have a signifi-
cant positive impact on the nuclear non-pro-
liferation regime. The Conference should
thus request an undertaking from Russia and
the US that the terms of the START I agree-
ment will be fulfilled as promised by 5
December 2001. A convincing mechanism
for a representative group of NPT signatories
to verify START I undertakings should also
be established.60

• Request an undertaking from Russia and the
US to stick to bilateral nuclear disarmament
in terms of the START II agreement (3500
deployed strategic warheads) with NPT 
signatory verification of fulfilment by 31
December 2007. (At the Helsinki Summit
during March 1997, Presidents Clinton and
Yeltsin both agreed to extend the implemen-
tation time for START II and to commence
negotiations on START III with a proposed
limit of 2500 strategic warheads.) 

• Call for the removal of 10% of nuclear
weapons from alert status per year – to be
completed by the 2010 NPT review confer-
ence. De-alerting nuclear weapons has been
opposed in the past, but gradual change could
be an acceptable compromise. 

• Propose a START IV treaty, with the objec-
tive of limiting Russia and the US to 1000 vir-
tual nuclear weapons each, thereby shifting
the emphasis from unrealistic demands for
total nuclear disarmament which are counter-
productive. In the long-term, complete
nuclear disarmament is not impossible, but
unlikely. (Any state with a secret nuclear pro-
gramme could emerge as a major military
power able to exercise nuclear blackmail over
disarmed former NWS, or other, states.) The
best hope is for “virtual nuclear arsenals”
which implies the prohibition of assembled,
ready-to-use nuclear weapons. Virtual nuclear
weapons would mean a separation of war-
heads from delivery vehicles requiring a sig-
nificant period of time and easily detected
assembly for use. Virtual nuclear weapons
would marginalise the role of nuclear wea-
pons in global politics, eliminate the possibili-
ty of accidental or unauthorised launch, while
reinforcing the non-proliferation regime.61

• Establish an ongoing dialogue between
NGOs and uniformed military personnel in
the NWS. The military have traditionally
been the strongest opponents of arms control
and disarmament. Debate with political lead-
ers and civilian officials continues to have
limited impact on defence planning in the
NWS. Cold War era defence planners need to
be involved in the dialogue on nuclear disar-
mament and need to be encouraged to devel-
op defence strategies which exclude nuclear
weapons. (Former US arms control negotia-
tor Paul Nitze has suggested that the
Pentagon should consider shifting its reliance
on nuclear weapons to deterrence, based on
smart conventional capability.)62

• Promote a global denuclearisation environ-
ment by enhancing the conditions for nuclear
disarmament through limiting arms trade of
conventional weapons, and seeking ways to
deinstitutionalise war. This could be
advanced via regional forums designed to
promote trust and confidence building;
increased dialogue between armed forces of
different nations and the significant reduction
in international arms trade.63 This process
should have as a long-term aim the delegit-
imising of nuclear weapons.

The long-term future of the NPT depends on
the consensus of signatories. Without the sup-
port of NAM members, the NPT will gradually
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be undermined. Signatories can at any time
invoke their rights under Article X.1 of the
NPT and withdraw from the treaty. Erosion of
confidence in the NPT would have very serious
consequences for the nuclear non-proliferation
regime as a whole and could lead to widespread
nuclear proliferation. South Africa can play a
role in finding a compromise at the 2000
Review Conference, but should adopt a more
focused approach in supporting the NPT. The

New Agenda Coalition’s proposals remain too
ambitious and unrealistic under present condi-
tions in the global strategic environment. The
New Agenda Coalition’s agenda should be less
ambitious and more achievable. Whatever the
outcome of the Review Conference, South
Africa should at all times be guided by former
Foreign Minister Nzo’s belief that “security is
provided by nuclear disarmament rather than by
nuclear proliferation”. 
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INTRODUCTION
If we take a look at how nuclear proliferation
and nuclear questions are tackled by the
German public or in decision making circles, a
strange contradiction is discovered. With
regard to public and political attention, we have
the bizarre disparity between complete non-
attention most of the time and occasional erup-
tions of nuclear hysteria. Usually, proliferation
is a non-issue in Germany and in most of the
European North Atlantic Treaty Organisation
(NATO) countries. Nuclear questions are
debated only by a small group of nuclear
dinosaurs in military or academic circles –
something like inhabitants of a nuclear Jurassic
Park. 

If, however, some ounces of plutonium are
found in German airports, or if France,
Pakistan or India resume nuclear testing, then
nuclear weapons suddenly make their way back
into the headlines of the German press. Public
attention peaks to some hysterical reactions and
one witnesses a surprising, practically over-
night, increase in the number of nuclear
“experts” for nuclear test simulations, comput-
erised fusion models and nuclear physics, until
the topic is once again dumped into oblivion. 

There are, of course, a number of experts on
proliferation in the German Foreign Ministry
and in the Ministry of Defence – however, I
could mention only a handful of German par-
liamentarians – among the 669 members of the
Bundestag who seriously care about the ques-
tion of nuclear non-proliferation. Even related
issues such as ballistic missile defence, which
presently rates quite high on the transatlantic
security agenda, are confined to a small group

of experts in the decision-making circles. This
situation has not changed significantly with the
new government, notwithstanding the fact that
one coalition partner – the Greens – has its
political roots at least partly in the protest
movement against American nuclear weapons
in the 1970s and 1980s.

It is therefore difficult for me to present the
German position on nuclear non-proliferation,
since there is no such thing – at least not in the
form of a broad political consensus supported
by the public. I would therefore like to share
some thoughts on what ought to be the German
position on the proliferation problem. Two
main issues will be discussed here:
• Why should Germans care at all about

nuclear proliferation? What are the dangers
we face?

• What should be done about it? What steps
could Germany take to help take on these
challenges? This second aspect will be divid-
ed into some sub-questions.

1. WHY CARE?
So then, why should Germany care at all about
the issue of nuclear non-proliferation? What
are the threats in that field and what are the
implications?

Let me begin with a general observation. The
fact that Germany and other European coun-
tries have become complacent about the threat
of nuclear proliferation led political and mili-
tary circles – from the early 1990s on – to the
illusion of denuclearisation. There seemed to
be widespread consensus that the value of
nuclear weapons as a “currency” for political
weight and influence had decreased significant-
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ly. Hence, they ought to be disarmed complete-
ly. Examples of the denuclearisation trend
include the 1996 decision of the International
Court to put the legitimacy of nuclear weapons
into question. Only a couple of weeks later, the
Canberra Commission – a high ranking expert
group appointed by the Australian government
– argued in favour of the global abolition of
nuclear weapons. Even high ranking American
generals such as General Lee Butler or the
retired NATO-SACEUR Andrew Goodpaster
expressed support for the idea of total nuclear
disarmament.

Parallel to these tendencies, however, an
opposite trend of renuclearisation broke path in
recent years. Two particular developments
point clearly in that direction: first, there are
clear signs that the Russian military elite
intends to base the future military strategy
much more on nuclear forces as a compensation
for diminishing conventional capabilities.
According to this view, shrinking military bud-
gets, increasing military disintegration and the
loss of conventional fighting power can only be
outweighed by a stronger reliance on Russia’s
nuclear posture.

And there is a second trend which is even
more important but hardly taken notice of. We
have to face the fact that all efforts at non-pro-
liferation, as strict as they may be, will only
slow down and not entirely stop the spread of
nuclear weapons. There is a danger that new
nuclear players will emerge because the
demand for the nuclear bomb as the perceived
ultimate weapon will remain in many regions.
In addition, more and more states will achieve
the ability to develop these weapons on their
own – with or without foreign technology sup-
port. Nuclear weapons are frequently seen as
the “great power equaliser”. Some smaller
countries regard nuclear weapons as the only
means to cope with the unmatchable conven-
tional power of Western industrial countries,
and in particular of the United States (US). And
there is no doubt that nuclear weapons increase
significantly the political options of a possessor
state, in turn reducing the options against a
nuclear power. It is hardly possible to signifi-
cantly punish a nuclear armed country.

The problem is further aggravated by the
fact that the disintegration of the nuclear sector
in Russia and illicit nuclear trade might wash
nuclear technology and expertise into the trou-

ble spots of the world. This issue, frequently
described as the “lose nukes problem”, is cer-
tainly one of the major challenges in the field of
nuclear proliferation. In consequence, for all
the reasons just outlined, the number of nuclear
players in the world is going to increase – hope-
fully slowly, but certainly steadily. 

In that context, nuclear testing conducted by
India and Pakistan in 1998 had two crucial con-
sequences. On the one hand, it refuted simplistic
models of a nuclear free world put forward by
nuclear “abolitionists” who have intellectually
linked total nuclear disarmament to the end of
Cold War hostilities. Instead, India defined its
nuclear capability not in terms of threats and
responses, but  as a key element for its claim on
world power status. On the other hand, the tests
put the problem of nuclear weapons back on the
political agenda. 

The imminent danger posed by the possibility
of new nuclear nations, by vastly oversized
nuclear arsenals as a legacy of the Cold War or
by the potential spread of weapon technology
from the crumbling nuclear sector in Russia,
should certainly find more interest in Germany
compared to previous times. 

The reasons why Germany and other
European allies ought to be concerned are obvi-
ous. At least three major dangers could emerge
from uncontrolled nuclear proliferation – and I
am not talking about the residual threat of a
Russian nuclear strike, because this is the most
unlikely contingency:
• More probable is the danger of NATO forces

coming under a nuclear threat in crisis man-
agement operations beyond self-defence.
Imagine what could have happened if the
Serbian forces in Kosovo had of had access
to nuclear weapons?

• There is the danger of a nuclear threat against
countries allied with the US or with NATO –
comparable to the chemical threat against
Israel in the Gulf War. 

• What about the danger of third countries
using weapons of mass destruction against
each other? What if Iran employs a nuclear
weapon against Iraq – a remote scenario per-
haps? This would hardly violate Germany’s
vital interest since no ally would be involved.
But Iran would have broken the nuclear taboo
which has existed now for more than five
decades. How would one then re-establish the
principle of non-use of nuclear weapons? 
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2. SLOWING DOWN THE SPREAD
This leads to my second major question: what
ought to be done to slow down the spread of
nuclear weapons? I would suggest four points
that should be taken into account:
• The preservation of “classical” non-prolifera-

tion based on the existing regimes of bans,
export controls and inspections supervised by
the International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA).

• Prevention of the actual use of nuclear
weapons – be it an accidental launch or pur-
poseful employment of a nuclear explosive
against a perceived adversary.

• Nuclear disarmament, i.e. the controlled
reduction of nuclear arsenals to an absolute
minimum of nuclear weapons.

• Maintaining the safety and security of exist-
ing nuclear stockpiles and particularly the
lose nukes problem in the former Soviet
Union.

I will briefly discuss each of these topics,
beginning with classical non-proliferation and
Germany’s position in that regard.

For some observers, India’s and Pakistan’s
nuclear tests marked the end of traditional non-
proliferation policy along the lines of the Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT), simply because the
existing legal framework had evidently failed to
limit the number of nuclear states to five or six
countries. The US Senate’s decision of October
last year not to ratify the test ban treaty was
seen as another nail in the NPT’s coffin. Such a
harsh verdict, however, underestimates the suc-
cesses of the NPT regime – not least the fact
that South Africa scraped its nuclear warheads
before joining the NPT. To write off classical
non-proliferation also tends to forget that we do
not have that many alternatives to limit the
spread of nuclear weapons. 

Nevertheless, the conditions for the NPT
Review Conference in New York next month,
are not very promising. In the consultations
Germany started last autumn with allies and
partners like the US, France and Japan, it
became obvious that the major goal will be to
prevent further erosion of the NPT process. To
achieve that goal, Germany is highly interested
in a common position within the European
Union. This is all the more true, since the
European nuclear powers, France and the
United Kingdom, have steered a reasonable,
careful and transparent course with regard to

their nuclear weapons. A European position
should regard the decisions taken at the 1995
NPT Conference, which aimed at a further evo-
lution of the non-proliferation regime, as not
negotiable. Instead, Germany will opt for the
realisation of the Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty (CTBT), for taking up negotiations on
fissile material cut-off, for transparency and
confidence building with regard to nuclear
weapons and for putting excess fissile material
under IAEA safeguards. In that context, we
should not underestimate the role of non-gov-
ernmental organisations in organising informal
dialogues with countries such as Pakistan or
India to increase mutual transparency.

That leads to my second point: we should
focus not only on nuclear non-proliferation –
we should also be concerned about the danger
of any actual use of nuclear weapons. Given
that the world’s existing nuclear arsenals, as
well as the number of nuclear players, is going
to increase, the challenge is not only to limit the
further spread of nuclear weapons but also to
prevent the employment of an atomic explosive
– be it inadvertently or intentionally as an
aggressive act.

With regard to the danger of an accidental
launch of nuclear weapons, there is not much
that Germany can do as a non-nuclear country.
Since Germany is a key member in a nuclear
alliance which is NATO, and as a close ally to
the US, it could, however, at least bring some
political leverage into play. With regard to the
nuclear powers, Germany should argue in
favour of nuclear de-alerting, i.e. taking as
many nuclear weapons off the launch-ready
mode as strategically possible. Another aspect
of lengthening the nuclear fuse is a more tech-
nical one and concerns the protection of nuclear
warheads once they are deployed in military
sites. In NATO, all nuclear weapons are pro-
tected by so-called Permissive Action Links
(PALs), which are a type of electronic lock.
Particularly with regard to India and Pakistan,
none of these countries has such sophisticated
means at its disposal to protect nuclear weapons
effectively from unauthorised or unintended
use. It would be a reassuring measure if particu-
larly the US could share some of its technical
hardware and expertise with India and Pakistan
to help secure the existing weaponry. Critics
might argue that this would reward instead of
penalise these countries for their “going
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nuclear”. However, even harsh sanctions are
unlikely to restore the status-quo ante by forc-
ing either India or Pakistan to renounce their
newly gained nuclear status. It is therefore
inevitable to accept the reality and to examine
ways to improve the existing situation. 

But what about the intentional use of nuclear
weapons in a future “multinuclear world”?
Among the “soon to be” members of the
nuclear club there might be a number of funda-
mentalist, radical, aggressive and unreliable
states (I avoid the term “rogue state”). These
rascal states of religious or ideological zealots
might be in strong opposition to Western values
or to the industrial world in general. What is
more, those players in world politics might not
have learned the lessons of Cold War deter-
rence, which have led to five decades of non-
use of nuclear weapons. In a crisis, they might
deploy nuclear weapons against a regional
adversary or – even worse – against Western
industrialised countries that they are ideologi-
cally opposed to. 

Any use of a nuclear explosive – even if it is
in a regional context in, for example, Northern
Africa or Asia – might transform the interna-
tional system more profoundly than the col-
lapse of the Soviet Union. There therefore
remains the necessity for two elements that are
often neglected in the non-proliferation context:
deterrence and defence. Both options are cer-
tainly no “silver bullets” to cope with all
nuclear risks and challenges, but they are cer-
tainly options one might want to have at one’s
disposal in a concrete crisis.

Deterrence is one of the classical choices to
keep other countries from threatening or even
using nuclear weapons or other means of mass
destruction against other countries. This
includes not only deterrence by conventional
military power, but nuclear deterrence as well.
With the end of the superpower confrontation,
however, the role of nuclear deterrence has
changed and is increasingly seen in the context
of  biological or chemical weapons threats. The
successful prevention of Saddam Hussein using
chemical weapons against Israel supports the
expectation that nuclear deterrence can work,
also beyond the East–West framework. 

Defence, which includes for instance mea-
sures of force protection or missile defence, is
also one element in the entire spectrum of mea-
sures to cope with nuclear challenges. How-

ever, defence is also far from being a cure-all
for weapons of mass destruction threats, since it
is not at all sure whether measures such as mis-
sile defence will prove to be effective against
“asymmetrical threats” (weapons delivery by
civil aircraft, World Trade Centre scenarios).

3. NUCLEAR ARMS CONTROL
The third area we should be concerned about in
the context of nuclear non-proliferation is the
issue of nuclear arms control. Like the previous
question of how to avoid a nuclear use, nuclear
arms control is another issue in which Germany
as a nuclear “have not” has a vivid interest but
only a limited say.

There is no doubt that the arsenals of the two
nuclear superpowers – Russia and the US – are
vastly oversized. Nuclear disarmament is there-
fore of crucial importance. The nuclear arms
control process as represented in the Strategic
Arms Reduction Treaty (START) II process is,
however, stalled and its future is uncertain. The
Russian Duma has not yet ratified the treaty
and is not going to do so in the near future. The
present policy of the US Senate is also not
helpful in terms of reviving nuclear arms con-
trol. This is all the more regrettable since par-
ticularly Russia will hardly be able to finance
more than 500–1000 operable nuclear launchers
and a slightly higher number of warheads in the
medium-term.

One option to overcome many of these diffi-
culties would be the concept of unilateral cuts,
which would impose political leverage on the
other side to follow that path. Unilateral reduc-
tions announced by the US would enable the
Russian side to proclaim similar “initiatives” to
realise their inevitable nuclear cuts in a face-
saving manner.

4. NUCLEAR LEAKAGE
The final area of concern in the field of nuclear
non-proliferation is the danger of  nuclear leak-
ages from the former Soviet Union – the so-
called lose nukes issue. The key question is
how to dismantle the nuclear legacy of the Cold
War in a safe and reliable manner. Particularly
the insecurity of fissile material in Russia repre-
sents a serious challenge to the international
non-proliferation regime. Large-scale leakage
of weapons, materials or expertise from the for-
mer Soviet Union would seriously damage, or
perhaps even destroy, the non-proliferation
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regime by making weapons capabilities avail-
able to potential proliferators, both state and
non-state actors. Stabilising the Russian nuclear
sector is one of the key challenges for the peri-
od immediately ahead. Since 1992 there has
been an international effort led by the US’s so-
called Nunn-Lugar Programme to help Russia
and other successor states of the Soviet Union,
dismantle their excess nuclear weaponry and
delivery systems, to safely store nuclear
weapons components, to create safeguards
against proliferation and the spread of nuclear
expertise, and to assist in defence conversion
efforts. The lions share of the money for these
activities came from the US. 

Given the geographical proximity of
Germany to Russia, we should certainly do
more to take on a challenge that might affect
our vital security interests. But this is not only
an obligation for Germany. Contributing to the
enhancement of nuclear security in the former
Soviet Union should be an urgent priority of all
states that possess the financial or technical
ability to help. International engagement must
be increased if this problem is to be addressed
successfully.

CONCLUSION
These four aspects outline the views that
Germany should have on the risks and dangers

of nuclear non-proliferation. But as I said at the
outset, it is not so much a problem to find
agreement among experts on these kinds of
questions. What Germany is really lacking is a
sufficient level of political and public aware-
ness regarding these dangers. Such awareness is
an inevitable precondition for taking the neces-
sary steps to cope with these challenges. 

Alas, Germany – like many other European
countries – is plagued by political and public
indifference with regard to proliferation. The
result is an inconsistent policy. For instance,
almost a year ago Germany signed an agree-
ment at the NATO summit in Washington to
significantly improve NATO’s military and
technical capabilities for taking on the dangers
posed by nuclear proliferation. Such an obliga-
tion has unquestionably major financial impli-
cations – it will cost money. At the same time,
Germany has significantly reduced its defence
budget in an unprecedented manner. By 2002,
Germany will rank 18th out of the 19 NATO
countries, in terms of the percentage of its gross
national production spent on defence.

This is certainly not a promising sign for
Germany’s preparedness to deal with nuclear
non-proliferation. Neglecting these dangers will
not only undermine Germany’s security, but
will also weaken Germany’s position both
within NATO and on the international arena.



INTRODUCTION
Pakistan’s policy regarding the issue of non-
proliferation has remained clear and consistent
from the beginning. Pakistan has always sup-
ported the international community’s efforts
towards the attainment of non-proliferation
objectives. In fact, between 1984 and 1986
Pakistan supported all 10 resolutions concern-
ing the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty
(CTBT) at the United Nations (UN) General
Assembly.

Every government in Pakistan has supported
the CTBT in principle. As far back as 1963,
Pakistan signed the Partial Test Ban Treaty
(PTBT) and ratified it in 1988. During negotia-
tions for the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
(NPT), Pakistan proposed a test ban and fissile
materials production cut-off to create a more
balanced set of responsibilities between the
nuclear weapon states (NWS) and the non-
NWS. In 1987, Pakistan as part of its efforts to
find a solution to the problem of nuclear prolif-
eration in South Asia – proposed a regional test
ban. During the 1991 PTBT amendment con-
ference, Pakistan joined other non-aligned
countries in rejecting the argument that nuclear
testing was necessary for deterrence. Pakistan
has always been supportive of a comprehensive
test ban, and even agreed in 1979 to accede to
the NPT simultaneously with India.

1. REGIONAL ASPECTS ESSENTIAL
Pakistan has always believed that a regional
approach to non-proliferation and disarmament
is complementary to international endeavours
towards these objectives. We believe that with-
out taking into consideration the regional

aspects of non-proliferation it would not be
possible for such states as Pakistan, which face
strategic security threats, to adhere to provi-
sions such as the NPT. Since the first Indian
nuclear test in 1974, Pakistan made several
proposals to keep the region free of nuclear
weapons. These proposals included:
• Establishment of a nuclear weapons free

zone in South Asia – 1974.
• Joint declaration renouncing the acquisition

or manufacture of nuclear weapons – 1979.
• Mutual inspection of nuclear facilities –

1979.
• Simultaneous adherence to the NPT by India

and Pakistan – 1979.
• Simultaneous acceptance of International

Atomic Energy Agency safeguards on all
nuclear facilities – 1979.

• Bilateral/regional nuclear test ban – 1987.
• Conference on nuclear non-proliferation in

South Asia – 1991.
• Zero missile zone in South Asia – 1973.
• No war pact – 1997.
All these proposals were, however, rejected by
India and were largely ignored by the interna-
tional community.

Pakistan’s consistent efforts to have a fool-
proof nuclear non-proliferation regime realised
in South Asia have never been met with a
favourable response from India. The interna-
tional community has also failed to redress
Pakistan’s legitimate concern in this regard.
They have been unable to appreciate that in the
presence of an outstanding problem such as
Kashmir, in accordance with the UN Security
Council’s resolutions, coupled with serious
security threats from our neighbour, we would
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not be in a position unilaterally to support a
nuclear non-proliferation regime.

2. MAINTAINING STRATEGIC BALANCE
Pakistan never wanted to go nuclear. However,
nuclear testing conducted by India in May 1998,
accompanied by serious open threats to Paki-
stan, did not leave any option for us to restore
the strategic balance in the region, warding off
our neighbour’s hegemonic designs. There was
a distinct possibility that India could have mis-
calculated Pakistan’s capabilities and thus car-
ried out a military adventure against it.

Pakistan’s response to the Indian nuclear test
was therefore indispensable for preserving the
fragile peace in South Asia, as well as safe-
guarding Pakistan’s independence and territori-
al integrity. This was not a decision based on
choice, but in fact something that was imposed
on us. Bearing in mind our legitimate security
concerns, Pakistan’s nuclear capability is now
an integral part of its defence and deterrence
doctrine.

In the aftermath of the May 1998 nuclear
tests by India and Pakistan, the NPT has
become irrelevant, as it recognises only those
states as nuclear powers that have manufac-
tured and exploded a nuclear weapon or other
nuclear explosive prior to 1 January 1967. In
order for Pakistan to join the NPT it will there-
fore have to roll back its nuclear programme
which is not a practical proposition. Pakistan’s
nuclear capabilities now constitute an integral
part of its defence doctrine. Given India’s pre-
ponderance in conventional forces and its hege-
monic policies, Pakistan cannot afford to give
up its nuclear deterrent. Pakistan’s reliance on
nuclear capability for its independence and ter-
ritorial integrity is therefore absolute. Pakistan
should not be expected to come on board the
NPT as a non-NWS.

Pakistan does not require additional nuclear
explosive tests. Accordingly, we are observing
a unilateral moratorium on further testing. The
government of Pakistan has already initiated a
public debate on the question of the CTBT with
a view to evolving a national consensus on our

signature. A decision in this regard will be
taken in conformity with the people’s aspira-
tions and in the larger interests of Pakistan.

Pakistan is looking forward to the com-
mencement of negotiations in the conference on
disarmament at Geneva for a non-discriminato-
ry, multilateral, international and effectively
verifiable treaty banning the production of fis-
sile materials for nuclear weapons or other
nuclear devices. It cannot, however, accept a
unilateral or multilateral moratorium on the
production of fissile materials pending the con-
clusion of a treaty in Geneva.

3. PROPOSALS FOR STRATEGIC AND 
CONVENTIONAL RESTRAINT REGIMES
Arms races are intrinsically spiralling and can
have disastrous consequences. Pakistan there-
fore does not want to enter into an arms race
with India. It is in this spirit that Pakistan in
October 1998 put forth several proposals
geared at establishing strategic and convention-
al restraint regimes in South Asia. These pro-
posals envisage steps for preventing a nuclear
and ballistic missiles race, the establishment of
a risk reduction mechanism, the avoidance of
nuclear conflict, formalising a moratorium on
nuclear testing, non-induction of anti-ballistic
and submarine launched ballistic missiles,
adherence to the doctrine of minimum nuclear
deterrence and the mutual and balanced reduc-
tion of conventional forces and armaments.

CONCLUSION
Pakistan is unilaterally and irrevocably commit-
ted not to transfer sensitive technology, materi-
al and equipment to any third country. Ade-
quate laws and procedures already exist in the
country to prevent any unauthorised tangible
and intangible transfer. But Pakistan is not
complacent. We have been engaged in detailed
discussions with the United States, the Euro-
pean Union, Japan, etc. to further strengthen
our export control procedures and to plug any
loopholes. The government has already an-
nounced the establishment of a high level
authority to deal with these sensitive matters.



INTRODUCTION
The federal government of Russia regards
nuclear proliferation, and indeed the prolifera-
tion of any weapon of mass destruction, as a
major threat to both national and international
security. This was clearly stated in the national
security concept decreed by President Putin in
January this year.

In this context I would like to stress that the
Russian government appreciates any step that
contributes to strengthening the non-prolifera-
tion regime, especially such courageous and
responsible acts as renouncing the possession
of nuclear weapons. And I would like to com-
mend the government of South Africa for tak-
ing this step several years ago. South Africa
indeed blazed this trail, which has been fol-
lowed by a number of other countries. Ukraine,
Belarus and Kazakhstan also renounced posses-
sion of nuclear weapons after the dissolution of
the Soviet Union.

1. NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION AND NATIONAL
SECURITY
The Russian government regards nuclear pro-
liferation as a key threat to national security. A
reason for this is because Russia is quite close
to an arch of nuclear threshold countries and
conflict-prone regions. Russia indeed is closer
than any other nuclear power to regions of
potential nuclear confrontation. This alone
pushes the Russian government to be very
active in promoting nuclear non-proliferation. 

Another reason is that the Russian govern-
ment, and indeed the nation, is confronted with
the increased threat of international terrorism.
The abject ruthlessness with which Chechen

terrorists killed in mass terrorist blasts 1500
people in Moscow and elsewhere last year, and
the ruthlessness with which elementary chemi-
cal weapons were used in Grosny against feder-
al troops and the civilian population of the
town, show that we are confronted with a res-
olute and staunch opposition to human lives at
a massive scale. 

And it is very fortunate that the Federal
Security Service prevented any leakage of
nuclear fissile materials from the Russian
army’s military depots into the hands of these
terrorists.

2. THE NPT AND ITS FUTURE
The Russian Federation believes that the
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) could
be strengthened along the following five lines:
• Continuing nuclear disarmament with the

preservation of the current strategic stability
regime. 

• Introducing the Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty (CTBT) worldwide and ensuring its
practical application. 

• Enhancing the export control of nuclear fis-
sile materials and related nuclear technolo-
gies.

• Universalising the NPT, ie. spreading its
influence to regions where traditional ani-
mosities and hostilities unfortunately thrive,
such as South Asia and the Middle East.

• Settling regional conflicts, especially in the
areas mentioned previously. 

Attacking the NPT problem along these lines
is, however, becoming increasingly difficult. 

We are confronted with a set of dangers and
factors of unpredictability that will surely make
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the forthcoming NPT Review Conference a dif-
ficult endeavour. 

3. DANGERS AND FACTORS OF 
UNPREDICTABILITY
The first danger I see is the concentrated
attempt by a number of Western governments,
including the most powerful nuclear states, to
create first class security for themselves at the
expense of the security of other members of the
NPT regime. This effort is translated into prac-
tical, and indeed dangerous, actions. 

The federal government of Russia is con-
cerned that the United States (US) government
is embarking upon the path of deploying a
nationwide anti-ballistic missile (ABM)
defence system. This policy unfortunately runs
counter to the basics of nuclear deterrence and
the nuclear stability regime that was embodied
from the outset, in the intricate and expensive
system of strategic arms control agreements. I
remember the difficult conversation that the
then US Secretary of Defence Robert
McNamara had with the then Soviet Prime
Minister, Mr Kossygin, in Glassborough in
1967. According to Mr McNamara, it took him
one-and-a-half hours to convince the Soviet
leader of the day, that dismantling the ABM
systems, which both sides had started to devel-
op, would be beneficial to Russia’s security. 

The ABM Treaty must be preserved. Its dis-
solution will be fraught with long-term, unpre-
dictable consequences for both nuclear security
and nuclear non-proliferation. The argument
that this nationwide ballistic missile defence is
aimed at rogue states and terrorist nuclear shots
at US territory, frankly does not hold water.

An analysis of future deployments which was
done by the Russian General Staff, shows that
the system to be deployed will be targeting
Russian and, to a lesser degree, Chinese nuclear
missiles fired in an eastward direction from
Russia and perhaps from China. This move will
undermine the nuclear deterrence regime and
nuclear stability as such.

The Russian federal government is also pro-
foundly concerned with the non-ratification of
the CTBT by the US Senate. We agree with the
arguments lodged by the US government that
the democratic process in that country prevent-
ed the best attempts deployed by the Clinton
Administration at enforcing the Treaty. Russia
now has its own democratic institution, the

State Duma, which is furious at the actions of
its American counterpart. The federal govern-
ment will conduct a sustained and determined
effort to press for ratification of this treaty by
the Duma, although US legislators have made
our task difficult indeed.

The second set of threats and factors affect-
ing predictability is the recent illegitimate use
of force by the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
sation (NATO) against Yugoslavia and Iraq.
On the surface, this trend towards employing
massive military might without United Nations
Security Council sanction has no relation to the
NPT. I must stress, however, that this trend is a
major inducement to third world countries to
acquire nuclear deterrents, thereby protecting
themselves from suffering the same fate as
Yugoslavia, Sudan, Iraq and others.

Legitimacy in international relations goes
hand in hand with strengthening the NPT
regime. 

This third factor that worries Russia is the
introduction of double standards in the export
control regime policies. Russia participates in
all nuclear-related nuclear arms control
regimes, except the Australian group, i.e. the
Group of Nuclear Suppliers.

I regret to note that some of our Western
partners attempt to impose on Russia, export
control sanctions which they would not dare to
impose on their own companies.

Ten Russian research institutes and commer-
cial companies are included in a list recently
released by the US State Department. These
organisations are accused of being lax with
regard to nuclear technologies or fissile materi-
als. On the other hand, however, hundreds of
violations which have been well-documented by
both American and West European companies,
dealing with the transfer of components of
nuclear technologies and research results to Iraq
and some South Asian countries, go unpunished.
This double standard is most disturbing.

CONCLUSION
I believe that debate at the upcoming NPT
Review Conference will be multi-layered, deal-
ing with concerns of a global order. Many of
the concerns mentioned in this paper will be
raised by the Russian side and other like-mind-
ed nations. I believe, however, that the confer-
ence will revolve mainly around a key philo-
sophical issue. Are our nuclear capable Western
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partners prepared to renounce their claims to
first class nuclear security, which they want to
achieve at the expense of the rest of the world?
Are they prepared to embrace the doctrine of
legitimate use of force? Are our Western part-

ners prepared to embrace the position of a fair
and objective export control regime, without
pretensions of being an arbiter beyond
reproach? The NPT Review Conference needs
a democratic, fair and frank discussion.



INTRODUCTION
Next month marks the last major worldwide
gathering of nuclear non-proliferation experts
of the old millennium. Representatives from
virtually every country will meet in New York
to review the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
(NPT) – a 30-year-old international agreement
with 187 parties. The NPT is nearly universal,
with only Cuba, India, Israel and Pakistan out-
side the treaty. The United States (US) will be
actively engaged in this review and looks for-
ward to a full debate, including highlighting the
many impressive achievements of this vital
treaty.

The NPT is one of the great success stories
of nuclear arms control. It has made major con-
tributions to global security and economic well
being over the past three decades. 

The NPT:
• is an indispensable tool in preventing the

spread of nuclear weapons
• provides an essential foundation for the

reduction of existing nuclear arsenals and for
continued progress towards nuclear disarma-
ment

• promotes the peaceful uses of the atom for
the generation of electricity and for its many
applications in medicine, industry, agricul-
ture and other areas.

1. DIRECT SECURITY BENEFITS
There is strong international consensus that the
further spread of nuclear weapons would
endanger the security of all countries, and
threaten global and regional stability. The NPT
and near universal support for nuclear non-pro-
liferation are the primary reasons why nuclear

weapons have not spread as fast as many had
predicted in the 1960s.

The security benefits of the NPT are evident
in every region of the world. South Africa’s
decision to abandon its nuclear weapons pro-
gramme and accede to the NPT in 1991,
enhanced the security of all African states and
led to the negotiation of a treaty to make Africa
a continent free from nuclear weapons. The
NPT provided stability in the midst of the great
political and economic changes that occurred in
Europe and central Asia over the past decade.
All the newly independent states of the former
Soviet Union returned nuclear weapons
deployed on their territories to Russia, and
joined the NPT as non-nuclear weapon states.

There have been challenges to the NPT. The
international community has responded strong-
ly to violations of the NPT by Iraq and North
Korea. The NPT is a critical tool in continued
efforts to restrain the nuclear programmes of
both countries.

Nuclear proliferation in South Asia poses a
continuing challenge. But the reaction to
nuclear tests by India and Pakistan also rein-
forced the NPT, as nations around the world
condemned these actions and reaffirmed the
critical importance of the treaty.

The International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) is the primary mechanism for verifying
that NPT parties are living up to their obliga-
tions. IAEA safeguards under the treaty,
including international inspections, help to
deter the use of nuclear material for nuclear
weapons. The model safeguards protocol
approved in 1997 gives the IAEA an even
stronger tool for this purpose.
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2. NUCLEAR ARMS CONTROL AND REDUCTIONS
The NPT limits nuclear weapon states to those
existing in 1968: namely, the US, Russia, the
United Kingdom, France, and China. Article VI
of the NPT calls on all parties to take effective
measures relating to nuclear disarmament and
to work towards the objective of general and
complete disarmament. The NPT’s role in
checking nuclear proliferation is critical in cre-
ating a climate in which major reductions in
nuclear arsenals can be pursued. A vast array of
actions have been taken that meet the objectives
of Article VI.

The US–Russian nuclear arms race is over.
Both countries are seeking further reductions in
nuclear weapons and their delivery systems,
and are taking other steps to reduce their
nuclear weapon infrastructures.

Since the fall of the Berlin wall, the US has
dismantled approximately 13 000 nuclear war-
heads and bombs. It has reduced its stockpile of
strategic nuclear weapons by nearly half and
other types of nuclear weapons by 80%. It has
taken its heavy bombers off alert and its strate-
gic forces are not targeted on any country.
NATO has reduced the number of nuclear
weapons for its sub-strategic forces in Europe
by over 85% and the reaction time of the
remaining dual-capable aircraft is now mea-
sured in weeks rather than minutes. NATO
nuclear forces are not targeted on any country.

The dismantlement of strategic ballistic mis-
sile launchers and heavy bombers under the
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) I
agreement is ahead of schedule. There is
increasing hope that the Russian Duma will
soon ratify START II. Meanwhile, discussions
on START III are under way. When successful,
the cumulative effect of the three START
agreements would be an 80% reduction in the
number of deployed strategic nuclear warheads
since the end of the Cold War.

The US has spent $3.2 billion to help Russia
and others to eliminate over 500 missiles and
bombers, to ensure that nuclear materials are
safe and secure, and to promote other arms con-
trol and non-proliferation objectives. The US is
also working with Russia to place excess fissile
material under international monitoring and to
irreversibly transform excess fissile material
into forms unusable for nuclear weapons. The
US has removed 226 tons of fissile material
from its military stockpile, and in 1992

announced a halt in the production of fissile
material for nuclear weapons.

The US took the lead in negotiating the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) and
President Clinton was the first to sign the treaty
in 1996. The US has not conducted nuclear test
explosions since 1992. President Clinton has
made it clear that the US will continue this
moratorium and will encourage others to do
likewise.

President Clinton has called for a construc-
tive bipartisan dialogue with the US Congress
this year, to lay the groundwork for eventual
US ratification of the CTBT. We have formed a
senior-level governmental task force and enlist-
ed former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
General John Shalikashvili to help build bipar-
tisan support for ratification.

Some have criticised US policy on national
missile defence (NMD) as undermining arms
control. It does not.

The Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty
could be amended to allow for a limited NMD
capability while preserving strategic stability and
permitting continued reductions in nuclear
forces. The treaty has been amended before.
President Clinton is expected to make a decision
this summer, at the earliest, on whether to deploy
a limited NMD system. He will take into account
the threat, technical feasibility, affordability, as
well as national security factors including arms
control and the views of US allies. 

3. PEACEFUL NUCLEAR COOPERATION
The NPT creates a vital framework for peaceful
nuclear cooperation among nations by provid-
ing assurances that non-nuclear weapon state
parties will not use their nuclear programmes to
acquire nuclear weapons. The US engages in
substantial peaceful nuclear cooperation with
NPT parties.

US assistance through the IAEA benefits
many developing countries. Among these pro-
jects are nuclear applications in the fields of
water resources, nutrition, agriculture and
human health. Under bilateral agreements, the
US exports millions of dollars of fuel and
nuclear equipment to many countries with reac-
tors that produce electricity.

It is important that the 2000 NPT Review
Conference in New York reaffirms the treaty as
an essential part of the international security
system. Preparations have been under way for
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several years, and we expect vigorous debate
and differences of view on key issues, includ-
ing approaches to nuclear disarmament. We are
working with many other NPT parties to ensure
we have a constructive and balanced confer-

ence, marked by a healthy dose of realism
about what the NPT review process can
achieve. By rededicating ourselves to the NPT,
we can ensure that this treaty will continue to
play a vital role in the next millennium. 



INTRODUCTION
As you are no doubt aware, India is not a signa-
tory to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
(NPT) and therefore has not participated in the
past five review conferences. The invitation to
this workshop, I may safely presume, is there-
fore in recognition of the fact that India has
been at the forefront of efforts to promote and
strengthen international cooperation in the area
of non-discriminatory and universal disarma-
ment. 

There has been some confusion in the minds
of many why India, as a fervent champion of
disarmament, should have opposed the NPT
and voted against the Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty (CTBT).

Permit me to clarify these aspects of India's
position on non-proliferation, disarmament and
issues related to international security. 

1. SUPPORTING UNIVERSAL NUCLEAR 
DISARMAMENT
The nuclear tests conducted by India in May
1998 also need to be viewed in the context of
India's strong commitment in this area and
were in fact not inconsistent with India's tradi-
tional emphasis on non-discriminatory and uni-
versal nuclear disarmament. India's policy sets
it apart from other nuclear weapon states
(NWS) that reject global disarmament propos-
als because they refuse to visualise their securi-
ty without nuclear weapons. Also, as a NWS,
India is conscious of its additional responsibili-
ty and would endeavour, even more than in the
past, to take initiatives in pursuit of global
nuclear disarmament. 

In 1947 when India emerged as a free coun-

try, the nuclear age had already dawned. Its
leadership at the time took the crucial decision
to opt for self-reliance and independence of
action, rejecting Cold War paradigms and
choosing the path of non-alignment. They
realised that a nuclear weapons free world
would enhance not only India's security but
that of the world. During the 1950s India took
the lead in calling for negotiations for a total
prohibition and elimination of nuclear weapons
but these calls were not heeded. Meanwhile, in
1964, China joined the exclusive nuclear club –
a geo-strategic situation which India could not
ignore. 

In 1965 India, along with a group of non-
aligned countries, put forward the idea of an
international non-proliferation agreement under
which the NWS could agree to give up their
nuclear arsenals in return for a commitment
from other countries to refrain from developing
or acquiring such weapons. This balance of
rights and obligations was not acceptable to the
then nuclear powers. India sought security
guarantees in the form of a nuclear umbrella,
but none of the nuclear powers was willing to
extend to us the expected assurances. India
therefore was left with little choice but to fash-
ion its own security responses to the nuclear
environment around it.

2. UNIVERSAL, COMPREHENSIVE AND 
NON-DISCRIMINATORY
Despite the fact that India had initiated the idea
of an international non-proliferation agreement,
we could not be party to the NPT as it emerged
in 1967 for the following reasons:
• The Treaty legitimises nuclear weapons in
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the hands of a few countries and does not
serve the overall objective of the complete
elimination of nuclear weapons within a
time-bound framework.

• The Treaty does not ensure the non-prolifera-
tion of nuclear weapons but only prevents the
dissemination of weapons to non-NWS. It
thus allows vertical proliferation by not
imposing any curbs on the continued manu-
facture, stockpiling and refinement of nuclear
weapons by existing NWS.

• The Treaty is unequal in that while the under-
takings assumed by non-NWS are obligatory,
for the NWS these are on a “best-endeavour”
basis. 

• The Treaty is discriminatory in regard to the
application of safeguards and controls upon
the non-NWS.

India is therefore not opposed to the concept of
non-proliferation, but would like non-prolifera-
tion restraints to be universally applied without
any discrimination. Our Prime Minister has
often affirmed that India shares the concerns
expressed by other world leaders on the threat
that nuclear weapons pose to international
peace and security; but he also stressed that
measures which were merely preventive, puni-
tive or partial in nature could not achieve the
desired results. 

The government of India has consistently
called for a universal non-proliferation regime
based on a global approach. Speaking at the
United Nations (UN) Security Council Summit
meeting in New York on 31 January 1992, the
Prime Minister said: “to be effective, this glob-
al non-proliferation regime must be universal,
comprehensive and non-discriminatory and
linked to the goal of complete disarmament”.

The objections that we had to the NPT con-
tinue to remain valid even today. In fact, the
indefinite extension of the NPT in 1995 merely
served to reinforce for all time the discrimina-
tion between NWS and non-NWS, violating all
norms of equity and justice. Article 9 of the
NPT recognises a NWS as one which under-
took nuclear tests prior to 1 January 1967. After
our nuclear tests there has been a debate whe-
ther India would be recognised as a NWS or
not. The reality is that the status of an NWS is
neither a conferment that we seek nor is it for
others to grant. By failing to amend this defini-
tion of NWS, and merely calling on India to
accede to the NPT, the five NWS are failing to

take cognisance of the ground realities in South
Asia.

Even though India has not signed the NPT,
our country's national position has always been
consistent with obligations imposed by the
Treaty. Under the Treaty a NWS assumes three
obligations:
• Article 1: not to transfer nuclear weapons or

other nuclear explosive devices or control
over them.

• Article 3: not to provide source, material or
equipment for the production of such materi-
al except under safeguards.

• Article 6: to engage in negotiations in good
faith, leading to gradual reduction and even-
tual disarmament. 

On all these counts India's record has been
impeccable; better than some countries party to
the NPT. India has maintained effective export
controls on nuclear materials as well as related
technologies even though it is neither party to
the NPT nor the Nuclear Suppliers’ Group.
India has been conveying to our interlocutors
that we are willing to participate in control
regimes but on the basis of equality. This policy
of restraint and responsibility is neither ade-
quately recognised nor appreciated. 

3. HOW EFFECTIVE HAS THE NPT BEEN?
Apart from the principle of discrimination on
which India opposed the NPT, after 30 years
the question to ask is: how effective has the
NPT been? 

In the post–Cold War world there has been a
massive proliferation of nuclear weapons with
grossly inadequate safeguards. This prolifera-
tion covers both nuclear weapons and delivery
systems, and is substantially based on the clan-
destine transfer of technology resources and
materials from NWS to non-NWS. 

The flawed treaty served to aggravate India's
security concerns as from India's perspective,
non-proliferation efforts became increasingly
selective and malleable. We were faced with a
nuclear environment without parallel in the
world, given that we had on our borders a
declared nuclear state and a threshold nuclear
weapons power with a long-standing clandes-
tine nuclear weapons programme. 

The NWS turned a blind eye to the prolifera-
tion of nuclear weapons and the development of
missiles on India's borders, which was based
on the exchange of substantial nuclear tech-
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nologies and equipment between Pakistan and
nuclear and near-nuclear powers in the region. 

The security environment deteriorated in the
late 1980s and 1990s. By 1987 there was con-
firmed information about Pakistan's nuclear
capability. In the context of this greater nuclear
proliferation, Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi pro-
posed in 1988 a time-bound framework for dis-
armament at the special session of the UN
General Assembly but this did not fit the agen-
da of the NWS. During this period India
engaged in a dialogue with major interlocutors,
which was based on the following: 
• Willingness to join any effort which would

bring about non-discriminatory non-prolifera-
tion, arms control and disarmament.

• Opposition to Pakistan's diversionary calls
for a nuclear weapons free zone in South
Asia, which were based on artificial geo-
graphical criteria, ignoring the geo-strategic
reality of the nuclear environment in the
entire region.

• Willingness to participate in a broader Asian
conference with a larger number of partici-
pants to discuss the possibility of a nuclear
weapons free zone in the whole of the Asian
landmass and adjacent seas, provided all
countries in the region and the nuclear
weapon countries undertook mutual and
equal obligations to make Asia free from
threats of nuclear weapons – such an Asian
conference would be an interim step towards
holding a global conference within a definite
time frame.

India's nuclear policy has remained committed
to one basic tenet: that the country's national
security in a world of nuclear proliferation lies
either in global disarmament or in the exercise
of the principle of equal and legitimate security
for all. This has been the basis of our consistent
campaign for nuclear disarmament. Our experi-
ence, however, showed a lack of commitment
to a disarmament agenda.

As recently as 1993, India was the co-spon-
sor of the Resolution of the UN General
Assembly which asked the Conference on
Disarmament to conclude quickly the CTBT.
While India wished to place the CTBT in a dis-
armament context – as part of a step-by-step
approach aimed at achieving complete elimina-
tion of nuclear weapons within a time-bound
framework – the treaty which was finalised was
nothing more than a moratorium on further

nuclear explosions. While being indifferent to
India's security concerns, the CTBT placed
constraints on India's nuclear options. This was
one of the primary reasons underlining India's
decision in 1996 not to subscribe to the CTBT.

Though India had demonstrated its nuclear
capability in 1974, successive governments had
taken steps to safeguard India's independence
in exercising the nuclear option. Subscribing to
the CTBT in 1996 would have severely limited
India's nuclear potential at an unacceptably low
level, specially when the CTBT as drafted did
not carry forward the nuclear disarmament
process. India could not accept differential stan-
dards of national security or a regime of inter-
national nuclear apartheid. 

4. INDIA’S NUCLEAR POLICY
India's nuclear tests in May 1998 were dictated
by national security concerns centring around:
• the deteriorated security environment caused

by nuclear weapons in our neighbourhood 
• unchecked nuclear and missile proliferation

in the region
• disequilibrium in the balance of power

caused by the induction of these technologies
in a clandestine manner (The fact that
Pakistan conducted nuclear tests within 15
days of India's tests vindicated India's stand
that it had been clandestinely acquiring
nuclear capability, with the express complici-
ty of the guardians of the nuclear non-prolif-
eration regime.)

• legitimisation of nuclear weapons by the
NWS 

• an emerging nuclear paradigm from which
India was excluded 

• the more ominous recent phenomenon of
externally aided terrorism, militancy and
clandestine war through hired mercenaries
along our borders.

Soon after the tests were conducted in May
1998, the government announced key elements
of India's nuclear policy. India has declared a
moratorium on further testing which meets the
core obligations of the CTBT. India has
declared that it will not come in the way of the
entry into force of the CTBT and we are in the
process of building a national consensus on this
issue despite the negative implications of the
United States Senate vote. Two key elements of
India's doctrine, namely minimum credible
deterrence and “no first use”, clearly prove that
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India's tests were not directed against any
country and the deterrence posture is a purely
defensive one. The government has repeatedly
stated that it is not seeking parity with any
country but it is only trying to ensure that its
deterrent, while at a minimum level, is also
credible so as to be effective. This should allay
all apprehensions about a nuclear arms race,
accidental use or escalation of any sort. 

India has a structure of bilateral confidence
building measures (CBMs) in place with
Pakistan. There are agreements on prohibition
of attacks on nuclear installations and facilities,
advance notice of military exercises, etc. A
dedicated communication link exists between
the director generals of Military Operations of
both sides. These conventional CBMs were
sought to be supplemented with a nuclear and
missile related CBM in the framework of a
memorandum of understanding signed during
the Lahore Summit of February 1999.
Unfortunately, Pakistan's armed intrusion in
Kargil and the accession to power in Islamabad
of the very architect of this misadventure, has
set the process back.

Similarly, India and China have also signed
in 1993 and 1996, agreements to bring peace
and tranquillity to their common border. Re-
cently, India and China have begun a dialogue
on security issues following the June 1999 visit
of India’s foreign minister to Beijing. We have
a number of CBMs in place and India has

already indicated its readiness to enter into a
bilateral restraint arrangements also in the
nuclear field, taking into account the unilateral
commitment of both countries to “no first use”. 

As mentioned earlier, India's record in main-
taining safeguards, inspections, export controls,
etc. has been impeccable. India has also an-
nounced its readiness to participate in negotia-
tions on the Fissile Material Control Treaty but
we need to assess the direction of the negotia-
tions before considering multilateral initiatives
in this area. 

CONCLUSION
India realises the practical limitations in elimi-
nating nuclear weapons and acknowledges the
complexities of the issues involved, but the
global community must commit itself and move
towards this goal step by step. 

A good beginning would be to formalise a
global “no first use” agreement as a first step to
delegitimising nuclear weapons and a non-use
agreement against non-NWS. NWS also need
to take steps to lower the alert status, through
gradual de-alerting actions, consistent with
policies of no first use and the defensive role of
nuclear weapons. 

These would be positive and concrete steps in
the right direction. India will continue to work
towards these initiatives to bring about a stable,
genuine and lasting non-proliferation, thus
leading to a nuclear weapons free world. 



INTRODUCTION
From the 1950s through to the 1980s, much
attention was focused on the threat of an apoca-
lyptic nuclear exchange. As President John F
Kennedy observed in 1961:

“Today every inhabitant of this planet must
contemplate the day when this planet may
no longer be habitable. Every man, woman
and child lives under a nuclear sword of
Damocles, hanging by the slenderest of
threads, capable of being cut at any time by
accident or miscalculation or madness.”

This overriding threat led to a reliance on
deterrence – along with its more practical side-
kick, the arms and technology race – as a
means of providing a global balance of power,
and the parallel need for arms control and dis-
armament regimes. 

The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)
was at the core of these regimes. It included a
commitment by nuclear weapon states (NWS)
not to make such weapons available to non-
NWS; a pledge by non-nuclear countries
signed up to the treaty not to acquire nuclear
weapons and to accept international safeguards,
established and monitored by the International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), and a con-
comitant undertaking to assist in the peaceful
(non-weapon) use of nuclear technology; and,
an obligation on the part of NWS to enter into
genuine negotiations for arms control and
nuclear disarmament. 

The treaty, as we know, is reviewed every
five years – the last such review occurring in
1995. This conference was a watershed in two
ways: first, in terms of the treaty, given that it
was permanently extended. 

Second, closer to home, it has been interpret-
ed as a defining moment for South African for-
eign policy given the creative role played by
the Republic in crafting an indefinite, if condi-
tional, extension agreement to the treaty. South
Africa’s hand in this was strengthened by its
status as the sole, voluntarily disarmed nuclear
weapons power.    

We have, however, reached a point in history
where the Cold War arms control and disarma-
ment regimes, but not nuclear weapons, face
redundancy. Indeed, contrary to the progress
made by such regimes during the early part of
the 1990s, we face a time of uncertainty. I pro-
pose three reasons why this is so.

1. WEAPONS PROLIFERATION BY STATE AND
NON-STATE ACTORS 
With the collapse of the Soviet Union, global
concerns appeared to have progressed and
developed past the point of mutually assured
destruction – past the debate as to how to pro-
tect against and possibly survive1 a nuclear
war, to that of consigning such weapons to the
dustbins of sovereign states, often thought of as
rogue actors. 

Indeed, the end of the Cold War has not
removed the threat of a nuclear war, despite the
removal of the “fingers on the trigger” – the de-
targeting of missiles which has reduced the
threat of an immediate nuclear exchange. The
number of warheads overall in the world may
be in decline, but they are today in the hands of
more and more state and non-state actors.2

Thus the theory of nuclear weapons has had to
move from deterrence based on the logic of
self-interest, to protection against proliferation
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involving those who may not necessarily share
such rational interests. For despite the crude
characterisations to the contrary by the West,
the presence of rationality in the Soviet (or, for
that matter, Chinese) leadership was a critical
element in the credibility of nuclear deterrence.

2. ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILE (ABM) DEFENCE
PROLIFERATION
The spread of such technology has led to the
development of ABM (or of Ballistic Missile
Defence – BMD) technology and their possible
deployment by the US and others. For example,
in 1999, US Defence Secretary William Cohen
declared that the US would allocate a total of
US$10.5 billion for national missile defence
through to 2005.3

The development of ABMs has resulted from
the proliferation of nuclear weapons. Paradox-
ically, this proliferation is a result of at least
two factors: one, the belief that states are politi-
cally only taken seriously (in the context of the
United Nations [UN], for example) if they pos-
sess nuclear weapons and the corresponding
failure of global disarmament measures such as
the NPT; and second, as a result of the tremen-
dous advantage in conventional weaponry pos-
sessed by the Western alliance. The simple
lessons of the 1991 Gulf War were, in the
words of the former Indian Army Chief of
Defence Staff: “Don’t fight the US unless you
have nuclear weapons” and “the next conflict
with the US would involve weapons of mass
destruction”.4

Active BMD has been likened to shooting at
one bullet with another. The weapons test pro-
gramme of the US THAAD missile, for exam-
ple, has been characterised by some high-profile
failures. But whatever the questions about the
practical utility of BMD and the contributing
factors to their deployment, the potential exten-
sion of the deployment of ABMs is seen to
undermine the current nuclear status quo (at
least through jeopardising the ABM Treaty),
reinforcing the need to possess sophisticated
nuclear weaponry, and leading to a further mis-
sile arms race. It would also de-emphasise the
need for political solutions to the conditions that
have given rise to proliferation in the first place. 

3. THE FAILURE OF THE ETHOS OF
MULTILATERALISM
Finally, related to the above, there has been a

failure to capitalise on the end of the Cold War
in pushing ahead with disarmament regimes.  

Why? The answer lies not just in the prolifer-
ation by rogue and other actors, but because of
the unwillingness of nuclear weapons powers to
play the game. 

This can most notably be seen in the failure
to adhere to the conditions attached to the NPT
renewal in 1995 – the seven ‘yardsticks’ in
terms of which the success of the implementa-
tion of the NPT could be judged. 

Of these yardsticks, the Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty (CTBT) has been concluded, but
still remains to be ratified by the US; the fissile
material production ban remains deadlocked;
the development of Nuclear Weapon Free
Zones (NWFZ) remains stymied by wider ten-
sions, particularly in the Middle East; over 50
states have not yet concluded IAEA safeguard
agreements; and, arguably most important,
there has been a less-than-determined pursuit
by nuclear weapons powers to reduce and ulti-
mately eliminate nuclear weapons.   

The lack of progress in the yardsticks is, of
course, related to a lack of progress in wider
arms control and proliferation issues, including:
the current deadlock in US-Russian arms con-
trol negotiations, the Indian and Pakistani
nuclear tests in 1998, and the aforementioned
ABM developments along with the prolifera-
tion of nuclear technologies to North Korea and
Iraq. It is difficult to see a way forward for the
NPT in the light of these developments.   

CONCLUSION: WHAT NOW?
One critical question arises at this point: is the
world a safer place with the NPT, however
imperfect it may be?

I believe that the answer to this question has
to be “Yes”. The alternatives, such as a resort to
bilateral pressure or even military intervention,
lack the legitimacy of the NPT as a recognised
legal non-proliferation control mechanism. 

From this, three questions arise which I will
leave with you:

First, how can the international community
regain confidence in the global disarmament
process?

A second, wider question, is how to encour-
age the US and other NWS to commit to the
concept and ethos of multilateral politics – to
lead by example?

Third, in the short-term, how can a collapse
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of NPT at the 2000 Review Conference be pre-
vented? Here, the onus principally rests on the
NWS to provide an incentive (through disarma-
ment) for adherence to the NPT for non-NWS –
to bridge the divide between the “have’s” and
the “have-nots”. South Africa, as at the 1995
conference, has an important role to play in 

creating common ground between the maximal-
ist and minimalist positions on nuclear weapons
disarmament. 

I hope this seminar has provided us with
some pointers on how to broaden the middle
ground of the debate in the NPT within the
grander objective of overall disarmament. 

1) Protect and Survive was the title of a United
Kingdom government booklet issued in the
1980s for the purposes of civil defence in
the event of a nuclear attack.  

2) On the extent of nuclear proliferation, see
the Carnegie Endowment for International
Peace on http://ceip.org/programs/npp/
Numbers/number.htm. According to their
latest statistics, the US possessed 12 070
warheads, Russia 22 500, China 400,
France 450, UK 192, Israel between 70-80,
India between 85-90 and Pakistan around
25. For details on the proliferation of and
threat posed by biological weapons, see

Biological Terrorism, Emerging Diseases,
and National Security. New York:
Rockefeller Brothers Fund, 1998. 

3) See Mingquan Zhu, “US Plans on National
Missile Defence and Theatre Missile
Defence: A Chinese Perspective”, The
Monitor: Non-Proliferation, Demilitari-
sation and Arms Control, 5, 1-2, Winter-
Spring 1999, p.21.

4) Cited in Robin Ranger and David Wiencek,
The Devil’s Brews II: Weapons of Mass
Destruction and International Security.
Lancaster: CDISS Bailrigg Memorandum
17, 1996, p.16. 
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