Roles and Rationales in the Negotiations of the First
Review Conference of the Treaty of Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,

1973-1975

Kristine Werdelin Bergan

Master Thesis in History
Department of Archeology, History, Culture Studies and Religion
University of Bergen

May 2011



ii



I ask you to stop and think what it would mean to have nuclear weapons in so
many hands, in the hands of countries large and small, stable and unstable,
responsible and irresponsible, scattered throughout the world. There would
be no rest for anyone then, no stability, no real security, and no chance for
effective disarmament.

John F. Kennedy, 1963. In Glenn Seaborg, 1987: 57.
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CHAPTER 1:

Introduction

Contemporary Importance - Historiographical Negligence

A curse fell on the whole future of mankind when the atomic bomb fell.!

Alva Myrdal, Swedish Ambassador to Disarmament (1962-1973)

1.1 The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Regime

When the American President, Harry S. Truman, authorized the drop of nuclear bombs
over the two Japanese cities, Hiroshima and Nagasaki, in August 1945 he changed the face of
international politics forever: the world was introduced to a weapon of devilish capacity,
which effectively brought about Japan’s capitulation and the conclusion of the Second World
War.> Consequently, other states found themselves compelled to acquire this newfound
weapon technology for national security purposes. The Soviet Union was first to follow suit
in 1949, and during the next fifteen years the United Kingdom, France and China also
demonstrated their nuclear weapon capabilities.

The political responses to the discovery and usage of nuclear weapon technology have
occupied historians ever since the first nuclear bomb was dropped, for apparent reasons.
During the Cold War, fear of nuclear annihilation was an inherent component of the every-
day life until the Cuban Missile Crisis in 1962, when the Soviet Premier, Nikita Khrushchev,
made a retreat in a superpower nuclear confrontation.” The Cold War is generally used to
label the ideological conflict between the communist East-bloc led by the Soviet Union and
the capitalist West-bloc led by the United States. Illustratively, how to manage nuclear
weapons was an every-day challenge for all political leaders in the post-war world.
Consequently, modern world history touches on the subject of nuclear politics in one way or

another; without it the history of the post-war world is incomplete.

! Seaborg 1987: 71

? Reed and Stillman 2009: 25

? United Kingdom 1952; France 1960; China 1964.

* It is clear that the fear of nuclear annihilation has varied greatly, both in scope and geography, and is perhaps
best documented the United States, where it was an important motive in much American prose literature from
the Cold War period, documented by Daniel Cordle (2006).



Yet, one dimension of nuclear politics remains largely understudied, despite being of
great historical relevance. Diplomatic efforts to control nuclear arms and the establishment of
an international non-proliferation regime have only recently received the attention of
historians.” This regime was established by the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons, more commonly labeled the Non-Proliferation Treaty, signed in 1968.° Its
normative guideline is that while the benefits of peaceful nuclear technology should remain
accessible to all, the spread of nuclear weapons is perceived as a serious danger to
international security that should be prevented. The Non-Proliferation Treaty, hereafter only
referred to as the NPT, restricts the number of legitimate nuclear weapon states to the five
states that had tested nuclear explosives prior to January 1967. Under the treaty these states
are obligated not to transfer nuclear weapons or associated technology to non-nuclear weapon
states. Non-nuclear weapon states on the other hand, commit to forgo a nuclear defense and
allow the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to conduct inspections of their nuclear
energy facilities. Inevitably, the output of any peaceful nuclear power reactors, plutonium, is
the input of nuclear weapons.” The normative guideline of the non-proliferation regime is
therefore fundamentally contradictory, and as a consequence, a system of institutions, treaties
and national legislation has been designed to restrict nuclear technology to peaceful purposes.

According to the American historian Francis J. Gavin, the NPT has made “...nuclear
non-proliferation a shared value of the international community in the same way human
rights, anti-terrorism, and maintaining a stable economic order have come to be seen as
globally shared interests”.* The aim of this research project is to contribute to the knowledge
of the institutionalization of the nuclear non-proliferation norm by examining the first Review
Conference of the NPT. According to a stipulation in the NPT, five years after the treaty
entered into force, a conference to review the operation of the treaty was organized in
Geneva. The conference set the precedent for a periodic review system of the NPT, and as
such it was a continuation of the process of stepwise build-up of national commitments to

nuclear arms control. The periodic review system established an unprecedented enforcement

> Regime is hereby understood as an authoritative arrangement among states that facilitates the accomplishments
of specific goals through a process involving coordination of expectations and modifications of certain
behavioral patterns. This broad definition is borrowed from, McMorris Tate 1990: 402.

% Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), GA Res. 2373 (XXII), 12 June 1968. GAOR, 22nd
Sess, Suppl. No. 16 (A/6716/Add. 1), pp. 5-7. (Attached in the appendix)

7 Plutonium is central to the relationship between nuclear power and nuclear weapons, inevitably; it is an output
of the first and an input of the second. When uranium is bombarded with neutrons in a fission energy reactor,
some of the neutrons are captured by the atom. Because the neutron is divisible, it will split and part of it will
add to the atom as a negatively charged electron, another part as a positive proton. The element is thereby
changed and forms instead of Uranium (92) Plutonium 94 (or Neptonium 93). See Moss 1981: 24.

® Gavin 2010: 415



mechanism for international law.’ Its main function is to focus public and diplomatic attention
on the operation of a treaty, relying on the idea that world opinion is the chief sanction behind
compliance with international law. According to the political scientist John Simpson, the
periodic review currently functions as a core governance institution in the international
system of nuclear technology governance.'® Consequently, this research may also have great
current explanatory value.

The purpose of this introductory chapter is to give reasons for why and how this
historical research of the first Review Conference of the NPT is conducted. To serve this
purpose the chapter commences with a presentation of the historiography of the non-
proliferation regime that constitutes a substantial part of this introductory chapter for two
good reasons. First, by presenting existing literature, I intend to limit the field of research.
Second, and more importantly, by explaining how the institutionalization of a non-
proliferation norm is explain in the existing literature, it will become apparent how this
particular research may contribute towards expanding knowledge of the non-proliferation
regime. After presenting the historiography, the chapter continues with a presentation of the
research question, periodization and actor demarcation. Thereafter, the source selection is

presented and discussed. Finally, an outline of the thesis is included.

1.2 Historiography - A Narrative of Lost Opportunities

This presentation of the historiography of nuclear arms control is partly intended to
limit the field of research, but more importantly to position this research project according to
existing literature, which hereunder been divided into two subcategories: Cold War history
and institutional history. As stated, despite broad interest in nuclear history, the history of
nuclear arms control remains largely understudied. Historians have only recently begun to
explain the stepwise build-up of national commitment to nuclear arms control. Instead,
historians have been preoccupied with explaining why nuclear disarmament efforts have
failed. Consequently, a narrative of “lost opportunities” that overlooks the obvious
accomplishments of nuclear diplomacy dominates most of its history. Recent research is
contributing to the gradual transformation of this narrative; however, it still dominates the

current plot of the first Review Conference of the NPT.

? Carnahan 1987: 229
10 Simpson 2004: 7. The periodic review system is still functioning. The previous Review Conference was held
in New York in 2010; the next is set to 2015.



1.2.1 Cold War History

Nuclear politics and efforts to control nuclear weapons is a central theme in Cold War
history. According to the Norwegian Cold War historian Odd Arne Westad, the Cold War
may be broadly defined as “...the period in which the global conflict between the United
States and the Soviet Union dominated international affairs, roughly between 1945 and
19917"". Thus, history that somehow attempts to explain this conflict may be characterized as
Cold War history. This is most definitely so in the case of nuclear weapons which have been
regarded as both a cause and a means of the militarization of the ideological conflict between
the two ideological adversaries.'?

Cold War historiography is largely influenced by the simple fact that most Cold War
history was written during the process that is analyzed. As a consequence, Cold War history
has to a great extent focused on blame and responsibility for the Cold War conflict."” As a
part of Cold War history, the historiography of nuclear arms control largely mirror that of
general Cold War history; according to the European historian, Susanna Schrafstetter, “[t]he
need to explain why the international community failed to establish a nuclear-free world has
exercised Cold War historians for many years”'".

Three schools have done so in different ways, and according to the Norwegian Cold
War historian Geir Lundestad, each has proven “disappointingly subjective and
‘presentist’.”'® The orthodox school, which Lundestad characterizes as a product of the early
American Cold War climate, places responsibility for both the conflict and the arms race with
the Soviet Union. According to Schrafstetter, the totalitarian nature of the Soviet Union made
inspections, which were integral in all disarmament plans, impossible.'® Soviet Union
proposals to ban nuclear weapons, on the other hand, were regarded as ruses “...designed to
delay proceedings in the UN until Moscow had acquired nuclear weapons.”’ As a reaction to
the Vietnam War, a revisionist school emerged to challenge the pro-American orthodoxy. The
real barrier, the revisionists argued, was not the monolithic nature of the USSR, but “the

» 18

intransigence of the United States”.”” US proposals to abolish nuclear weapons are rejected by

the revisionists as being attempts to manipulate world opinion. The third position represents

"' Westad 2007: 3

> Gaddis 2005: 25-27

3 Lundestad 2000: 70. It should not be ruled out that there are other schools that are non-Western. However, in
the East bloc the field of history was censured, thus the historiography is predominantly Western.

' Schrafstetter 2004: 204

" Lundestad 2000: 66

' Schrafstetter 2004: 204

'" Schrafstetter 2004: 204

'8 Schrafstetter 2004: 205



the middle ground. The post-revisionist school apportions blame to both superpowers, and
according to Lundestad the position is a reflection of the contemporary policy of détente."”

The Cold War history that has been produced after the collapse of the Soviet Union,
collectively labeled New Cold War history, has attempted to shift focus from blame to change.
This new approach, combined with access to previously closed East bloc archives, as well as
a number of additional West bloc archives, has contributed towards slowly transforming
depiction of the Cold War.*® Both Odd Arne Westad and Geir Lundestad are representatives
of this new approach in Cold War history. The same development has occurred in the history
of nuclear diplomacy. During the last twenty years, both Cold War historians and political
scientists have shown greater interest in the development of a non-proliferation regime.

Representatives of this relatively recent trend in nuclear arms control history are
scholars like Thomas Risse*', Vojtech Mastny, Susanna Schrafstetter and Leopoldo Nuti.
Risse and Mastny have separately analyzed the proceedings of the Partial Test Ban Treaty™
(PTBT) negotiations from a British and Soviet perspective, respectively. These negotiations
were the first concrete nuclear arms negotiations between the Cold War adversaries, the
United States and the Soviet Union, and resulted in a treaty that prohibits nuclear explosives
tests in the atmosphere, signed in 1963. However, the treaty allows underground tests and
therefore did not contribute towards reducing the total number of nuclear tests or the
development of more advanced nuclear weapons technology, though it may have contributed
towards raising the threshold to join the nuclear club.

While previous scholars had approached the test ban negotiations with an aim to
explain why the superpowers failed to agree on a comprehensive test ban treaty which was
hailed as the ambition of these negotiations, Risse and Mastny made it their focus instead to
explain what instigated these negotiations, and to explain their outcome. Mastny analyze the
role of the political leadership in the Soviet Union under Nikita Khrushchev.” Risse stresses
the importance of the special Anglo-American relationship.** According to his analysis, the

negotiations were instigated because of close cooperation between American and British

' See Lundestad 2000: 66. The policy of détente was a relaxation of tension between the United States and the
Soviet Union. The policy will be explained in more detail in chapter two, when the interests of the United States
and the Soviet Union in the review of the NPT are analyzed.

2 Westad 2000: 5

*! Thomas Risse has previously been published as Thomas Risse-Kappen. In the text, I will only refer to him by
his current name, however, in the footnotes and bibliography, I use the name that he himself has been using in
the given publication.

** Note that the Partial Test Ban Treaty is also known as the Limited Test Ban Treaty, which is most common in
the United States.

> Mastny 2008: 24

** Risse-Kappen 1995: 105



researchers and bureaucracy. While the researchers were imperative for putting a nuclear test
ban on the political agenda in the wake of the 1954 Castel Bravo accident™, the bureaucracy
was imperative for getting the negotiations going.

Equally, the two European Cold War historians, Susanne Schrafstetter and Leopoldo
Nuti, have examined and explained the origins of the NPT. According to Nuti, the Chinese
nuclear test explosion in 1964 is generally perceived as the event that laid the foundations for
the NPT.*® Prior to the Chinese nuclear test explosion, the United States was deeply
entrenched in NATO plans for a multilateral nuclear force. However, the sudden horizontal
spread of nuclear weapons to China caused a change in the priorities of the American
administration. In the wake of the Chinese test, the United States decided to pursue a non-
proliferation treaty, and in order to see this policy through, they agreed to Soviet demands to
forbid all types of nuclear sharing, including sharing within defensive alliances. The Soviet
Union was opposed to any arrangement that would provide the Federal Republic of Germany,
hereafter referred to as West Germany, with nuclear weapons, in the light of the multiple
historical conflicts between the two near-neighbors.

Thus, according to both Schrafstetter and Nuti, the position of West Germany is
significant in order to explain the NPT. The importance of the West-German signature is
confirmed by the special concessions made to West Germany over the issue of inspections. A
special arrangement was negotiated between the IAEA and the European Atomic
Community®’, hereafter referred to by its acronym Euratom, in response to West-German
fears about industrial espionage. According to Schrafstetter, the United Kingdom played an
important role as a mediator in securing this outcome, motivated by British interests to join
the European Community® and ambitions of past great power glory.

Another factor that supports West-German significance for the NPT was the lack of

concern for other near-nuclear weapon states. Schrafstetter, who has based her analysis on

** Castel Bravo was the code name of an American test of a thermonuclear hydrogen bomb on the Bikini atoll in
the Pacific on 1 March 1954. Fallout from the test poisoned the islanders, as well was a crew on a Japanese
fishing boat, and created international concerns about atmospheric nuclear testing.

> Nuti 2010: 91

*" The Europan Atmoic Energy Community, more commonly known by its acronym Euratom, is a regional
organization that was established on 25 March 1957 along with the European Economic Community, by the
Treaty of Rome. The purposes of Euratom was to create a specialist market for nuclear power and distribute it
through the Community and to develop nuclear energy and sell surplus to non-community states. It was being
taken over by the executive institutions of the European Economic Community in 1967, after the Merger Treaty,
however, it was, and still is legally distinct from the European Union, which was established by the Maastricht
Treaty of the European Union that replaced the Merger Treaty in 1992. See Bache and Geroge 2006: 602

*¥ Originally, the integration of Europe was in three communities, the European Steel and Coal Community
(ESCE), Euorpean Economic Community (EEC) and European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom). In April
1965, a Merger Treaty was signed agreeing to merge the three institutions. See Bache and Geroge 2006: 596



both West-German and British sources, emphasizes how Indian demands for positive security
guarantees, meaning that the nuclear weapon states would intervene on behalf of non-nuclear
weapon states party to the NPT if the latter were exposed to nuclear blackmail or nuclear
attack, were dismissed by the superpowers.” This was a concern for the United Kingdom,
because the former British colony India had remained an important member of the British
Commonwealth after gaining its independence. India’s demands for positive security
guarantees were largely motivated by India’s strained relationship with its northern neighbor,
China, as a result of the unresolved Sino-Indian border conflict in 1962.%°

However, the superpowers did not meet the demands of India. Instead of offering
positive security guarantees in the NPT, which were primarily in the interests of the countries
outside of the Cold War alliance system,’' a security guarantee was offered by a United
Nations Security Council resolution.’* However, this resolution was considered worthless by
most states, particularly after China replaced Taiwan in the United Nations, thereby becoming
a permanent member of the Security Council in 1971,” because the resolution could be
vetoed by any member of the council. India consequently decided not to sign the NPT,
denouncing it as an inherently discriminatory treaty, as did both France and China, the other

two legitimate nuclear weapon states according to the NPT.**

1.2.2 Institutional History

The Cold War is an important conceptual framework for understanding nuclear arms
control efforts. However, the Cold War is not the only conceptual framework through which
attempts have been made to explain nuclear arms control. As Westad puts it, the intention to
operate with a broad Cold-War definition is not to say that everything during this time period
was caused by the Cold War; the Cold War “...is a separate, identifiable part of a much richer
spectrum of late twentieth century history, but one that gave shape to an international

system.”’

* Schrafstetter 2004: 168

% Seaborg 1987: 117-118

> Gavin 2010: 412

3% Security assurances are provided for by the Security Council Resolution 255. See for instance Epstein 1976:
244

** The United Nations General Assembly Resolution 2758 of October 1971 recognized the representatives of the
People's Republic of China (PRC) as "the only legitimate representative of China to the United Nations".

** The French decision to not sign the NPT, and to insist to remain unassociated from nuclear weapons talks
cannot be fully understood without regards to the political leadership in France under Charles de Gaulle at the
time of the NPT-negotiations, and the French departure from NATO in 1966.

** Westad 2007: 4



Nuclear arms control has also been explained from the perspective of the post-war
world order. The efforts made to ensure that nuclear technology would only be used for
peaceful purposes have been of a distinct global character, typical of the world order that was
instituted after the Second World War. Originally designed to reintegrate the defeated Axis
states’® and the victorious Allied states®’ into a unified international system,”® the post-war
world order instituted a deep-rooted logic of “shared authority over the global system™’. The
relegation of Germany and American isolationism in the wake of the First World War was
largely considered to have caused the second. The establishment of the United Nations (UN)
was a prime symbol of the new norm of global governance, and the UN regarded it as being
its task to use universal treaty regulations for address challenges to international security.

Institutional history explains nuclear arms control from the perspective of the UN.
According to its representatives, such as the political scientist Josef Goldbaltz, the NPT
derived from a change in the United Nations approach to disarmament.*” Recognizing in the
mid-1950s that the abolition of nuclear weapons was not tenable due to the ideological rivalry
between the United States and Soviet Union, general and comprehensive disarmament
proposals were replaced by gradual disarmament schemes that aimed to control and halt
nuclear proliferation.*' The new disarmament approach was instituted through the passing of
the Irish Resolution™ in the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) in 1961. The
resolution called on all states, and nuclear states in particular, to “use their best endeavors to
secure the conclusion of an international agreement” halting horizontal nuclear proliferation.*’
An Eighteen Nations Disarmament Committee (ENDC) was set up to see the task through.
The composition of the ENDC reflected the contemporary composition of the UNGA:
Canada, France,* Italy, the United Kingdom and the United States represented the Western

bloc; Bulgaria, Poland, Romania, the Soviet Union and Czechoslovakia represented the

%% Germany and Italy

7 The United Kingdom, the Soviet Union and the United States

* Ikenberry 2008: 24

** Ikenberry 2008: 30

“ Goldblatz 1994: 77

“! Schrafstetter 2005: 206

*2 The Irish Resolution if 1961 was the fourth in a line; the first Irish resolution was presented to the United
Nations General Assembly in 1958. According to Glenn Seaborg, with each of the superpowers unable or
unwilling to come forward with ideas that had the chance of being accepted by the other, the initiative was
passed over to Ireland, whose Foreign Minister, Fred Aiken, had adopted non-proliferation as a personal
specialty. However, it was not simply the personal commitment of Aiken that enabled Ireland to present the
resolution that established the ENDC. Irish neutrality, neither a member of the NATO nor the Non-Aligned
Movement, was an important factor why Ireland, on the fourth go, succeeded in presenting a resolution that was
approved by both superpowers. See Seaborg 1987: 78

* Seaborg 1987: 79

* As mentioned, France denounced the notion of a non-proliferation treaty as inherently discriminatory, and
therefore never participated in the negotiations of a non-proliferation treaty on behalf of NATO in the ENDC.



Eastern-bloc; Brazil, Burma, Egypt, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Nigeria and Sweden represented

the neutral states.

1.2.3 Explanation Models - Towards Mutual Casualty of Agency and Structure

The presentation above illustrates how historians have approached nuclear arms
control differently. In general they have wavered between privileging material and ideational
factors, power or norms, in their explanation models. Orthodox and revisionist Cold War
history have largely privileged ideational factors, by attributing the historical development to
the ideology of the Eastern bloc and the Western bloc, respectively. Institutional history has
also privileged ideational factors. The institutionalization of nuclear diplomacy is explained as
a result of cooperation and global governance, while political conflict is largely absent in the
explanation models of institutional history.

Cold War post-revisionists on the other hand have privileged martial factors. Post-
revisionists have explained the stability of the Cold War as a result of a bipolar international
system. This emphasis on bipolarity was not unique to the field of history, but influenced by
the contemporary trends in international relations, which have studied the same subjects with
an aim to develop and test general theories. According to political scientist and historian
Richard Ned Lebow, political science neither made change its principle focus during the Cold
War conflict: “For international relations scholars inn the 1980s, the preeminent problem in
the security subfield was ‘the long peace’ between the superpowers”.” Similar to the post-
revisionists, the bipolar world system was given much explanatory power by the international
relations community. The dominant theory was structural realism.*

The sudden and unforeseen fall of the Berlin Wall and the subsequent conclusion of
the Cold War brought about new conceptualization to both history and international relations.
“In the aftermath of the Cold War, during which a bipolar material structure appeared to
explain so much of international politics,” political scientist Douglas J. Macdonald explains,
“... scholars are becoming more interested in ideational causation.”*’ Thus, the pendel has
returned to ideational factors. This is illustrated by Vojtech Mastny and Thomas Risse’s
contributions to New Cold War history. Both Mastny and Risse put great emphasis on the
ideology and rationality of agency in their explanations. For instance, in Risse’s analysis of

the Partial Test Ban Treaty, change is presented as a result of transnational cooperation. This

* Lebow 2000: 105

* Structural realism advocates that national interests and the international balance of power determine global
politics and that an international community is a fiction. See Amstutz 2008: 17.

*” Macdonald 2000: 181



conceptualization was explicitly intended by Risse as a criticism of the international relations
theory of structural realism, which was considered to have failed by not predicting the end of
the Cold War.*® As a political scientist, Risse is a representative of another international
relations theory usually referred to as constructivism.* Constructivist theory advocate that
human beings are the major actors in the international community, and that state behavior
reflects self-recognition of a national elite. Depending on such self-recognition, every state
may behave alike, or completely differently.>

History however is not a generalizing but a synthesizing science that rejects the
general application of theory, arguing that historical explanations are unique because of the
changing historical context. Although historical explanations may give priority to either
norms or power, the two are not regarded as conflicting explanation factors, but
complementary. According to Karl Marx’s famous maxim, individuals attempt to decide
history through their own efforts, but they do not do so in the situations of their own
choosing; social and political structures restrict and present occasions for human behavior.”'
The task of the historian is therefore to explain the mutual causality of agency and structure,
of both ideational and material factors.

The most recent contributions to the historiography of nuclear arms control have
attempted to explain the mutual causality of agency and structure. Leopoldo Nuti stresses how
international politics has a certain logic that can only be understood ... by looking at both the
domestic and the foreign policy sides of the story and analyzing their connections with each
other.””” Thus, in his analysis of the origin of the NPT, he puts much emphasis on both West
German interests and the transformation from bipolarity to polycentrism. In contrast to post-
revisionists, both Nuti and Susanna Schrafstetter regard the balance of power as much more
delicate, and therefore as a source of change. According to the Cold War historian, John
Lewis Gaddis, post-revisionists calculated power almost entirely on monodimensional terms,
focusing only on military indices and not economic power, ideological power or cultural
power, and Gaddis suggest that this was the reason why post-revisionist failed to foresee the

collapse of the Soviet Union.™

% Risse-Kappen 1995: 145

* Amstutz 2008: 16

*% According to constructivist theory, the “...international community is not an ideal to be pursued but a reality
that is expressed in the increasing role played by international institutions and structuring international
relations.” See Amstutz 2008: 17

>! Macdonald 2000: 180

>? Trachtenberg 2003: ix

>} Gaddis 1998: 284
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Several authors agree with Nuti and Schrafstetter that the emergence of a multi-polar
world system that laid the ground for change. For instance, political scientists Robert H.
Donaldson and Joseph L. Nogee, who have analyzed continuity and change in the foreign
policy of Russia in the twentieth century, argue that the international balance of power is an
essential factor for explaining foreign policy behavior. Donaldson and Nogee agree that it is
impossible to make a formula that predicts foreign policy:

The factors that shape foreign policy behavior are multiple. Some are internal, such as government and

its political elites, the culture, economy geography, and democracy of a country. Others are external,

such as foreign threats, political vacuums, and the changes in the balance of power. These different

factors are always changing in substance and weight, thus making it impossible to come up with a

formula or model to explain or predict foreign policy. In short, foreign policy, like all politics, is
dynamic.>*

Thus, although institutional history has rightfully identified the United Nations as an
important component in order to institutionalize an international non-proliferation norm, by
creating an arena for negotiations and a channel for multilateral pressure, in order to properly
explain the institutionalization of an international non-proliferation norm historians must also
examining the interests of the negotiating parties, the state actors. This has been demonstrated
by the research of both Nuti and Schrafstetter, who represent a relative new trend in nuclear
history. Their research is gradually contributing to remove the narrative of lost opportunities
that has been dominant in history of nuclear arms control. However, the first Review

Conference of the NPT remains a more or less white canvas to historians.

1.3 Research Question and Demarcation

1.3.1 Research Question

As stated, the aim of this research is to contribute to broaden the knowledge of the
institutionalization of a non-proliferation norm by examining the first Review Conference of
the NPT. The outline of the nuclear arms control historiography above has served both to
confirm that the first Review Conference is an appropriate research subject, and to inspire
how a research of the Review Conference may be structured. The research of Leopoldo Nuti
and Susanna Schrafstetter have demonstrated how it is necessary to examine both national
interests and the dynamics of the multilateral negotiations in order to best explain the
institutionalization of the non-proliferation norm. An approach that neglects to include

national interests and political conflicts may risk overlooking material factors, while purely

>* Donaldson and Nogee 2005: 3
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focusing on political conflict may risk overlooking the ideational factors. Thus, in order to
explain how the first Review Conference contributed towards the international
institutionalization of a non-proliferation norm, this research aims to answer the following

research questions:

Which roles and rationales of the parties to the Treaty of Non-Proliferation of Nuclear

Weapons were decisive for the conduct and outcome of the negotiations of the first Review

Conference of the Treaty, 1973-1975?

By uncovering what roles the different actors played in the negotiations of the Review
Conference, and what rationales that motivated and enabled these states to play such roles,
this research aims to explain how a stipulation in the NPT, for a conference to review the
operation of the treaty five years after its entry into force, resulted in the establishment of an
entirely new mechanism of international law enforcement that has served to institutionalize

nuclear non-proliferation as an international norm.

1.3.2 Periodization

In order to answer the research question above, the analysis stretches over a two-year
period, from the summer of 1973 until the spring of 1975. The summer of 1973 marks the
starting point for the analysis because this was approximately when the United Kingdom and
the United States began to share concrete plans on how to set up a Preparatory Committee for
the review. This Preparatory Committee negotiated the Rule of Procedure for the Review
Conference. Consequently, in order to properly examine the interests that were decisive for
the Review Conference Rule of Procedure, the analysis must include this process. The
conclusion of the Review Conference on 30 May 1975 marks the conclusion of the

periodization.

1.3.3 Actors

The actors in this analysis are the parties to the NPT, meaning states that had both
signed and ratified the NPT, because only parties were allowed to take part in the decision-
making in the review negotiations. Consequently, several powerful states are excluded from
the list of actors; as either signatory states or non-parties they only influenced the review

negotiations indirectly depending on how their attitudes toward the NPT influenced the
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actors. Thus, non-parties such as France, China and India do not appear as actors, however,
their nuclear status certainly presents highly relevant contextual factors.

When the Review Conference was convened in Geneva on 5 May 1975, the group of
parties was comprised of almost one hundred members. However, a much smaller number
took an active part in the negotiations. A total of 58 NPT parties participated in the first
Review Conference,” and of these, the following played a prominent role. First, the list of
actors includes the United States, the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom, who were the
depositary powers of the Treaty because the NPT was opened for signature in their respective
capitals. Second, their close allies in the Western and Eastern blocs showed an interest in the
review. From the latter group, Poland was most predominant, while from the Western bloc,
Canada, Australia and the members of the European Community: Belgium, Denmark, Ireland,
Italy, Luxemburg, the Netherlands and West Germany, stood out. Of these European states,
Belgium, Italy, Luxemburg, the Netherlands and West Germany only deposited their
ratifications of the Treaty on 2 May 1975, just in time for the Review Conference, which
opened on 5 May. Thus, throughout the preparatory negotiations, these states were signatory
states and were only able to influence the negotiations indirectly. Finally, Sweden, Mexico,
Yugoslavia and Nigeria showed much interest in the review negotiations and acted as the
representatives of the group of non-aligned states whose members generally remained in the
background.

The decision to use states as main actors in this analysis is primarily methodical. The
level of analysis has been made necessary by the extensive list of actors in the negotiations,
the time available for this research, and the fact that the Review Conference has not been
subjected to any previous historical research. Due to these factors, an in depth analysis of how
state positions in the review negotiations were products of individual initiative has not been
given priority. As explained when introducing the research question, I am giving priority to
analyzing the dynamics between the states, expecting this approach to offer both ideational
and material explanations, because a purely interstate perspective may overlook the
significance of conflict. However, I do not reject that an interstate perspective may add to the

explanation put forth here. The research of Thomas Risse, presented in short in the previous

53 Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bolivia, Bulgaria, Canada, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Ecuador, Ethiopia,
Finland, Gabon, German Democratic Republic, Germany (Federal Republic of), Ghana, Greece, Holy See,
Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, Iran, Iraq (attended only as an observer at its own request), Ireland, Italy, Jamaica,
Jordan, Lebanon, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, the Netherlands, New
Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Republic of Korea, Romania, San Marino,
Senegal, Sudan, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Tunisia, USSR, United Kingdom, United States,
Uruguay, Yugoslavia and Zaire.
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section, illustrates how states are not unitary; state interests are products of the interpretations
of individuals that compose different domestic interest groups. However, in this research, I
generally regard all the individuals, both diplomats and politicians, as representatives of the
state. According to Norwegian sociologist Iver B. Neumann, diplomats do not experience
negotiations as taking place on behalf of themselves, “...they see their role as that of
incorporating the Minister, their Ministry, their government, their state.”® Thus, I have not
made my selection of sources based on an interest to explain how national foreign policies are
the result of domestic group interests, and I have not approached the sources with this as an
aim. However, when the sources have offered such explanations, it has not been my intention
to exclude them from the analysis.

There are a few disarmament politicians and diplomats that stand out in the analysis.
These individuals will be briefly introduced here. Alva Myrdal and Inga Thorsson, both
representing Sweden in the review negotiations, are individuals that stand out in my analysis.
Alva Myrdal was appointed Swedish Ambassador to the Eighteen Nations Disarmament
Committee (ENDC) when it was first set up in 1962, and continued to serve as Swedish
Ambassador to Disarmament when the ENDC was enlarged and changed its name to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD). Inga Thorsson succeeded Myrdal as
Ambassador to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, hereafter only referred to
as the CCD during the review negotiations, early in 1974. The Mexican CCD Ambassador,
Alfonso Garcia Robles, and Victor Isrealyan, the head of the Soviet delegation to the Review
Conference are also individuals that stand out in the analysis. Finally, due to my reliance on
British sources, which I will turn to shortly, there are several British diplomats who stand out
in the analysis, particularly the head of the British Foreign and Commonwealth Office Arms
Control and Disarmament Department and the British CCD Ambassador. The first position
was held by David Summerhayes when the review negotiations commenced, however, before
the Review Conference, Summerhayes was succeeded by John Christopher Edmonds.
Equally, the ambassadorial position was first held by Henry Hainworth, who was succeeded
by Mark Allen during the review negotiations. All other individuals will be properly

introduced in the analysis when their introduction is called for.

%6 Neumann 2008: 153
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1.4 Sources

In a field of modern international history, where there is an extensive number of
actors, each with a strong tradition of producing written records, the availability of sources is
overwhelming. Consequently, the main task for a historian in this field is not to retrieve
material that may offer insight into a historical event or process, but to select the material that
is considered to be most appropriate in order to produce new historical knowledge.

To expand knowledge of the first Review Conference of the NPT, which is the broad
objective of this research, I have primarily made use of the extensive British record of the
review negotiations, as well as the official record from the Review Conference, and a broad
selection of autobiographic accounts and literature. The following section presents the sources

and the analytical risks connected with basing the analysis on British material primarily.

1.4.1 The British Foreign and Commonwealth Office - “Songs of Self-Praise”>”

It is the official British record from the Review Conference that creates the basis for
the analysis presented in this thesis. The record derives from the British Foreign and
Commonwealth Office (FCO), because nuclear diplomacy and international nuclear arms
control were part of the British diplomatic service which sorted under the Arms Control and
Disarmament Department at the Foreign and Commonwealth Office. The FCO file consists of
interdepartmental correspondence mainly, between the London office, the Geneva UN
disarmament mission, the British [AEA delegation in Vienna, the New York UN mission and
the main British embassies, for instance the British Embassy in Washington. Onto several of
the machine-typed letters there are handwritten messages. This suggests that the documents
are relatively informal, which is a likely result of their confidential status.

The British record is absolutely adequate for answering the research question that
steers this thesis. As the analysis shows, the United Kingdom was not only in a special
position to be well informed of the interests that steered the review negotiations, being both a
depositary power and a member of the European Community, but was also keen to play an
active role and thus put much emphasis on wide consultations in the review negotiations. As a
result, the British record includes many observations and assessments of other NPT parties

and their intentions and interests in the negotiations, as well as letters and statements that have

" The head of the British Foreign and Commonwealth Arms Control and Disarmament Department during the
Review Conference, John Christopher Edmonds, used this phrase to title a letter to Frederick Jackson, the British
representative in IAEA, in which he denies the possibility of an Australian presidential draft initiative, and
implicitly accredits the initiative to the United Kingdom. See FCO 66/738: Letter from J. C. Edmonds, FCO
ACDD, to Fredrick Jackson, the British Embassy in Vienna, 20 June 1975.
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been written by representatives from other national delegations. Additionally, the record
includes many official documents from the review negotiations, produced by the United
Nations secretariat, as well as other UN documents and newspaper cuttings that were
considered to have some sort of relevance for the Review Conference. Thus, the British
record is considered to be very suitable for researching the first Review Conference of the
NPT.

However, this heavy reliance on the FCO file also presents a few analytical hazards.
Inescapably, the selection of sources determines how a story will be told. The United
Kingdom will naturally dominate sources of British origin. It is to be expected that the British
diplomatic corps somewhat exaggerate its own role in its reports of the Review Conference,
not intentionally, but due to its perspective. Thus, in analyzing these sources, it is necessary to
be attentive to self-flattery. Illustratively, the inclusion of British sources in Cold War studies
has, according to the Norwegian Cold War historian Geir Lundestad, reintroduced the
perspective of three “superpowers”.”® Equally, the actors that are most prominent in this
analysis are the actors that stand out as especially active on the British record, and had
another national record been consulted the list of actors may have looked different. However,
considering the role and position of the United Kingdom, it is reasonable to assume that they
have not excluded important actors, though they might have included a few that were of
particular importance to the United Kingdom, such as the members of the European

Community.

1.4.2 Biographical Accounts

In addition to the British official record there are two biographical accounts of the first
Review Conference that will function as sources for this research. While historians largely
neglected the field of nuclear diplomacy during the Cold War, participant saw it as their task
to describe and explain the outcome of multilateral nuclear arms control negotiations.’” The
first review of the NPT is covered in one chapter of William Epstein’s book about nuclear
proliferation and arms control published in 1976, and in one chapter in Mohammed Shaker’s
three-volume description of the whole non-proliferation negotiation process, published in

1980. While William Epstein was a Canadian UN disarmament consultant during the first

> Lundestad 2000: 66

> E.g. William Epstein (1976) The Last Chance, Nuclear Proliferation and Arms Control; Alva Myrdal (1977)
The Game of Disarmament, How the United States and Russia Run the Arms Race; Mohammed 1. Shaker (1980)
The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, Origin and Implementation 1959-1979; Glenn Seaborg (1987) Stemming
the Tide, Arms Control in the Johnson Years; Victor Israelyan (2003) On the Battlefields of the Cold War, a
Soviet Ambassador’s Confession.
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Review Conference of the NPT, who is on occasion mentioned on the British record,
Mohammed Shaker was not directly associated with the review negotiations. As an Egyptian
diplomat Shaker took part in the negotiations of the NPT; however, Egypt decided not to sign

the Treaty and was therefore not an actor in the review.

1.4.3 Single-Archival Research

The main reason for my single-archival approach is that Masters’ research is only a
limited research project, with strict time constraints. Consequently, multi-archival research
could run the risk of being largely cosmetic; the greater the source selection, the greater the
methodological challenges. This was an evident risk when going into this particular Masters’
project, first because the first Review Conference was only described in brief in the accounts
of Mohammed Shaker and William Epstein, and it was initially a time-consuming task to map
out the order of events that together made up the negotiation process. Secondly, the British
record that I have based my research on has only been made available during the last five to
seven years, and to my knowledge not yet been extensively used. Therefore, simply sorting
out the extensive material was a substantial part of my research. Due to these reasons,
attempts to make a multi-archival analysis could run the risk of being unequally weighted,
drawn primarily from one archive, while other archives would be incorporated only to test the
findings from the first.

However, a single-archival approach does not exclude other sources. Historians must
consult different types of sources in order to secure their accounts. According to the
Norwegian historian Knut Kjedstaldi, sources must be tested for external consistency.®’ To
test the external consistency of the British sources, the documents have been crosschecked
with the published Final Document from the Review Conference, produced by the UN
secretariat, which gives a short description of the conference, its general conduct, and a list of
all the participants. As such, these documents have been helpful in associating individuals that
have not been fully introduced by the British record. Some of these Review Conference
documents are also included in the British record, as are some of the official documents from
the Preparatory Committee, thereby suggesting the reliability of the British record. In addition
to primary sources, much literature is excellent for testing outer consistency and for offering
suggestions on the relevant international context of the review negotiations and the general

positions and interests of the actors in the review negotiation.

%9 Kjeldstadli 1999: 181
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1.5 Structure of Thesis

In order to analyze the roles and rationales of the NPT parties in the review
negotiations, this thesis is divided into five chapters: this introductory chapter, three analysis
chapters and a concluding chapter. Chapter two presents an analysis of the interests of the
NPT parties in the NPT and its Review Conference. In doing so, the analysis serves to explain
both the main divisions regarding issues of substance and the formal organization of the
Review Conference, and which states were in position to play pivotal roles in the review.
Thus, this chapter provides a necessary foundation for the analysis of the dynamics of the
review negotiations in the following two chapters.

Chapter three presents an analysis of how the roles and rationale of the NPT parties in
the negotiations of the Rule of Procedure, which were conducted in the Preparatory
Committee. Thus, the chapter commences with an analysis of how the Preparatory Committee
was set up, and thereafter explains how the two major conflicting issues regarding the Rule of
Procedure, the rule of access and the rule of decision-making, were settled. Chapter four
presents an analysis of the roles and rationales of the NPT-parties in the negotiations in the
Review Conference. These negotiations were primarily concerned with the formulation of a
Final Document.

The three analysis chapters are concluded with a short summary that highlights the
main findings in each chapter. These summaries provide the basis for chapter five, which
presents the conclusions of this research; how a vague and contested stipulation in the NPT
resulted in the establishment of a periodic review system for the treaty. As the next chapter
demonstrates, while the review negotiations were in a sense a continuation of the NPT
negotiations the historical context was changed, and thus, the roles and rationales were

altered.
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CHAPTER 2:

Revision or Reinforcement

Opposing Interests in the Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference

...most Non-Nuclear Weapon States would argue that the treaty ought to have as much to do

with “vertical proliferation” as with “horizontal proliferation”.®!

Henry Hainworth, British Ambassador to Disarmament, 5 October 1973.

2.1 Introduction

The broad objective of this research is to explain how a stipulation in the NPT, for a
conference to review the operation of the Treaty five years after its entry into force, resulted
in the establishment of an entirely new mechanism of international law enforcement that has
served to institutionalize nuclear non-proliferation as an international norm. Virtually
everything about the Review Conference, apart from its broad objective, found no regulation
in the Treaty.” As a result, both the organization and purpose of the conference were
subjected to multilateral negotiations, both prior to, and during the Review Conference.

In order to explain the outcome of these multilateral negotiations, knowledge of what
motivates state behavior in multilateral negotiations is a precondition. Generally, state
behavior is considered to be motivated by power potentials; states seek to increase their
international influence and prevent one-ended dependency. However, as discussed in the
introductory chapter, to serve this purpose states may choose from a variety of methods;
power is not monodimensional. The purpose of this chapter is to explain what interests the
parties to the NPT had in the review of the Treaty, and those factors that may account for

these interests. In doing so, this chapter suggests which states were in positions to influence

1 FCO 66/469: Letter from Henry Hainworth, UKDIS Geneva, to David Summerhayes in FCO Arms Control
and Disarmament Department, 5 October 1973.

62 Article VIII, paragraph 3 in the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons reads: “Five years after
the entry into force of this Treaty, a conference of Parties to the Treaty shall be held in Geneva, Switzerland, in
order to review the operation of this Treaty with a view to assuring that the purpose of the Preamble and the
provisions of the Treaty are being realized. At intervals of five years thereafter, a majority of the Parties to the
Treaty may obtain, by submitting a proposal to this effect to the Depositary Governments, the convening of
further conferences with the same objective of reviewing the operation of the Treaty”®*
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the review negotiations, and it thereby provides a necessary foundation for the analysis of the
dynamics of the review negotiations in the following two chapters.

This chapter is divided into two main parts: part one analyzes the interests of the large
and heterogeneous group of non-nuclear weapon states party to the NPT in the Review
Conference. Part two analyzes the interests of the three nuclear weapon states party to the
NPT, the United States, the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom. The chapter concludes

with a short summary of the chapter findings.

2.2 General and Comprehensive Disarmament

According to the Egyptian diplomat, Mohammed Shaker, a conference to review the
operation of the NPT was first suggested in an American NPT draft dating back to 1965.”
The suggestion was intended to curb the concern expressed by members of the of the
Eighteen Nations Disarmament Committee, where the NPT was negotiated, that the treaty did
not properly secure the obligation of nuclear weapon states to take part in disarmament
negotiations in “good faith”.* As explained in chapter one, the ENDC derived from a change
in the UN approach to disarmament. William Epstein also agrees that the intention of the
Review Conference was to ensure that the nuclear weapon states were fulfilling their
commitments.”” While IAEA safeguards were a means of verifying that the non-nuclear
parties were living up to their pledges not to go nuclear, the Treaty contained no means of
verifying that the nuclear weapon states were abiding by their pledges to promote peaceful
usage of nuclear energy and to halt nuclear testing and reverse the nuclear arms race.®® Thus,
the non-nuclear weapon states regarded it to be the purpose of the Review Conference to
ensure that the nuclear weapon states were fulfilling their treaty commitments by reaffirming
their commitment to the NPT as a gradual disarmament scheme aimed towards general and
comprehensive disarmament.®’

However, despite their shared interpretation of the broad purpose of the NPT and its
Review Conference, the group on non-nuclear weapon states was heterogeneous, divided
politically, economically and militarily. While the majority of the industrialized non-nuclear

weapon states were members of either NATO or the Warsaw Pact, and thereby protected by

% Shaker 1980: 872

% Article VI, Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons

% Epstein 1976: 244

% Epstein 1976: 244

T FCO 66/469: Letter from Henry Hainworth, UKDIS Geneva, to David Summerhayes in FCO Arms Control
and Disarmament Department, 5 October 1973.
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the nuclear umbrella of their respective superpowers, the developing non-nuclear weapon
states were loosely organized in the Non-Aligned Movement. Due to these differences, the
non-nuclear weapon state did not approach the Review Conference in unison; their priorities

in the review and their position to realize them varied greatly.

2.2.1 The Industrialized Alliances

The majority of the industrialized non-nuclear weapon states party to the NPT were
united by one common feature; they were organized in military alliances according to
ideology. Consequently, maintaining amicable relations within these alliances, which were
considered to guarantee the national security of each member, was of major importance to
these non-nuclear weapon states. However, despite this one obvious similarity, little united
NATO and the Warsaw Pact. The two alliances were based on completely opposite systems
of power. While the non-nuclear weapon states in the Warsaw Pact were Soviet satellites
under authoritarian rule, whose foreign policies were largely formulated in Moscow, NATO
was composed primarily of liberal democracies. Contrary to the Soviet Union, the United
States could not dictate NATO’s foreign policy; NATO’s members were free to criticize the
actions of the United States. Thus, they were also in a position to influence American actions.
Therefore, in order to explain the outcome of the first Review Conference of the NPT,
accounting for the actions of the non-nuclear weapon states in NATO is given priority; the
actions of the Soviet satellites are generally covered in the analysis of the Soviet Union later

in this chapter.

Western Demands for Endorsement

The Western non-nuclear weapon states regarded it to be the purpose of the Review
Conference to endorse the NPT as a means toward achieving general and comprehensive
disarmament. This was expressed by Canada already during the preparations for the Review
Conference, who warned that the disarmament commitment of the nuclear weapon states was
an issue that could not be overlooked at the conference.®® Canada thereby signaled to her
allies that she was inclined to take part in criticizing the disarmament efforts of the nuclear
weapon states. There are several factors that may serve to explain why the Western non-
nuclear weapon states opted for this position. With regards to Canada, it should not be ruled

out that Canada’s position as a significant uranium and nuclear technology supplier enabled

% FCO 66/590: Letter from Henry Hainworth, UKDIS Geneva, to David Summerhayes in the FCO, 22 January
1974.
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Canada to put pressure on the United States in respect of nuclear issues.®” Another reasonable
assumption is that the independent position of Western Europe during the early 1970s
encouraged the Western non-nuclear weapon states to test their powers opposite the United
States in the review.

The relatively independent position of the Western European states in the early 1970s
was partly a result of the NPT. Since the end of the Second World War, the relationship with
America was of fundamental importance to the Europeans. According to the historian Marc

3

Trachtenberg, the “...United States was the protectors of West Europe; the freedom of
Europe, it was generally believed, depended on American military power.””’ The NPT
however, transformed the relationship between the United States and Europe. As explained in
the introductory chapter, the American decision in 1965 to give priority to a non-proliferation
treaty, at the expense of NATO’s plans for nuclear sharing, was badly received in Western
Europe.”' According to Leopoldo Nuti, this turn was regarded as a sign that Europe’s role in
US foreign policy was decreasing. The Western European governments believed that the
American motive for pursuing a non-proliferation treaty was to achieve an honorable peace in
Vietnam. In the mid-1960s, the United States increased its involvement in the decolonization
war in Indo-China to prevent the spread of communism in Asia. Meanwhile, the Soviet Union
was threatening to assist the North Vietnamese communists. Thus, an honorable peace was
only thought possible with the diplomatic help of the Soviet Union.”” A non-proliferation
treaty was a means to this end, because one of the Soviet Union’s main goals was to prevent a
revanchist West Germany armed with nuclear weapons.”

Initially, the only Western European state that supported the NPT was the United
Kingdom, whose nuclear weapon status was endorsed by the NPT. Reactions were
particularly resentful in the states that had been defeated in the previous war, Italy and West
Germany. West German politicians went as far as to characterize the NPT as “a Versailles of
cosmic proportions”’*, because it instituted West Germany as a secondary power. They found
it especially difficult to accept the NPT because it forced them to come to terms with the

partition of Germany.” Prior to the NPT, West German politicians regarded the nuclear

%% Canada has large deposits of uranium; and was the world’s largest uranium exporter in 2008, according to the
Canadian Nuclear Association. The significance of Canada as a nuclear supplier is illustrated by the inclusion of
Canada in the exclusive Nuclear Supplier Group, see Wilmshurts 1984: 28.
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option as leverage and a potential bargaining chip in order to achieve German reunification.
The United States and the United Kingdom did eventually succeed in convincing their
Western allies, including West Germany, of the political and economic significance of NPT
membership; however, as explained in the introductory chapter, substantial concession were
necessary in order to secure the European signatures.

The Western European governments responded to the perceived downsizing of
Europe’s role in US foreign policy by consolidating their position opposite the United States.
First, regional integration was strengthened in 1973 when the United Kingdom joined the
European Community.”® Second, West Germany adopted a conciliatory tone towards East
Germany and the Soviet Union, known as the policy of Ostpolitik.”” These political efforts,
combined with the strong position of the West German economy, may serve to explain why
the non-nuclear weapon states in NATO decided to criticize the United States in the review.

Additionally, domestic pressure may also serve as a possible explanation for the
actions of NATO’s non-nuclear weapon states in the Review Conference. As liberal
democracies, it is reasonable to assume that the elected governments within these states were
exposed to both popular demands for nuclear disarmament and domestic political pressure to
challenge the United States to signal discontent with American disregard of European
politics.”®

However, the Western non-nuclear weapon states’ position opposite the United States
should not be exaggerated. Their demand was that the Review Conference should reaffirm the
political significance of the NPT and thereby legitimized the European decisions to sign the
Treaty. However, the NATO states did not demand revision of the Treaty, accepting that
provisions for amendments were covered in another paragraph in the NPT.” This position
was confirmed in a meeting of the European Community group at an early stage of the review
negotiations. Thus, the European states stood by the Dutch position, that the purpose of the
review was to reinforce, rather than to rectify the Treaty, expressed during a NATO
disarmament meeting held back in October 1973.%% At the time, the Netherlands, West

Germany, Luxemburg, Belgium and Italy had not yet ratified the NPT.

" Dobson 1995: 140

" See for instance Michal Smith (1984) The Western Europe and the United States. The Uncertain Alliance.

78 The analysis of the interests of the United Kingdom later in this chapter reveals that this was a case of concern
for the strategists in the British Foreign and Commonwealth Office, and it is therefore reasonable to assume that
other Western Allies were also influenced by such concerns.

7 The procedure for amendements is covered by Article VIII, paragraph 2, Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons

%0 See FCO 66/469: NATO Disarmament Expert’s Meeting, 9-10 October 1973.
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2.2.2 The Non-Aligned Movement

Contrary to the allied non-nuclear weapon states, the non-aligned non-nuclear weapon
states demanded revision of the NPT in the Review Conference. These states were loosely
organized in the Non-Aligned Movement, which was founded on a pledge of neutrality in the
Cold War alliance system. This group was predominantly composed of former European
colonies whose decision to pledge neutrality upon independence was motivated by a fear of
neo-colonialism. Because the majority of the non-aligned states were developing countries,
they were also known as the Group of 77. This name was first used in 1960, when 77
developing countries came together in the United Nations Conference of Trade and
Development.®' By the 1970s, this number had risen to over a 100, although they still retained
the original label. These developing states considered it to be the fundamental purpose of the
Review Conference to address, and correct, what they regarded as being inherently
discriminatory character of the NPT. The following paragraphs discuss how the non-aligned
states proposed to correct the NPT and how their actions in the review may be explained.

To ensure that the nuclear weapon states kept their treaty commitments, to provide
technical nuclear assistance and to engage in negotiations for the cessation of nuclear weapon
tests, of the manufacture of nuclear weapons and of the arms race, the non-aligned states
proposed that the United Nations, as the body most representative for the whole world
community, should organize the NPT review.*” This idea was raised back in 1973, at the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD). The vocal frontrunners of the non-
aligned group, Mexico, Yugoslavia and Sweden, suggested that the United Nations should
establish an International Disarmament Organization with a mandate to monitor compliance
with disarmament agreements, and as such function as a means for making major powers
accountable to the international community. It was argued that if the organization of the
review was left to the depositary governments, all of which were nuclear weapon states, the

review would risk strengthening the discriminatory features inherent in the Treaty, when it

8! Epstein 1976: 248

%2 There are several references to the proposals for an International Disarmament Organization in the British
record of the Review Conference. (E.g. FCO 66/468: Letter from Noél Marshall in the FCO ACDD, to Henry
Hainworth, UKDIS Geneva, 15 August 1973; FCO 66/468: Letter from Henry Hainworth, UKDIS Geneva, to
Noél Marshall, FCO ACDD, 25 August 1973; FCO 66/470: Priority Telegram no. 101 from Henry Hainworth,
UKDIS Geneva (in New York), to FCO, 30 October 1973.) According to these accounts, the proposal was
originally Swedish, however, Sweden traditionally aligned with the developing states in disarmament issues,
thus it is reasonable to count the International Disarmament Organization as a non-aligned proposal.
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should instead contribute to “...get away from the precedent that had been established under
the NPT of the Three Depositary Powers being the three nuclear weapons states.”’

The motivation for the non-aligned group in suggesting that the review of the NPT
should be organized by the United Nations seems fairly obvious. The non-aligned states had
little leverage in international politics. Insisting on remaining neutral in the Cold War alliance
system, yet hardly economically independent, the movement was not in any position to
impose its will on the superpowers. However, they did have one major advantage. In the
1970s, the non-aligned states constituted a majority in the United Nations. As a result of a
wave of colonial independence in the 1950s and 1960s, the size of the Non-Aligned
Movement had increased, and the balance of power in the United Nations had shifted to their
advantage.® Thus, the United Nations General Assembly was the one place in which the non-
aligned states actually enjoyed some power.

However, the size of the non-aligned states did also pose a disadvantage. The large
group was heterogeneous; the priorities of its members in the Review Conference were
diverse. While a few non-aligned states had joined the NPT because of its promise of nuclear
disarmament, others had signed the Treaty primarily because of its promises of technological
assistance for nuclear energy. Most developing countries were interested in nuclear energy in
order to promote their developing industries, and this interest was strengthened by the Arab
oil embargo in 1973, which raised the price of oil by 70 percent. The embargo caused an
international oil crisis, with serious implications for the economies of the developing
countries.” Consequently, most non-aligned states valued the NPT because it promised to
remove their oil-dependency.

There is a second reason that suggests that the confrontational demands expressed by
the group’s few vocal frontrunners, Mexico, Yugoslavia and Sweden, were not necessarily
representative of the entire non-aligned group. According to the historian Glenda Sluga,
postcolonial states sought affirmation of their national independence through the offices of the
United Nations and the treaties endorsed by the United Nations.*® Thus, it is possible that
international recognition was a major motive for many developing states to sign the NPT, and

that nuclear disarmament was secondary.

%3 According to the British record of the review of the NPT, the non-aligned proposal for an International
Disarmament Organization was originally a Swedish proposal, raised by the Swedish Ambassador to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva in 1973. See FCO 66/469: Priority Telegram no. 90
from Henry Hainworth, UKDIS Geneva (in New York), to FCO, 23 October 1973.
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While the non-aligned states were divided regarding their priorities of interests in the
review negotiation, there is one non-aligned state that stands out because of strong incentives
not to contribute to this division. The contradictory position of Sweden, as being both
Western and neutral, suggests that Sweden had a special interest in the review to simply
affirm its position among the non-aligned states. Sweden’s dual role as both an industrialized
European and a non-NATO member was the reason why Sweden traditionally sided with the
Non-Aligned Movement in matters regarding disarmament. In order to explain the position of
Sweden in the field of nuclear diplomacy during the 1970s, it is essential to understand the

unique logic of Swedish neutrality policy during the Cold War.

Sweden - Neutral and Industrialized

Sweden was not the only industrialized and neutral non-nuclear weapon state in the
Review Conference; several other industrialized non-nuclear weapon states were not official
members of military alliances, including Australia, Austria, Finland and New Zealand.
However, nuclear weapons and non-alignment played an essential role in Swedish neutrality
policy, and as a result Sweden became a widely respected actor in the field of nuclear
diplomacy, among both the non-aligned states and the nuclear weapon states.

Swedish policy on neutrality has long traditions. Neutrality in military conflicts
originated in the aftermath of the Napoleonic wars in the early 19" century, when Sweden
was transformed from a major power to a small state, and has been pursued by Sweden ever

since.?’

However, Swedish pursuit of militarily neutrality was not synonymous with
ideological impartiality. As a Western style democracy, Sweden had an expressed preference
for the Western political system during the Cold War and less sympathy for the governments
of the Warsaw Pact. Thus, in order to make military neutrality credible to the eyes of the
outside world during the Cold War, Sweden declared itself as being non-aligned in peacetime
and developed a strong military force.*”® It was considered essential that the international

community would be convinced of Sweden’s serious determination to defend her security by

her own military means.

%7 Sweden officially declared her intentions to remain neural in military conflicts in accordance with the Hague
Convention of 1907 after the establishment of NATO in 1949. The only recognized exception to neutrality was
that of taking part in sanctions decided by the United Nations Security Council. See Prawitz 1995: 3

% According to Jan Prawitz, contrary to the policy of neutrality, there existed Swedish plans to take sides with
NATO if the Warsaw Pact attacked Sweden. Thus, the speculation that Sweden was in reality protected by the
NATO nuclear shield have largely been confirmed, however, this was denied during the Cold War. It should not
be ruled out that such a security guarantee made a difference in the Swedish decision to sign the NPT, however,
it did not affect the neutrality strategy of Sweden, which was intended to convince outsiders that such an
agreement was inexistent. See Prawitz 1995: 3-5.
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According to Jan Prawitz, who served as an advisor in the Swedish disarmament
delegation in Geneva from 1962 to 1992, it was from this rationale that the Swedish nuclear
weapon option developed. Based on the assumption that Swedish security had no value to
either bloc, but that control of Swedish territory might be of value for either bloc in support of
its actions against the other, Sweden developed a sizable military defense, which included
extensive nuclear weapon research. The Swedish decision to explore the nuclear weapon
option was initially without special political meaning. According to Jan Prawitz, during the
first decade of the Cold War, the Swedish decision-makers and the Swedish public simply
considered nuclear weapons to be more powerful conventional weapons, and it was argued
that Sweden, as a modern and developed country, should not be forced to fight with weapons
inferior to those of an enemy. However, during the 1950s and 1960s, several political parties
split over the issue, among them the Social Democratic Party which had been governing
Sweden with a large majority since the end of the Second World War.

The Swedish nuclear weapons research serves to explain why Sweden became a
widely respected actor in the field of nuclear diplomacy, according to Jan Prawitz.®’ The
Swedish decision to research a nuclear weapon option produced extensive technical nuclear
competencies which enabled Sweden to be a constructive party in international arms control
negotiations. For instance, Swedish seismology competencies, partly acquired in order to
make a Swedish underground nuclear weapon test possible, enabled Sweden to propose
schemes for seismic verification for a comprehensive nuclear test ban. The same
technological competency also qualified Sweden to control compliance by the nuclear
weapon states with existing arms control treaties. The Swedish ability to be both constructive
and controlling enabled Sweden to adopt a leading position among the non-aligned states in
arms control negotiations. The majority of the non-aligned states were developing countries
that did not possess the technology to challenge the scientific arguments of the nuclear
weapon states, thus they probably welcomed Swedish representation.

It is also reasonable to assume that the political implications of the Swedish nuclear
weapons research contributed towards making Sweden a significant actor in the field of
nuclear diplomacy. The nuclear option was a subject of much political debate in Sweden, and
consequently most Swedish politicians were both engaged and trained in nuclear weapons
politics. The issue of nuclear non-proliferation particularly attracted Swedish women, and the

Social Democratic Women’s Association was active in the national debate. This may serve to

8 Prawitz 1995: 28
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explain why the first two Swedish ambassadors to Disarmament in Geneva were female. In
order to indicate the political importance of nuclear diplomacy to Sweden, the Swedish CCD
Ambassador was a political position. While serving in Geneva, Alva Myrdal was ranked as
Minister of State, while Inga Thorsson was ranked as Secretary of State, junior to the
Minister.”” Both these women had their political background from the Social Democratic
Women’s Association, and as such, the mobilization against Swedish nuclear weapons partly
contributed to pave the way for female participation in Swedish and international politics.”!
The Swedish decision to sign the NPT in 1968 was based on the assessment that
Swedish security was best served without nuclear weapons. By 1968, Swedish acquisition of
nuclear weapons was considered to put Swedish security at risk, instead of strengthening it.
This decision marks a shift in the Swedish neutrality policy, from relying on hard power
based on weapons, to soft power based on mediation.”> The nuclear option was no longer
considered necessary for convincing the outside world that Sweden was militarily non-
aligned; Swedish research to this effect had enabled Sweden to accomplish its status as netral

through the means of diplomacy.

2.3 A Pandora’s Box

The three nuclear weapon states had a very different interpretation of the Review
Conference than that of the Non-Aligned Movement. Firstly, neither the superpowers nor the
United Kingdom accepted that the NPT was discriminatory. David Ennals, the British
Minister of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs, expressed this accordingly:

HMG [Her Majesty’s Government] have never regarded the NPT as just a one-sided or ‘discriminatory’
treaty, since it surely goes without saying that the spread of nuclear weapons in the world poses an even

% In conversation with Jan Prawitz during the fall 2010, I was told that the idea to make the Swedish
Ambassador in Geneva a political position was adopted from the United Kingdom. The intent was to signal that
the issue of disarmament carried considerable political weight to Sweden, and Alva Myrdal was thus made
Minister of State, reporting directly under the Swedish Prime Minister, when she was appointed the Swedish
representative to the ENDC in 1962. Inga Thorsson however, was only made Secretary of State, not because
disarmament carried less political weight, but because contrary to Myrdal, Thorsson was largely active in
domestic politics as well, and the Swedish Prime Minister at the time, Olof Palme, did not wish to give Thorsson
an opportunity to take a seat in the Swedish parliament and meddle in domestic affairs. This is shortly referred in
the Lars Lindskog’s biography of Inga Thorsson, At fordndra verkligheten: portratt av Inga Thorsson, 1990.

%! See for instance Sondra R. Herman (1998) The Woman Inside the Negotiations: Alva Myrdal’s Campaign for
Nuclear Disarmament, 1961-1982, about her role as the sole female negotiator in multinational disarmament
negotiations.

°2 The concepts of soft power and hard power were first presented by Joseph S. Nye, Jr. (2007) He defines soft
power as “getting others to want the outcome that you want” though persuasion, instead of coercion.

28



greater threat, if anything, to non-nuclear weapon states than to those, like ourselves, which already
have nuclear weapons.9

The Soviet Union was equally categorical, expressing in a tripartite meeting with the
two other depositary powers that “[t]he only weakness with the whole non-proliferation idea
was that the NPT was not universal; the USSR did not accept that there were any loopholes in
the Treaty.”” Consequently, the purpose of the review, according to the nuclear weapon
states, was not to review the Treaty, but to review the operation of the Treaty.”> The nuclear
weapon states were united in their interests to keep the conference from amending the Treaty.
The Americans argued that amendments were premature, and could weaken the Treaty.”
Revision, however well intended, was regarded as opening a “Pandora’s box of unmanageable
difficulties™’; in order to strengthen the Treaty, revisions would require unanimous
supported.

The nuclear weapon states were also opposed to the United Nations organizing the
conference to review the NPT.”® Both the United States and the United Kingdom insisted that
the conference was principally wholly independent of the United Nations, because the NPT
was not a United Nations’ product. Although the Eighteen Nations Disarmament Committee
was set up by the UN, it was an ad hoc organization. There are two factors that may serve to
explain why the nuclear weapon states wished to keep the review independent of the United
Nations. First, the formal association of the Review Conference with the United Nations
could reduce the possibility for the nuclear weapon states to influence the terms of the review.
As explained above, the recent numerical expansion of the United Nations had shifted the
balance of power in the General Assembly in favor of the developing states. However, more
importantly for the nuclear weapon states perhaps, a discussion of the Review Conference in
the United Nations could result in unwanted confrontations with non-parties who would be

able to express their opinions if the matter was raised in a United Nations setting. Both the

% FCO 66/597: Letter from D. Ennals, to N. A. Sims, London School of Economics and Political Science, 22
July 1974.

** FCO 66/735: Record of the UK/US/USSR Consultations on the NPT Review Conference, held at FCO on 21-
22 April 1975.

% FCO 66/469: Letter from Freddy Jackson at the British Embassy in Vienna, to David Summerhayes in FCO
Arms Control and Disarmament Department, 15 October 1973.

% FCO 66/468: Points Based on NPT Review Conference Position Paper, 21 August 1973.

°7 The general meaning of “opening Pandora's box™ is to create evil that cannot be undone. FCO 66/469: Letter
from David Summerhayes in FCO Arms Control and Disarmament Department, to Henry Hainworth, UKDIS
Geneva, 19 September 1973.

% See for example the American position paper, FCO 66/468: Points Based on NPT Review Conference Position
Paper, 21 August 1973, FCO 66/468: Letter from Henry Hainworth, UKDIS Geneva, to Noél Marshall in the
FCO Arms Control and Disarmament Department, 22 August 1973, or FCO 66/468: Letter from A. E.
Montgomery in FCO Arms Control and Disarmament Department, to David Summerhayes in FCO Arms
Control and Disarmament Department, 18 September 1973.
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Soviet Union and the United States were also opposed to any follow-up mechanism of the
review, and regarded it best if there was no further Review Conferences, although recognizing
that this could prove difficult to avoid.” The second part of paragraph 3 of Article VIII
provides that the parties may meet at intervals of five years with the same objective to review
the operation of the treaty, if a proposal to this effect is submitted by a majority of parties.'”
Despite general agreement on both purpose and organizational structure, the three
nuclear weapon states approached the Review Conference rather differently. This became
clear when the three nuclear weapon states attempted to align their positions just before the
Review Conference was convened. The British records of these meetings serve as the basis

for the analysis presented in the following sections.

2.3.1 The United States - Evasion

The aim of the United States in the review negotiations was to play down the political
significance of the NPT and instead keep the focus on the technical provisions of the Treaty.
There were multiple reasons why the United States wished to evade the political meaning of
the NPT. First and perhaps foremost, the United States saw no reason to give into the
demands of the non-nuclear weapon states for political measures, such as disarmament
commitments or security guarantees, convinced that the signatory-states would ratify the
Treaty before long, regardless of any actions undertaken by the nuclear weapon states.'”' The
US administration regarded the potential of the NPT as spent; the treaty was not considered to
have any inhibiting effects on action by the non-parties. They were certain that disarmament
would create a lively debate in the review, however, they were convinced that “...it was not
likely that anyone would withdraw from the NPT because the best NWS [nuclear weapon
states] could produce on this subject was not considered good enough.”'**

Recalling the assessment of the British Minister of State, David Ennals, the nuclear
weapon states regarded the NPT to be more important for the non-nuclear weapon states than
for themselves. There is little doubt the American administration under Richard Nixon, and

later Gerald Ford shared this point of view.'” According to Thomas C. Reed and Danny B.

* FCO 66/735: Record of the UK/US/USSR Conlsultations on the NPT Rview Conference, held at FCO on 21-
22 April 1975.

1% Article VIII, paragraph 3, Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons

' BCO 66/734: Letter from T. C. Orr, ACDD, FCO, to C. J. Makins, UK Embassy in Washington, 28 March
1975, and enclosed reports.

192 FCO 66/734: Record of UK/US consultations on the Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference held at
FCO, meeting at 3.00 PM on 20 March 1975.

' Richard Nixon became the President of the United States in 1969. During his second period, his Vice-
President Gerald Ford, replaced Nixon as president, when Nixon resigned as a consequnce of the the Watergate
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Stillman’s contribution to the literature on nuclear proliferation, Richard Nixon spoke against
American ratification of the NPT as a presidential candidate in 1968, and once in office he
executed an internal national security decision memorandum instructing the bureaucracy to

refrain from active support of the treaty.'™

Equally, one of Nixon’s many biographers, Robert
Dallek, has written that President Richard Nixon’s commitment to arms control was strategic,
and carried no political or economic costs.'*

Second, keeping focus on the technical provisions of the NPT could prove
advantageous because it could serve to split and weaken the non-nuclear weapon states. As
explained in the section on the Non-Aligned Movement, the promise of technical assistance
was the main motivation for many developing states to sign the Treaty. Thus, the American
opening speech for the Review Conference was designed to present the NPT attractively in
light of the recent energy crisis: “It would be designed to leave the impression that those who

wished to get the best deal on energy should be members of the NPT.”'%

In the speech, the
United States proposed the establishment of regional or multi-national nuclear fuel cycle
centers. The idea was that these regional plants could give non-nuclear weapon states the
technology to reprocess plutonium or enrich uranium. Thus, the non-nuclear weapon states
did not need to depend on the nuclear weapon states for nuclear fuel for their energy plants.
However, the American offer did not stretch far beyond promises. The United States said that
there remained a period of two or three years before such arrangements would be needed and
that this would give time to discuss how a rational market could be developed to meet the
proposal.

However, it was not only consideration towards the NPT parties that was important in
shaping US actions in the review negotiations. In order to explain the underlying reason why

the United States wished to play down the significance of the NPT, it is essential to take into

account the relative decline of American power in the world in the early 1970s.

Détente - Damage Limitation
The relative decline of American power in the 1970s was partly a result of the
American commitments in Vietnam which had severely damaged America’s reputation as the

protector of democracy both internationally and domestically and was partly the result of

Scandal in 1973. Nixon was accused of having knowlegde about the break-in to the Democratic headquarter
during the 1972 election, and in order to avoid trial, he resigned.

"% Reed and Stillman 2009: 121

' Dallak 2007: 136

1% FCO 66/734: Record of UK/US consultations on the Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference held at
FCO, meeting at 11.15 AM on 20 March 1975.
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general American economic decline.'”” This economic decline was marked by several
indicators; the share of US world trade was decreasing, as its rate of growth was below that of
Japan and Western Europe.'® Furthermore, to add to the relative decline of American power,
the Soviet Union had invested greatly in reaching nuclear parity with the United States after
the Cuban Missile Crisis and by 1970 the United States had lost its long-enjoyed advantage in
respect of nuclear capacity.'”’

To cope with the situation, the American administration under President Richard
Nixon and President Gerald Ford pursued a foreign policy usually referred to as détente,

which is French for relaxation of political tension.''

The policy attempted to limit the
damage caused by declining American power by relaxing tension between the Cold War
adversaries, the United States and the Soviet Union. The United States was not in a position to
afford superpower confrontation, thus their aim was to convince the Soviet Union that
confrontation was unfavorable. The chief benefit of défente was to secure Soviet assistance in
extricating the United States from the war in Vietnam under conditions that would not

constitute a defeat.'"!

There had been previous signs of détente between the United States and
the Soviet Union in the Cold War. After the Cuban Missile Crisis, the American President and
Soviet Chairman installed a telephone line between their offices in order to enhance dialogue
and prevent repetition of the previous event. However, it is particularly the disarmament
negotiations of the bilateral Strategic Arms Limitations Talks (SALT) that began in 1969 and
the Helsinki Accords in 1975 that are considered the mileposts of Soviet-American détente.
As the Strategic Arms Limitations Talks suggest, nuclear diplomacy was an important
component of the damage limitation policy of détente. In the field of nuclear arms control, the
United States and the Soviet Union had shared interests that enabled them to engage in
constructive dialogue. For instance, both superpowers had an economic interest in ending the

arms race which consumed much of the national budget.''*

However, contrary to the bilateral
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, the Americans saw no prospects of improving US
relationships though the NPT review. Instead the US feared that the review negotiations could
damage the superpower détente. First, the conference could damage the ongoing Strategic

Arms Limitations Talks by forcing the superpowers to take hastened stands in disarmament

"7 Burman 1991: 132

"% Burman 1991: 131

' Gavin 2010: 189

"' Burman 1991: 138

"' Donaldson and Nogee 2005: 96

2 According to estimates presented by Alva Myrdal (1977), upwards of $300 billion was spent each year in the
armament race, of which the Warsaw Pact and NATO were responsible for 4/5. Ses Myrdal 1977: 4.
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matters that were in the process of being negotiated bilaterally.'"” Second, the United States
feared that the Soviet Union would attempt to use the NPT negotiations to criticize China, in
order to challenge China’s strong position opposite that of the Soviet Union. Another
important component of détente was the United States’ relationship with China. After the
official Sino-Soviet split in 1964, China had replaced the United States as the Soviet Union’s
most threatening enemy, because China challenged Soviet leadership in the communist
bloc.''* China’s acquisition of nuclear weapons in 1964 had further strengthened China’s
position opposite that of the Soviet Union. Thus, in order to make superpower confrontation
unfavorable for the Soviet Union, the United States actively pursued undermining Soviet
power through a policy of Sino-American détente. Thus, going into the negotiations of the
review of the NPT, US bilateral relationships with the Soviet Union and China were given
great priority by the American administration.

This US concern about containing disagreement with the Soviet Union about the
Review Conference in order to prevent spill-over into other areas of importance for US
relations with the Soviet Union was communicated to the British when the United Kingdom
suggested the organization of a tripartite meeting to coordinate the positions of the three
nuclear weapon states in advance of the fast approaching Review Conference. The US
Secretary of State, Henry Kissinger, agreed to the British proposal on the condition that the
United States and the United Kingdom met and aligned their positions in advance of the
tripartite meeting, because he was anxious that the Soviet Union would attempt to use the
tripartite meeting to press for the adoption of joint positions that could constitute pressure on
China.'"® As explained in the introductory chapter, China had decided not to sign the NPT for
reasons of principle. Thus, it seems reasonable that in order not to put the Sino-American
détente at risk, the US would oppose any endorsement of the Treaty which could potentially
be considered offensive by the Chinese. The US had already hinted at this early on in the
review preparations when they suggested that a final declaration should not attempt to anger

or attack the Chinese.''® Considerations relating to Chinese attitudes may also serve as an

' This argument is used in the rejection of the British proposal for a Quota Test Ban, which will be explained in

more detail as this chapter turns to the Brtiish interests in the review. See both FCO 66/734: Record of UK/US
consultations on the Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference held at FCO, meeting at 3.00 PM on 20 March
1975, and FCO 66/735: Record of the UK/US/USSR Conlsultations on the NPT Rview Conference, held at FCO
on 21-22 April 1975.

"% Small 1999: 100

'3 Kissinger’s reply was communicated by his deputy, Helmut Sonnenfeldt, to the British Ambassador in
Washington, Peter Ramsbotham: FCO 66/734: Priority FCO telegram nr. 854 of 8 March, into Moscow, routine
UKDIS Geneva and Vienna.

"6 FCO 66/591: Letter from H. Hainworth, UKDIS Geneva, to David Summerhayes, FCO ACDD, 8 February
1974.
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explanation as to why the United States was opposed to discussing the NPT in the United
Nations General Assembly.

This interpretation of the importance of China to Kissinger is in accordance with the
historian, Jeremi Suri’s analysis of Kissinger. According to Suri, China and the perception of
polycentrism is a paradigm in any explanation of international politics in the 1970s because
polycentrism was an essential component of the geopolitical vision of Henry Kissinger.''’
Suri explains how Henry Kissinger was inspired by the realpolitik of the late 19™ century
German Chancellor Otto von Bismarck. According to Kissinger, the German chancellor had
correctly recognized that peace did not come from universal claims of authority, but emerged
from coordination among diverse sovereigns. Kissinger made this the premise of his own
foreign politics. Inspired by Bismarck’s realpolitik, Kissinger argued that bipolarity was not a
source of strategic stability. He dismissed the argument, held by many of his contemporaries,
that bipolarity was a source of stability because it created a set of shared interests for the two
adversaries in preserving the status quo. Instead, he insisted that bipolarity “...encouraged
risk taking by a leader who was convinced of his counterpart’s aversion to such behavior”.''®
To Kissinger, a case in point was the Cuban Missile Crisis. Instead of suggesting that
bipolarity was the reason why the Cuban Missile Crisis did not result in nuclear war,
Kissinger argued that bipolarity had caused the Cuban Missile Crisis.

However, it was not only the triangular policy designed to deal with the Soviet Union
and China that concerned the American administration. In Kissinger’s response to the British
request for tripartite meetings, similar political considerations arose in respect of the French
attitude towards the NPT. However, these were not motivated by détente. Considerations
relating to France were given priority by the United States in the review of the NPT because
France played a key role in the US non-proliferation strategy that was prompted by the Indian
nuclear test in May 1974.'"” The Indian nuclear test explosion was the biggest step towards
nuclear proliferation since the signing of the NPT in 1968. Prior to the Indian nuclear test, no
country had joined the nuclear club since China in 1964. The Indian government insisted that
the test was of a purely peaceful nature, and that it was not the Indian intention to build a
military nuclear program. However, these reassurances were of little value to the international

community, and Pakistan in particular dismissed such guaranties.'’ Regardless of their

"7 Suri 2010: 174-175

''* Suri 2010: 180-181

"9 0n May 18, 1974, India tested a nuclear device in the desert of Rajasthan.

120 pakistani reactions to the Indian nuclear test are recorded in FCO 66/604: Implications of Indian nuclear test
for Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) Review Conference 1975.
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intentions, the Indian nuclear test explosion signaled a commencement on India’s part to
strengthen its nuclear option. Inescapably, India’s newly acquired technology was leverage in

the ongoing border disputes between the two neighboring countries.

France and the Nuclear Supplier Group

Finally, considerations relating to France may also serve to explain why the United
States attempted to play down the political significance of the NPT in the review negotiations.
In the wake of the Indian nuclear test explosion in 1974, the United States commenced
pursuing a policy designed to establish a uniform code for nuclear export behavior.'*' The
Indian nuclear test, which was codenamed “the Smiling Buddha”, had exposed the need for
additional nuclear export regulations. The Indian test was not technically a breach of the

system of control established by the NPT.'*?

The test was conducted with plutonium that had
been produced in a reactor supplied by Canada for peaceful purposes.'>> The conditions of
supply imposed by the Canadians called for “peaceful use”. However, they did not specify
against peaceful nuclear explosions which the Indians claimed to have conducted. The fuel,
however, was of Indian origin and because India was not a party to the NPT, it was not
subject to IAEA safeguards. Thus, in order to keep non-parties from acquiring nuclear
weapons, it was necessary to make all nuclear exports subject to the control system that was
at the time only applied to NPT parties. The United States made it a priority that new nuclear
export regulations were applied uniformly, in order not to present a commercial

disadvantage.'?* It was precisely for this reason that France acquired a position to from which
g p y q p

the country could influence the review. France was a major supplier of nuclear technology.

"2l The Nuclear Supplier Group is described by Michael. J. Wilmshurst, who was a British diplomat in the

Foreign and Commonwealth Office Energy Department during the first Review Conference of the NPT, in John
Simpson and Anthony G. McGrew (ed.) The International Nuclear Non-Proliferation System, Challenges and
Choices, The McMillan Press Ltd, Great Britain: 1984. In 1984, he was heading the British delegation to the
International Atomic Energy Agency.

" Wilmshurst 1984: 24

" Wilmshurst 1984: 24

'2* The commercial interest in the Nuclear Supplier Group is confirmed by British interdepartmental document in
preparations for the Review Conference. The British expected Swedes to demand that the safeguard (INFCIRC
153) that applied to parties of the NPT should be required for all nuclear technology transfers, also to non-
parties. According to the British assessment, if the French were open to such persuasion the result would be very
welcome, but if not, they would have to consider very carefully whether they could afford, commercially, to take
action, which might divert all nuclear trade with non-parties to France. Such a result was considered to be
unwelcomed on non-proliferation grounds as well as on commercial grounds. See for instance FCO 66/735:
Draft Brief NPT Review Conference Article III: Safeguards; FCO 66/733: Non-Proliferation Treaty Review
Conference, Geneva May 1975, Brief No 6 Article III: Safeguards. FCO Arms Control and Disarmament
Department, 1 May 1975; FCO 66/734: Record of UK/US consultations on the Non-Proliferation Treaty Review
Conference held at FCO, meeting at 3.00 PM on 20 March 1975.
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In the fall of 1974, the United States issued an invitation to attend a secret meeting of
the major suppliers of nuclear technology, Canada, West Germany, France, Japan, the Soviet
Union and the United Kingdom. However, by the time the United States and the United
Kingdom met in order to prepare for the tripartite meeting shortly in advance of the Review
Conference, France had still not confirmed its intention to participate. France did not wish to
be associated with formal non-proliferation talks. France, like China, had decided not to sign
the NPT for reasons of principle. France considered it to be immoral to deny others the
nuclear option, when having itself pursued this option. This was a major concern for the
United States. In the negotiations with the British, the US referred to the French reluctance to
participate in the planned Nuclear Supplier Group (NSG) as a reason for playing down the
political significance of the review. For instance, the United States warned against criticism of
India’s actions, because such criticism could corner France into taking the line of the
developing world which the Americans argued could be disastrous. The United States agreed
that there was a need to raise some criticism against India in order to prevent the Indian
peaceful nuclear explosion from becoming accepted and imitated by others. However, the US
argued that such criticism should be voiced by the developing countries, and not “...pinned
on the US or UK”'®. According to the United States, any attempts to isolate India could
backfire and isolate France along with the least developed countr