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During the first week in May, the 188 nations that are party tional forces.”
The Bush Administration is proposing that non-nuclearto the 1968 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), began

deliberations at the United Nations, to review the status of the weapons states be denied access to uranium enrichment tech-
nologies to produce fuel for civilian nuclear power plants,Treaty over the past five years. After a year of trying to hash

out an agenda for the three-week conference, the participants because they could be used to produce weapons-grade mate-
rial. Rather, these states should rely on some internationallycould not agree on what to discuss, and were no closer to

agreement after a week of consultations. controlled consortium to provide the fuel. Does the White
House really believe that developing nations will allow theirThis is because the United States insists that the major

threat of nuclear war to the world, is the activity of “rogue critical energy supplies to be held hostage to a regime that
could shut down their nuclear plants by denying them fuel, ifstates” such as Iran and North Korea, and non-state terrorists

who could gain access to nuclear materials. In fact, it is the they do something the U.S. does not like?
History teaches that it is not the development of newpolicies of the Bush Administration itself that are the greatest

threat to international peace and stability, which was pointed weapons that causes wars, and concomitantly, that it is not
treaties that prevent them. If the intention of a nation is itsout in numerous conference presentations.

It is the height of hypocrisy that the U.S. Administration own economic development, within a family of nations which
sees its progress based on the Treaty of Westphalia’s principlehas tried to bully the UN into imposing sanctions on countries

that it “suspects” may be developing nuclear weapons, and of the “advantage of the other,” nations will have no need to
develop, much less use, nuclear weapons.that it now proposes denying civilian nuclear energy technol-

ogy, allowed in the Treaty, to the rest of the world. The response at the conference indicates there will be
nothing of substance that will result from the NPT review,The facts show that the threat of nuclear war is not from

Iran or North Korea, but right here at home. Since it came because there will be no consensus to go along with the mad
provocations by the United States.into office, this Administration has unilaterally withdrawn

from the bilateral Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, making more
unstable this country’s key strategic relationship with Russia, Provoking Iran

In his speech on the first day, May 2, U.S. Assistant Secre-a nuclear power.
Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, speaking for the tary of State for Arms Control Stephen Rademaker, who re-

placed discredited bully John Bolton in that position, laidCheney apparatus in the White House, proposes to develop
new classes of nuclear weapons, such as “bunker busters” and out the Bush Administration’s new non-negotiable demand

concerning Iran’s uranium enrichment program. While Greatbattlefield “mini-nukes,” under the guise of fighting terror-
ism. These new weapons would lower the threshold of nu- Britain, France, and Germany have worked to reach some

kind of accommodation with Iran, Rademaker said that theclear war.
And this Administration has repudiated the no-first-use only solution to “the Iranian nuclear problem . . . must include

permanent cessation of Iran’s enrichment and reprocessingdoctrine, adhered to by every other nation in the world, to
allow the U.S. to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear- efforts, as well as dismantlement of equipment and facilities

related to such activity” (emphasis added).weapons states that “threaten” the United States with so-
called weapons of mass destruction. Such WMDs now in- Rademaker also stated that countries that do not sign the

Additional Protocol to the NPT, which allows the Interna-clude human beings!
An article in the Washington Times on May 1 reports that tional Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to make intrusive and

unannounced inspections, should be denied access to civiliana March 15 draft of a “Doctrine for Joint Nuclear Operations,”
sets conditions under which “Geographic combatant com- nuclear technology, even though under the Treaty, every na-

tion is entitled to all technologies for the peaceful use ofmanders may request presidential approval for use of nuclear
weapons” against rogue states and terrorists. Possible targets nuclear energy, including uranium enrichment to produce

fuel.listed include “potentially overwhelming adversary conven-
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of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes without discrimi-
nation and in conformity” with the non-proliferation stat-TheNPT: AFaustianBargain
ues of the Treaty.

Third, the five NWS declare “their intention to achieve
The 1968 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), stands at the earliest possible date the cessation of the nuclear
on three principles that apply to the five nuclear weapons arms race and to undertake effective measures in the direc-
states (NWS), and the non-nuclear weapons states tion of nuclear disarmament.”
(NNWS). The Bush Administration proposes to change the

The Treaty states: “Believing that the proliferation of Treaty, to hold access to peaceful nuclear technology hos-
nuclear weapons would seriously enhance the danger of tage to the agreement of NNWS to the highly intrusive,
nuclear war,” NNWS will not undertake to receive or de- recently formulated Additional Protocol.
velop nuclear explosive devices, and will accept safe- The Administration proposes that NNWS are not enti-
guards and standards enforced by the International Atomic tled to access to uranium enrichment and spent fuel-repro-
Energy Agency (IAEA). The IAEA will have the authority cessing technologies, no matter what non-proliferation re-
to inspect installations that have been declared as nuclear gime they agree to, but should instead rely on an
sites by each nation, and track all fissionable material. international consortium to provide these services. This is

In return, “all Parties to the Treaty are entitled to partic- a challenge to national sovereignty, and violates the
ipate . . . in the applications of atomic energy for peaceful Treaty.
purposes,” and that “nothing in this Treaty shall be inter- And rather than engage with the other NWS toward
preted as affecting the inalienable right of all of the Par- disarmament, the Administration is proposing the devel-
tiesto the Treaty to develop research, production, and use opment of new classes of nuclear weapons.

The following day, Iranian Foreign Minister Dr. Kamal The U.S. Threat
When the NPT was formulated, it promised that in returnKharrazi stated his nation’s position: “The inalienable right

of the States to develop nuclear technology for peaceful pur- for foregoing the development of nuclear weapons, non-nu-
clear weapons states would have full access to civilian tech-poses emanates from the universally accepted proposition

that scientific and technological achievements are the com- nology, that the five declared weapons states would work
toward disarmament, and that non-nuclear states would bemon heritage of mankind. . . . It is unacceptable that some

tend to limit the access to peaceful nuclear technology to an given “Negative Security Assurance” that they would not be
subject to attack by the nuclear weapons states. Now, theexclusive club of technologically advanced States under the

pretext of non-proliferation.” United States proposes to renege on that agreement.
Malaysian Minister of Foreign Affairs Syed Hamid Albar,“Let me be absolutely clear,” he continued, “that arbitrary

and self-serving criteria and thresholds regarding prolifera- representing the member countries of the Non-Aligned
Movement, said that it is the nuclear-weapons states thattion-proof and proliferation-prone technologies and coun-

tries, can and will only undermine the Treaty. Iran, for its part, threaten international peace and security, and that the “doc-
trine of nuclear deterrence” must be “rejected.” The Non-is determined to pursue all legal areas of nuclear technology,

including enrichment, exclusively for peaceful purposes, and Aligned states “reaffirm the inalienable rights of [parties to
the NPT] to engage in research, production, and use of nuclearhas been eager to offer assurances and guarantees.” More

effective than negotiating “objective guarantees,” he stated, technology for peaceful purposes without discrimination.
Nothing in the treaty should be interpreted as affecting thisis for Iran to continue its legal pursuit of technologies, “under

the fullest and most intrusive IAEA supervision.” On May right.”
Ambassador Ronaldo Sardenberg from Brazil countered8, Iranian Foreign Ministry spokesman Hamid Reza Assefi

confirmed that Iran is preparing a bill to submit to Parliament the U.S. proposal that signing the Additional Protocol be pre-
requisite to nuclear technology access. He stated that the NPTto ratify the Additional Protocol.

Kharrazi zeroed in on the “one non-party to the NPT” in “does not qualify, restrict, or reinterpret” the “inalienable
right to the development and use of nuclear energy for peace-the Middle East which has been given “unrestricted access, at

least by acquiescence,” to nuclear technology and equipment. ful ends.” Sardenberg also stressed that it is “the introduction
of new weapon types and the announcement of strategic doc-“Israel has continuously rejected calls by the international

community” to accede to the NPT. Instead, it has developed trines that tend to lower the threshold for the utilization of
nuclear weapons,” not the peaceful use by developing coun-one of the largest stockpiles of nuclear weapons, “which has

endangered regional global peace and security,” he said. tries. Brazil has been in a tussle with the IAEA for the past
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