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The Enhanced Review Process: Towards 2000

States and Russia could move to a level of a few hundred
warheads, and the other three declared nuclear powers to
equal or lower levels (perhaps zero), would depend more
on political than technical factors.” The Helsinki Accords
of March 1997 between Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin
(envisaging a level of 2,000 to 2,500 deployed strategic
nuclear warheads) are but an interim step towards deeper
cuts. Although the argument about Duma ratification of
START I is valid, it need not hold up progress. Other
steps may be taken in terms of nuclear disarmament, such
as the removal of warheads from their delivery vehicles,
the de-alerting of nuclear forces through a transparent
reduction of the launch readiness of nuclear weapons, and
other practical steps set out in some of the reports referred
to earlier (especially that of the Canberra Comunission).
Precisely because of the danger of a nuclear war being
started by error or accident, especially in conditions of
weak management, action is urgently needed to change old
practices regarding the deployment of nuclear weapons.
Agreements on detargeting are inadequate because these
are quickly reversible. The statement of the Canberra
Commission summarizes the symbiotic link between
nuclear proliferation and nuclear disarmament in these
words: “Nuclear weapons are held by a handful of States
which insist that these weapons provide unique security
benefits, and yet reserve uniquely to themselves the right
to own them. This situation is highly discriminatory and
thus unstable; it cannot be sustained. The possession of
nuclear weapons by any State is a constant stimulus to
other States to acquire them.”™®

The Global Debate on Disarmamernt
and the Review Process

The current stalemate in the CD has led to fresh attention
to the problem of “linkage”—the tactic of holding
progress in one area ransom for progress in another. This
is not a new development in negotiations and has been
adopted at various times by various countries, linkage
between progress in human rights and trade concessions
being one exarnple. Such negotiating positions are also not
inflexible and have been known to soften and change with
the demonstration of a will to have a meaningful dialogue.
In the field of disarmament, that dialogue appears to be in
desperate need of revival. A Fourth Special Session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament has already
been agreed upon by consensus, although a date has not
been decided on. The United Nations Secretary-General’s
reform proposals have recommended that the principal
features of special United Nations conferences which have
focused attention on important issues providing a basis for
agreement on measures to deal with them might be
usefully incorporated in the working methods of the
General Assembly. He has suggested therefore that a high-
level, one-week thematic segment be discussed every year

and has proposed “the financing of development” as the
theme for 1998. The end of the Cold War has certainly
reduced the threat of global war but global security needs
to be enhanced and dis-
armament goals redefined to
suit new challenges and op-
portunities. It is possible that
Member States could agree
on-disarmament as-the theme -
for 1999. This would enable
the international community
to have a broad set of agreed

Weak and
“failed” States
~where the rule of
law is fragile are
vulnerable points

disarmament goals, which in the
will smooth the approach to implementation
the 2000 Review Conference. global non-
The current controversies roliferation
within the NPT regime, apart prol
from being part of the legacy regimes and
of the original political - disarmament
compromises made at the treaties
time of the treaty’s con- .
clusion, are also symptomatic established by the
of a lack of consensus on a international

number of disarmament and
security issues since the First -
Special Session on Dis-
armament in 1978, Despite the enormous pressure of
public opinion in the non-nuclear and essentially
humanitarian issue of landmines, no universality was
possible over the Ottawa Convention. It is possible that
public opinion is outstripping national governments in
setting the agenda of disarmament as with other areas. In
this development the established machinery for the
negotiation of treaties may be bypassed especially if they
are perceived to be paralyzed by political and procedural
gridlock. After Ottawa, Russia and Japan are said to be
rethinking their positions on signing the treaty presumably
in response to their national public opinion. There is
therefore a danger that even democratically elected
governments misread their people’s interpretation of
where their national security interests lie as we make the
adjustment from Cold War doctrines and mindsets to the
changes that have taken place. Revelations of past
violations of the human rights of their own citizens,
through the conduct of nuclear-weapon tests for example,
have evoked strong anger and civil society’s tolerance for
the pursuit of outdated policies in the national interest will
be much lower than during the Cold Wa¥.

Another phenomenon to be addressed is the fact that
weak and “failed” States where the rule of law is fragile
are vulnerable points in the implementation global non-
proliferation regimes and disarmament treaties established
by the international community. The World Bank’s 1997
World Development Report focuses on the role of the
State in economic and social development and makes
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proposals to enhance the effectiveness of the State.”* A
similar internationally coordinated effort is needed to
underpin the global treaties on disarmament and security
including the NPT. This will have to be borne in mind by
all States as they assess their positions when they
approach the review process.

The Jeverage the NNWS may have lost by agreeing to
an indefinite extension does not have to be regained
through confrontation or the extreme step of exercising
their rights under Article X: 1. It can be pragmatically
achievediby working constructively with the NW'S within
the review process to achieve incremental progress so that
all States will ensure their national security interests while
preserving collective security. Initiatives must also come
from the NWS to stimulate the review process in the same
way that the décision to negotiate a CTBT paved the-way
for the success of the 1995 NPTREC. The review process
must be given a fair chance to prove itself and realize its
potential. ®
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Process and Mechanisms for Making
the Enhanced Review Process Work

John SIMPSON

om a purely pragmatic perspective, whether the
enhanced review process agreed upon at the 1995
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Review and
Extension Conference (NPTREC) will “work” is going to
depend upon three factors: the expectations of those who
created it; whether these expectations continue to be held
by the officials who will represent NPT States parties in
1998-2000; and whether—agreed procedures can be
devised o implement the enhancements to the process
contained in the 1995 Strengthening the Review Process
decision document. This article will seek to examine each
of these issues in turn.

Initial Conceptions of the
Strengthened Review Process

Radically different conceptions emerged from the 1995
NPTREC of the motivations for and objectives of the new
process. One was that it should offer enhanced
possibilities of putting pressure upon the five declared
nuclear-weapon States (NWS) to engage in productive
nuclear disarmament negotiations. Another was a desire to
make the NPT review process more constructive and
“efficient”. Similarly, the role of the- Principles and
Objectives decision document (agreed in 1995 in paralle}
with that on Strengthening the Review Process) was
viewed variously as providing a set of agreed targets to be
sought in the future and a collection of yardsticks for
measuring past implementation of the NPT.

The decision document on Strengthening the Review
Process contained the following substantive amendments
to the arrangements that previously existed:

» Review conferences would, from 1995 onwards, be
mandatory rather than optional every five years.

s  Starting in 1997, they would be preceded by annual
‘meetings of their Preparatory Committee (PrepCom)
in the three years prior to a conference. PrepComs
would normally last ten working days. A fourth
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