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As we enter the final phase of the current review process, [ helieve it is appropriate o
go back to basics. This is all the more important given the current challenges to the
NPT.

The starting point of our current exercise i3, of course, the Treaty itself and the riphrs
and obligations it sets out. It ig sobering (o reflect that by the time of the next review
Conterence the Treaty will have been in force for 35 vears.

Let me remind delegates of Article WIL3 of the Treaty, which governs the revicw
process and sets out the ohjective of this exercise. To quote, that objective is “to review
the operation of this treaty with a view to assuting that the purposes of the Preamble and
the provisicns of the Treaty are being realized”.

Events since the last Review clearly show that the purposes of the Preamble and the
provisions of the Treaty are not being realised cither in respect of non-proliferation or ¢
nuclear disarmament. The assurance that Article VIIL3 is sceking is absent.

The Decision on Strengthening the Review Process for the Treaty records the agreement
of the 1993 Cuonference that Review Conferences should “look forward as well as
back”.

Looking back, prolitferation concemns are of comparatively recent moment (leaving aside
concerns arsing in respect of States not bound by the NPT — India, Isracl and Pakistan).
Those concerns have become acute within the last two years to g grealer or lesser extent
in relation to the DI*RK, lran and Libya.

Concerns 2bout the fulfilment of the obligation 1o pursue negotiations on effective
measures for onclear disarmament are of somewhal greater duration. Liforts to {nject
urgency towards the fulfilment of Anicle VI were provided by the 1993 and the 2000
Confercnces.

The Prnciples and Objectives for Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament agreed
in 1995 contain a “programme of action” lowards implementation of article V1. Nooe
of the elements of the programme contained n that Decision has been achieved.

In 1994, the International Court of Justice m its Adwvisory Opinion concluded
unanimously that “There ¢xists an obligation o parsue in good faith and bring to a
conclusion negotiations leading 1o nuciear disarmament in all its aspects under sirict and
effective international control”.

The Final Document of the 2000 Review Confetence (agreed by consensus) set out a
programme of action - “practical steps” — for systematic and progressive efforts to
implement article VI, Despite the 1995 agreed programme, the 1CT Advisory Opimoen,
and the 2000 Qutcome few of those steps lowards nuclear disarmament have been
taken.



The nuclear weapons states, China, ¥rance, the Russian Federation, the United
Kingdom and the United Staes of America are reminded that article WT makes it clear
that its obligation falls on “Each of the Parties to the Treaty™. There is no scope for
selective or delerred compliance. Indeed, it is inherent in their capacity as permanent
members of the Secunty Council that those states have special responsibilities for
fulfilling their international obligations,

Mot is the failure of several states to comply with their non-profiferation objectives any
pretext for further deterral by the nuclear weapons slates of their “unequivocal
nndertalkcing ... to accomplish the total elumination of their nuclear arsenals™ (2000
Review Conterence), or of the “determined pursuit™ by them of “systernatic and
progressive etforts o reduce nuclear weapons globally™ (1995 Review Conference),

With this legal, moral and political backdrop in mind, it is untenable for the health of
the NPT to allow the 2005 Conference to result in an owvicome as solemnly agreed bul as
fallow as its predecessors in 1995 and 2000 have proved 1o be.

In addition to the non-fulfilment of article VI of the WP, ag already noted, there have
been a number of instances of non-compliance with the proliferation obligations of the
Treaty as well as converns about the possibality of vertical proliferation.

Looking forward, we should ¢mphasise as positively as possible the underpinnings o’
the NFPI. Hls parties number virtually the entire intemational community, The five
nuclear weapons states, in word at least, continue to voice their support tor il And,
widely observed law should not be called into question simply because several of its
subjects have acted outsmide it On the comtrary, it should be reinforced and
strengthencd.

On the other hand, will law that is not fully obscrved, not flly complicd with, stand {he
test of tme? This, in the case of the NPT, 1s where the obligations on puclsar
disarmament and non-proliferation inlersect.

New Zealand’s concemn to press for compliance with gff the obligations of the NPT 18
not myopic. As with any freaty, the international community has the right to expect all
partigs o honour their commitments comprehensively, not selectively.

We are greaily concemed with the proliferation of noclear weapons and other weapons
of mass destrucdon. No nation can stand aloof frow the current threats to internalional
peace and security, espectally from terronists,

But, I am very concemed that the current emphasis on counter-proliferation measures
should not overwhelm the necd to take concrete steps toward nuclear disatmament
These are two sides of the same coin. Uitimately, our only security  as the Canberra
Commission recognised - will be the complete elimination of miclear weapons and the
assurance that they will never be used ot produced again.



As UN Under-Secretary General Abe said last yeur when talking about the respective
emphases to be gven nuclear disarmament vis-a-vis non-proliferation: guoate
"..working on disarmament in the long tun serves the cause of nonpraliferation. £nd of
guote”.

There is no doubt that proliferation is a big problem, large enough indeed 1o warrant
addressing it with all the legitimate tools in the toolbox. This includes through the
power of posiive example - ie, more strenuous efforts by the NWS to disarm {and to
persuade the non-NPT possessors to do likewise),

Az we tutn our attention mereasingly to next year’s NPT Review Conference, we see
that process as an oppuortunity for States Parties to work together to address the threass
posed by nuclear weapons. Effective multilateralism is the collective will of all
countrics ta act together. As [ have pointed out in the past, it is axiomatic that while
that will may be undermined by those states which choose not to fullil their non-
proliferation obiigations it can equally be undermined by those under an obligation o
disarm and to demonstrate leadership and progress but yet whick fail to do so.

We also call on those States outside the NPT to join the NPT as non-nuclear-weapons
states, promptly and withowl conditions.

There are a number of concrete practical steps thal can be taken by those possessing
nuclear weapons {0 build international confidence and at the same time (o negawe the
pretext of proliferating states that seck to jusify their need for nuclear weapons on the
grounds af fear of the development or use of weapons of mass destruction by their
CTETTIes.

From the perspective of my delegation, the New Agenda’s ‘omnibus’ resolution ai the
United Nations First Comeittce and the New Agenda’s NPT position papers set out
such actions in detail. In our view none of these steps is mpractical: each could be
carried out straightaway, cspecially:

» 3 forthcoming response to such pregnant questions as: what is the threat against
which these weapons are retained in theiv hundreds and thousands, and why,
given the costs of maintaming and — vnder article V1 — destroying them, is there
little if any evidence of concerted, phased reductions;

» irr¢versible destruction (rather than storage] of non-deployed nuclear warheads;

v the potentally significant US and Russian commitments (under the “Moscow
Trealy™} to reduce their numbers of deploved strategre nuclear warheads to he
made venfiable, ireversible, and transparent;

¢ priority lo be given to reduchons in non-strategic (“tacticai™) nuclear weapons
(becanse these are likely to be deploved away from central control and to be less
securel;



s an oundertaking by the nuclear-weapons states not to increase the number or
types of tactical muclear weapons deployed, and not to develep new types of
weapons or rationalisations for their use;

* more accountability and transparency by the nuclear weapons states about the
current size of their nuclear weapons arsenals, including — as just noted - a
timetable for the concerted phasing out of those arsenals ;

» urgent resomption of negotiations in the Conference on Disarmarnent on a troaty
hanning the production of fissile material for nuclear weapoms;

= ail nuclear-weapons states (o place fissile material no longer required for
military purpeses wnder the supervision of the Intermational Atomic Encrgy
Agency (TAEA) to ensure that it cannot again be used for military purposcs;

¢ further development of “negaiive security assurances”, whereby the nuclear-
weapons states formally and in a legally binding fashion agrec not to use nuclear
weapons against non-noclear weapons states;

» encouragement of nuclear-weapon-free zones, We maintain that a powerful
symbol for demonstrating to the intemational public iz the reach - and potential
reach - of nuclear weapon free zones over the landmasscs of the glabe, The
ratification of the Treaties of Rarotonga, Bangkok, and Pelindaba by all States ot
the region, and 2il concerned States remains a matter of great importance in the
cause of nuclear disarmament,

¢ ratification of the Comprehensive Muclear Test Ban Trealy (CTB1). Ina world
50 bereft of effective verification provisions on WMD why is it (hat this strong
treaty still fails to attract signiticant suppert to bring it into force?;

= upholding the moratorivm on nuclear testing, pending the entry into foree of the
Comprehensive Nuclear Tesl Ban Treaty;

= all states that have not yet done so o conclude International Atomic Energy
Agency {IAEA) agreements and Model Additional Protocols fer full-scope
safegnards on their nuciear facilitics.

We do not acceplt that any of these actions can be dismissed as hellow idealism. On the
conirary, gven the estimaled vast size of a number of nuclear arsenals, resolve to
undertake these steps would significantly improve the psychology under which other
stales either feel threatened or betrayed by the nuclesr weapons states” sclective
application of the NI*T.

New Zealand will also be supporting proposals to address the WE's institrtional
deficit, lo improve reporting, to deepen the role of NGOs, and w promote disarmament
education.



In conclusion:

International concern with proliferation is entirely proper and understandable, given the
circumstances — of varying potential or severity — surrounding the issues of possession
or development of nuclear weapons programmes by the DPRK, Iran, Iraq and Libya.
Efforts to respond to this concern are intensifying.

But the cause of non-proliferation will be given its greatest multilateral boost through
real commitment to nuclear disarmament. That is not to say that this is the only front on
which to tackle proliferation, but it is an obvious one not only because it stems from a
treaty obligation and the “unequivocal undertaking” given in 2000 but because of the
psychological impact to be derived from reducing the tensions that stand in the way cf
strengthening the NPT and thus the environment in which proliferation is occurring.

Permitting nuclear weapons programmes to continue over long periods of time fosters a
permissive environment for the proliferators, More leadership from the NWS in
reducing their nuclear arsenals and demonstrating compliance under the nuclear
disarmament pillar of the NPT, would strengthen their moral authority to put pressure
on India, Israel and Pakistan to do likewise, reducing tensions in troubled areas and
perhaps lowering the incentive - or pretext - for neighbouring or other states to develop
weapons' programmes.

The 2005 Review Conference must be pursued as a fundamental opportunity to take
concrete steps which will allow us to feel assured — in the terms of article VIII.3 — that
the purposes of the preamble and the provisions of the Treaty are actually being
realised.



