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1994 at IEER 
by Arjun Makhijani tps 

I n each issue of Science forDemo- 
cratic Action we list ongoing 

projects at the Institute. Since we 
have successfully completed a num- 
ber 
and 

of long-term projects this year 
I have begun one major new 

effort, we decided to include a 
longer description of these projects. I 
Rongelap 

Our study of the habitability of 
Rogelap Atoll was completed in 
May. Rongelap is one of the 
Marshall Islands in the Pacific that 
was contaminated by fallout from 
the March 1,1954 hydrogen bomb 
test at Bikini. IEER Senior Scien- 
tist and Executive Director, Bernd 
Franke, was part of an international 
scientific management team ap- 
pointed jointly by the representa- 
tives of Rongelap Atoll, the 
government of the Marshall Islands, 
and the Departments of Energy and 
Interior. The project concluded that 
the fears of the people of Rongelap, 
who went into self-imposed exile 
in 1985, were well-founded. The 
doses to maximally-exposed per- 
sons eating locally-gown food on 
the less contaminated portions of 
the atoll would exceed 100 mil- 
lirem per year, the maximum al- 
lowed for civilians under U.S. 
regulations, and far in excess of 
what is now being proposed for 
clean-up rules. The work of the 
Scientific Management Team was 

See 1994 on page 8. 

The signing of the Non-Proliferation Treaty in 1968. 

Beyond the Nuclear Bargain 
Extending the Non-Proliferation Treaty 

by Ellen Kennedy, Arjun Makhijani, and Noah Sachs 

N ext spring, more than 160 
countries will re-examine one 

of the most important and contro- 
versial treaties of the Cold War 
period. The Non-Proliferation 
Treaty (NPT)-the cornerstone of 
international efforts to control 
nuclear weapons and technology- 
may be granted eternal life, a single 
extension for a fixed period, or a 
rolling extension with periodic 
reviews. Though the treaty is a 
relatively weak one, the outcome 
of the extension conference could 
have a lasting effect on nuclear 
geopolitics as well as on domestic 
nuclear policy. The NPT is the only 

treaty in which all declared nuclear 
weapons states have committed 
themselves to pursue complete 
nuclear disarmament. 

Treaty Background 
The NIT is a collection of eleven 

articles designed to prevent new 
countries from obtaining nuclear 
weapons, to promote disarmament, 
and to establish a 
system for 
safeguards 1 
and verifica 
tion (see 
See Nuclear 
on page 2. 
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Nuclear, from page 

box "Articles of the NPT"). The 
treaty codifies a bargain struck 
between two types of states-the 
nuclear weapon "haves" and "have- 
nots" (see box "The Nuclear 
Weapon Haves and Have-nots"). 
In return for forgoing nuclear 
weapons development and posses- 
sion, non-nuclear countries were 
offered access to civilian nuclear 
technology. The transfer of that 
technology was to be closely con- 
trolled and monitored. The treaty 
formally limits possession of 
nuclear weapons to the five states 
that possessed them by 1964, and 
thus legitimizes that possession. 

Some of the strengths and weak- 
nesses of the treaty are reflected 
in the history of its formation. In 

the 1960s, wary of what seemed 
like an inevitable spread of nuclear 
weapons, the U.S. and the Soviet 
Union started the treaty process 
from a position of power and a 
legacy of secrecy. The main mo- 
tivations of the three nuclear weap- 
ons states who signed the NFT (the 
US., Soviet Union, and U.K.) were 
to retain close control of nuclear 
weapons and to profit from the 
sale of civilian nuclear technol- 
ogy. These ideas were based on 
President Eisenhower's 1953 "At- 
oms for Peace" program in which 
the U.S. offered civilian technol- 
ogy to those states that would 
refrain from nuclear weapons 
development. 

The NPT thus emphasized a 
program of non-proliferation based 
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on denial, limiting the supply of 
nuclear weapons and technologies, 
rather than on the demand. In other 
words, instead of decreasing their 
own nuclear forces in order to 
lessen the desire for nuclear weap- 
ons on the part of other states, the 
haves decided to hold on to their 
weapons and try to prevent other 
states from obtaining or building 
them. They concentrated on hori- 
zontal proliferation, which refers 
to the spread of anns or technol- 
ogy from country to country, as 
opposed to verfical proliferation, 
in which a given country increases 
the number or sophistication 
of its weapons.' In this way, the 
haves could continue to research 
and develop their own nuclear 
weapons without violating the 
letter of the treaty. 

It seemed reasonable to ask the 
have-nots to forgo nuclear weap- 
ons production in return for "peace- 
ful" nuclear energy technology, 
liberally granted from the haves 
(under Article IV). "You can have 
all the reactors you want," the treaty 
said in effect, "but you should not 
acquire nuclear weapons." Non- 
nuclear weapon states, concerned 
that the treaty divested them of 
potential military power in the 
face of five nuclear-anned nations, 
were determined to balance the 
treaty with some checks upon the 
nuclear weapons states. The have- 
nots, with strength in numbers, were 
able to add Article VI to the treaty, 
requiring the haves to: 

pursue negotiations in good faith 
on effective measures relating 
to cessation of the nucleat arms 

See Nuclear on page 3. 
- 
I Peter Gray, Briefing Book on the 
Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, 
Council for a Livable World Education 
Fund: Washington, D.C., 1993, p. 3. 



Nuclear, from page 2 is given. Even with its weak- not signed the NPT would be much 
race at an early date and to nesses, Article VI is extremely more likely to disarm and join the 
nuclear disarmament, and on important. It is the only time that treaty. India and Pakistan, for 

On general and all five declared nuclear weapon example, may agree to join a glo- 
disarmament. states have formally agreed to bal disarmament treaty if China 
The meaning of an "early date" work toward complete nuclear dis- does so. Article VI thus points the 

is undefined. The treaty's preamble armament. It is also important be- way to complete and total global 
also calls for a conclusion of a cause, if these states live up to disarmament, not just among the 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty their obligations under Article VI, five declared nuclear states. 
(CTBT), but again, no time-frame de-facto nuclear states that have 

Articles of the NPT: Description and Analysis 
Articles I and I1 

transfer nuclear weapons to the Article 111 

nuclear weapons. By the same Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) program. 
token, the have-nots agree not both to promote nuclear energy 
to receive nuclear weapons or and to monitor nuclear exports Article V 

and activities by way of inspec- Text summary: This article as- 
Analysis: This article perpetu- tions and accounting of nuclear serts the right of non-nuclear 

ates the division of countries into materials ("safeguards"). weapon states to conduct "peace- 
nuclear weapon states and non- Analysis: The IAEA cannot ful nuclear explosions," or PNEs. 
weapon states and as such is in- impose sanctions and is limited in These explosions are intended for 
herently discriminatory. By direct the scope of investigations it can civil purposes such as building 
or i n d i c t  assistance, these ar- conduct. Unlike the have-not sig- canals or harbors, or exploring 
ticles have been breached. For natories, the nuclear weapon states for natural gas. 
example, Iraq developed its are not required to undergo IAEA Analysis: Included as a perk 
nuclear weapons program while inspection, though recently four of for the have-nots, Article V back- 
it was still a signatory to the NPT. the five have begun a very lim- fired in 1974 when India (a non- 
Moreover, nuclear weapon states ited voluntary program to do so. signatory) tested a nuclear 
may abet the manufacture of explosive, claiming it was a PNE. 
nuclear weapons, either unwit- Article N The article is widely regarded 
tingly or intentionally, since some Text summary: This article as outdated and against the spirit 
peaceful technologies may be sanctions and encourages the in- of a hoped-for Comprehensive 
applied for military purposes (see ternational transfer of civilian Test Ban Treaty. 
Article IV). Finally, a nuclear nuclear technology (e.g. for 
weapon is not clearly defined in nuclear energy). Article VI 

Text summary: This article 

problem with Article N is that It also calls for a future 
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