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Return-Path: <owner-ctbt-organize@igc.org>
Date: Mon, 10 Nov 1997 11:15:25 -0500
From: Jenny Smith <jsmith@clw.org>
Sender: owner-ctbt-organize@igc.org
Subject: New CTBT Web Site
To: ctbt-organize@igc.org
X-Sender: jsmith@clw.org

Dear Colleague,

I wanted to bring to your attention the Coalition to Reduce Nuclear
Dangers, a coalition of the 17 largest non-governmental organizations
working on the test ban treaty and other arms control issues. 

The Coalition includes groups such as Physicians for Social Responsibility,
Council for a Livable World Education Fund, 20/20 Vision National Project,
and Peace Action Education Fund. 

Our main Web site <http://www.clw.org/pub/clw/coalition/index.html>
includes information, documents and analysis by the Coalition and other
sources. 

***We recently added a special Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty Site,
<http://www.clw.org/pub/clw/coalition/ctbindex.htm>.
If you find our Web site useful, please consider linking it to your own Web
site.***

Thank you for your activism, and please stay in touch with us in the
future. You may contact Daryl Kimball, Executive Director, or me at:  (202)
546-0795.

Sincerely,

Jenny Smith
Research Associate

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
Jenny Smith
Coalition to Reduce Nuclear Dangers
Council for a Livable World Education Fund
110 Maryland Ave., NE, Suite 201
Washington, DC 20002
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Ph: 202/546-0795
FAX: 202/546-5142
E-mail:  dkimball@clw.org / jsmith@clw.org
Website: http://www.clw.org/pub/clw/coalition/index.html
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Cc: INESnet@fy.chalmers.se
Date: Tue, 02 Dec 1997 15:13:08 -0800
From: Nuclear Age Peace Foundation <wagingpeace@napf.org>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: More than 850 members of Abolition 2000
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-Sender: napf@silcom.com

Dear friends,

 There are now 867 organizations that have signed the Abolition 2000 Statement.  We are well on our way to the 
1,000 mark which we set as a goal for the NPT PrepCom next April. (http://www.wagingpeace.org/organizs.html)
 We also now have 146 municipalities that have passed a resolution supporting the abolition of Nuclear weapons. 
(http://www.wagingpeace.org/municlist.html)
 Today we received a signed Abolition 2000 Petition from the Dalai Lama.
 This is an effort far too important to do anything other than succeed.

    David Krieger
 
                    NUCLEAR AGE PEACE FOUNDATION
        **********************************************************
                        A founding member of
                  and global contact point for the
                Abolition 2000 Global Network for the 
                   Elimination of Nuclear Weapons
        **********************************************************
                 1187 Coast Village Road, Suite 123
                    Santa Barbara, CA 93108-2794
              Phone (805) 965-3443 * Fax (805) 568-0466
                   E- mailto:wagingpeace@napf.org
                     http://www.wagingpeace.org
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Tue, 02 Dec 1997 13:45:35 -0500
From: ike <ike@swva.net>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: National Defense Panel plans for future wars; first international inspection for nuclear processing, etc.
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-URL: http://www.iaea.or.at/worldatom/inforesource/pressreview/

A few preliminary comments: The National Defense Panel report, now in 
today's news is, in my view,  a defining document. I believe there is 
more to it than meets the eye. It has the clear hand print of Andrew 
Marshall's thinking. 

While this name is not widely known, it should be. During the 
administration of six presidents, he headed the Pentagon's Office of Net 
Assessment. He, and his group of approximately 13 people, plan the wars 
for the next century [Forecast and Solution, p. 440]. As disturbing as 
it may be, his analysis from the perspective of a war-fighter is often 
quite accurate and persuasive. 

Starting in the late 1960s, he had a running battle with the CIA. He 
argued that environmental problems and excessive military spending were 
undermining the Soviet system [F&S, p. 508]. In the realm of war 
fighting methods, Marshall's opinions more than mere academic ramblings. 
Northrop Corp.'s $2.17 billion acquisition of Grumman was driven in part 
by Marshall's view of a military revolution [F&S, p. 605]. And recently 
(Nov. 14, 1997, p. A18), Paul Gigot's  Wall Street Journal, "Cohen 
Decides Pentagon Needs Fewer Good Men" illustrates the high opinion that 
pro-military people have for his thinking. 

It is useful to keep in mind that the German Schlieffen Plan which gave 
us  WWI was developed in 1906, fully eight years before its 
implementation. Marshall's handiwork poses an equal threat. 

Yesterday's  Wall Street Journal article, "Panel Calls for the Pentagon 
to Change How It Thinks About Future Operations" (Dec. 1, 1997, p. A24), 
stated, for example, "the panel suggests that instead of building 
another huge Nimitz-class aircraft carrier, the Navy should 'look 
carefully' at canceling its plans . . ."  This is an implementation of 
classic Marshall thinking -- get away from large targets and use small 
remote devices.

Where wars in the past related to "plans" those in the future may well 
relate to developing concepts and methods such as those now being 
considered. 

Three stories on this issue follow:

http://search.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/WAPO/19971201/V000875-120197-idx.html
Report Recommends Defense Changes 
By Robert Burns 
Associated Press Writer 
Monday, December 1, 1997; 8:45 p.m. EST 
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WASHINGTON (AP) -- The American government is not preparing adequately 
for the most likely security threats of the early 21st century, 
including ``information attacks'' at home and urban warfare abroad, a 
panel said in a report Monday to Defense Secretary William Cohen. 

The National Defense Panel, created by Congress to provide a long-range 
assessment of U.S. defense needs, concluded that the Pentagon and other 
elements of the national security establishment are stuck in a Cold War 
mindset. 

``Unless we are willing to pursue a new course, we are likely to have 
forces that are ill-suited to protect our security 20 years in the 
future,'' the nine-member committee concluded. . . .

Cohen issued a statement praising the work of the Odeen panel. 

``The NDP paints a compelling and, I believe, accurate picture of a 
future in which terrorism, information operations, and weapons of mass 
destruction play a more prominent role, even posing direct threats to 
the U.S. homeland,'' Cohen said. . . .

In its 94-page report the panel cited these emerging threats to American 
security: . . .

--Direct military attacks on the American homeland. This threat is 
magnified by the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction such as 
poison gases and biological agents, as well as by the spread of cruise 
missiles. 

--Urban warfare. Military operations in Third World cities are 
increasingly likely, and the Pentagon needs to tailor its forces to 
fight in ``skyscraper jungles.'' Specialized weapons, closer integration 
with allied forces and new concepts in fighting war are called for.  . . 
.

Among other recommendations, the panel said: 

--The United States may be better off reducing its strategic nuclear 
forces to START II levels even if Russia does not ratify that treaty. 
The U.S. nuclear force could be reduced even further without losing its 
value as a deterrent to potential enemies. It cited no specific minimum 
level of nuclear weapons. 
(c) Copyright 1997 The Associated Press 

http://search.nytimes.com/search/daily/bin/fastweb?getdoc+site+iib-
site+127+1++%28nuclear%29%20OR%20%28%29%20OR%20%28%29
December 2, 1997
Two-War Strategy Is Obsolete, Panel of Defense Experts Says
By TIM WEINER

WASHINGTON -- The cornerstone of Pentagon policy -- its plans to fight 
two major wars at once -- is becoming obsolete, and increasingly serves 
only to justify the military's size and structure, a congressionally 
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chartered defense panel said Monday. 

The prospect of fighting two wars at once is unlikely, the panel said. 
The strategy is becoming "a means of justifying the current force 
structure -- especially for those searching for the certainties of the 
Cold War era," said the National Defense Panel, a group of four retired 
generals and admirals and five civilian experts. . . .

American soldiers trained to fight conventional wars are not 
well-prepared to meet the unconventional threats posed by rogue nations, 
third-rate armies, terrorist cells, or millennial cults, it said. 

These forces could "look for new ways to match their strengths to our 
weaknesses," the panel said. These threats may include terrorism against 
civilians, sneak attacks on the nation's computer and information 
systems, and the use of cheaply made biological or chemical weapons in 
American cities, it said. . . .

The group spoke of transforming national defense, far beyond the 
incremental changes instituted since the Cold War. . . .

Secretary of Defense William Cohen said he generally endorsed the 
report, particularly its focus on "a future in which terrorism, 
information operations, and weapons of mass destruction play a more 
prominent role, even posing direct threats to the U.S. homeland." . . .

 But it noted the ease with which international drug smugglers penetrate 
those borders, which it said suggests that "terrorist cells armed with 
nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons could also infiltrate with 
little difficulty." . . .

Diplomacy, not military might, is "the most effective tool" for solving 
regional conflicts overseas, the report said. "The current approach to 
addressing national security engages the Department of Defense and 
services too often and too quickly in situations that should have been 
resolved by military means," it said. 

If the United States prepares for battle overseas, it will need swift, 
small, stealthy special-operations soldiers capable of infiltrating 
cities more than it needs slow, massive movements of troops from 
overseas bases, the report said. It warned that the Pentagon will 
probably never again have the luxury of the six-month build-up before 
the 1991 Persian Gulf war, the panel said. 

If war comes, the United States will need new technology in its arsenal, 
including cyberweapons capable of destroying computer networks and 
communications systems, the report said. The nation may not need to rely 
on its stockpile of nuclear weapons, the report said; it could deter its 
enemies with a few thousand nuclear weapons or less, roughly 10,000 
fewer than it now possesses. . . .
Copyright 1997 The New York Times Company

http://guide-p.infoseek.com/Content?arn=a2533roptt-
19971201&qt=%22nuclear+weapon%22+nuclear+nuke+&lk=noframes&col=NW&nh=25&kt=A&ak=allnews
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Panel: U.S. Should Focus More on New Threats 
07:16 p.m Dec 01, 1997 Eastern 
By Jim Wolf 

WASHINGTON (Reuters) - A congressionally chartered panel called on the 
Pentagon Monday to pay more attention to defending U.S. cities against 
such perceived 21st century threats as germ warfare, and attacks on U.S. 
interests in space. 

The nine-member National Defense Panel took issue with the current 
structuring of U.S. forces to fight two major regional wars at the same 
time -- most likely in the Gulf and on the Korean Peninsula. 

``This approach focuses significant resources on a low-probability 
scenario, which consumes funds that could be used to reduce risk to our 
long-term security. The panel believes priority must go to the future,'' 
its report said. 

The 94-page report, ``Transforming Defense: National Security in the 
21st Century,'' said the United States should seize on the current 
``relatively secure interlude'' to reshape U.S. forces and streamline 
the entire national security apparatus. 

It said the two-theater-of-war scenario was fast becoming an 
``inhibitor'' to reaching the capabilities needed in the next 20 years. 

Panel chairman Philip Odeen, president of BDM International Inc., a 
defense consulting firm, said sweeping reforms should start immediately 
to cope with a wide range of emerging threats, including those posed by 
unknown future foes. 

For example, the United States is likely to have to cope with 
penetrations of its computer networks, he said. And ''rogue'' states, 
perhaps armed with weapons of mass destruction, may attack U.S. cities 
and satellites, he added. 

American forces will need greater mobility, precision, speed, stealth 
and strike ranges while sharply reducing their logistics and support 
``footprint,'' the panel said. 

``All operations will be increasingly joint, combined (with allies), and 
interagency,'' added the group, made up of four retired generals and 
admirals plus five civilian defense experts. 

The panel said one of the key aspects of U.S. security in 2010-2020 
would be a much larger role for ``homeland defense'' because of the 
spread of biological, chemical and nuclear weapons of mass destruction. 
 . . .

The panel was asked to provide an alternative view of the Defense 
Department's ``Quadrennial Defense Review'' and to take a longer-range 
look. 
Copyright (c) 1995-97 Infoseek Corporation. 
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http://search.nytimes.com/search/daily/bin/fastweb?getdoc+site+iib-
site+95+0++%28nuclear%29%20OR%20%28%29%20OR%20%28%29
[Three stories on this issue follow.]
The New York Times
December 2, 1997
International Experts Inspect U.S. Nuclear Processing Plant
By MATTHEW L. WALD

WASHINGTON -- The United States on Monday opened up a nuclear processing 
plant in Ohio to international weapons experts, complete with continuous 
videotaping and surprise inspections, in hopes of inducing the Russians 
to do the same. 

A team of four inspectors from the International Atomic Energy Agency 
arrived at the United States Enrichment Corp., a recently privatized 
plant in Portsmouth, Ohio, to install tamper-evident seals, cameras, and 
other monitoring equipment. They are watching the dilution of uranium 
that had been enriched for military use, so that it is unsuitable for 
weapons or submarine reactors, but can be turned into fuel for civilian 
power plants. . . .

And it also inspects a small amount of material at the Pantex plant, 
near Amarillo, Texas, that the United States has removed from 
decommissioned nuclear weapons and promised not to re-use. 

This is the inspection team's first foray into observing the dilution of 
weapons-grade material to insure that no cheating occurs. . . . 

The United States has agreed to buy 500 tons of weapons-grade uranium 
from Russia, after the Russians dilute it. As the buyer, the United 
States has inspectors in Russia to oversee parts of that process, to 
insure that the material it is paying for actually came from highly 
enriched uranium. But the Energy Department is negotiating with the 
Russians to allow international oversight of a variety of nuclear 
materials, and is hoping to lead by example, by opening its own plants 
to international inspectors. 

The inspectors will observe the processing of the last 3.5 tons of about 
13.5 tons of material that the government has already agreed to dilute. 
The total was enough for about 600 warheads. . . . 

The material being diluted in the Ohio plant is weapons-grade uranium 
but was not actually taken out of weapons. It is not in the metal form 
used in weapons; it is in an intermediate form called uranium 
hexafluoride, which is a gas or a gel, depending on temperature, that is 
used in processing. 

Uranium comes mostly in two forms, uranium 235, which splits easily in 
weapons and reactors, and uranium 238, which does not. . . .
Copyright 1997 The New York Times Company

http://search.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/WPlate/1997-12/02/073l-120297-idx.html
U.S. Converts Use Of Uranium, From Weapons to Fuel
Associated Press
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Tuesday, December 2, 1997; Page A15
The Washington Post 

International inspectors began yesterday overseeing the conversion of 
U.S. uranium used for nuclear weapons into fuel for power plants. 

"A new page in the history of nuclear arms control is being written," 
Energy Secretary Federico Pen~a said in announcing the inspections by 
the International Atomic Energy Agency. 

"For the first time, international monitors are witnessing a nuclear 
weapon state take weapons-usable uranium from its military program and 
transform it into fuel for heating homes and lighting cities." . . . 

Initially, the IAEA will inspect the conversion of 3.5 tons of uranium, 
part of the 174 tons President Clinton has said the U.S. military no 
longer needs. All 174 tons eventually will be made available for IAEA 
monitoring. 

Russia has agreed to dilute 500 tons of weapons-usable uranium and sell 
it to the United States for commercial use over the next 20 years. . . .
(c) Copyright 1997 The Associated Press 

http://guide-p.infoseek.com/Content?arn=a2603LBY410reulb-
19971201&qt=%22nuclear+weapon%22+nuclear+nuke+&lk=noframes&col=NW&nh=25&kt=A&ak=allnewsU.N. 
inspectors start monitoring Ohio plant 
07:43 p.m Dec 01, 1997 Eastern 
By Jim Wolf 

WASHINGTON, Dec 1 (Reuters) - United Nations inspectors on Monday began 
monitoring an Ohio plant diluting weapons-grade uranium into fuel to 
produce electricity. 

In what the Clinton administration termed a milestone in nuclear 
arms-control verification, the International Atomic Energy Agency began 
installing video cameras, seals and other monitoring gear at the 
government-owned Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion plant at Piketon, Ohio. 

``For the first time, international monitors are witnessing a nuclear 
weapon state take weapons-usable uranium from its military program and 
transform it into fuel for heating homes and lighting cities,'' Energy 
Secretary Federico Pena said. 

Under the new procedure, an initial 3-1/2 tonnes of highly enriched 
uranium will be diluted, or downblended, under the supervision of IAEA 
monitors, Pena told reporters at the National Press Club. 

The material is part of 174 metric tons of weapons-grade uranium that 
President Clinton declared in 1995 was beyond U.S. defense needs. Pena 
said all 174 tons would eventually be made available for IAEA 
monitoring, including 10 tons in its originial form that is already 
under IAEA safeguards at three Energy Department sites. 

Pena reiterated a call on the four other declared nuclear weapons states 
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-- Britain, France, Russia and China -- to remove a specific amount of 
fissile materials from their nuclear arsenals never again to be used for 
military purposes.  . . .

The Geneva-based IAEA will conduct spot checks of the Portsmouth plant 
roughly twice a month from December 17 until the anticipated completion 
in August 1998 of the current downblending operation. . . .
Copyright (c) 1995-97 Infoseek Corporation. 

http://www.mpa.gr/archive/1997/12/01/eng/b1301.html
01 / 12 / 97, Web Posted: 21:00 GMT+2 
CONCERN ABOUNDS OVER NUCLEAR WASTE IN THE MEDITERRANEAN 
Thessaloniki, December 1 (MPA) 

The Professor of Nuclear Physics at the Aristotle University of 
Thessaloniki Kostas Papastefanou told the Macedonian Press Agency that 
he is highly concerned over the future of the Mediterranean, giving 
heightened emphasis to the Bulgarian nuclear plant at Kozlodui. 

According to the academician., there are 42 nuclear reactors located 
next to rivers which dump their waste either directly into he 
Mediterranean or in the Black Sea and the Ellispontos. 

http://guide-p.infoseek.com/Content?arn=a0647LBY852reulb-
19971202&qt=%22nuclear+weapon%22+nuclear+nuke+&lk=noframes&col=NW&nh=25&kt=A&ak=allnewsNuclear 
storage delays seen raising safety concerns 
06:07 a.m. Dec 02, 1997 Eastern 
By Kiyoshi Takenaka 

TOKYO, Dec 2 (Reuters) - Fresh delays in the opening of a nuclear fuel 
storage facility are leading to a pile-up of radioactive used fuel rods 
at Japan's nuclear power plants and sparking safety concerns, industry 
sources said on Tuesday. 

Japan's northern prefecture of Aomori has yet to decide when to allow 
the opening of a spent nuclear fuel storage unit -- a sensitive 
political issue since a series of mishaps at Japanese nuclear plants 
over the last year. . . .

Regular storage space was becoming scarce at one prototype reactor on 
the Japan Sea coast, where up to 40 rods needed to be changed during 
routine maintenance once or twice a year, the Power Reactor and Nuclear 
Fuel Development Corp (PNC) said. 

``There is only space for seven more rods,'' a PNC spokesman said. . . .
Copyright (c) 1995-97 Infoseek Corporation. 

http://www.infoseek.com/Content?arn=a1834LBY517reulb-
19971127&qt=%22nuclear+weapon%22+nuclear+nuke+&col=D4&kt=A&ak=news1486
Dutch court bans Greenpeace nuclear waste demos 
05:26 p.m Nov 27, 1997 Eastern 

AMSTERDAM, Nov 27 (Reuters) - Greenpeace was on Thursday barred for six 
months from obstructing shipments of radioactive waste from the 
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Netherlands to Britain's Sellafield reprocessing plant. 

Greenpeace said a Dutch court issued an injunction against the 
environmental pressure group at the request of British Nuclear Fuels Ltd 
(BNFL), the state-owned operator of Sellafield. BNFL had sought an 
indefinite ban. 

The court action followed demonstrations by Greenpeace against a 
shipment of waste from Dutch nuclear power plant Dodewaard in March. . . 
.
Copyright (c) 1995-97 Infoseek Corporation. 

http://www.infoseek.com/Content?arn=a0829LBY393reulb-
19971124&qt=%22nuclear+weapon%22+nuclear+nuke+&col=D4&kt=A&ak=news1486
French court bans EDF TV spot for nuclear power 
08:39 a.m. Nov 24, 1997 Eastern 

PARIS, Nov 24 (Reuters) - A French commercial court last Friday banned 
state-owned electricity utility Electricite de France (EDF) from 
broadcasting a television advertisement for nuclear power, an EDF 
spokeswoman said on Monday, confirming newspaper reports. . . .

The court's ruling said the advertisement was ``comparative 
advertising,'' and said EDF had not conformed to the usual standards of 
fair competition. 

UFIP complained because it found the spot ``denigrated a form of energy 
and an industry,'' depicting the possibility of France needing to import 
more crude oil as a horrific alternative, a UFIP spokeswoman said. 

``It gives a false idea of the oil industry and is a nightmare vision,'' 
she said. . . .
Copyright (c) 1995-97 Infoseek Corporation. 

http://biz.yahoo.com/upi/97/12/02/standing_features/ofhumanin_1.html
BY THE WAY... 

On this date in 1942 [55 years ago], physicist Enrico Fermi led a team 
of scientists in producing the world's first controlled, self-sustaining 
nuclear chain reaction. Where was their nuclear reactor? 

The world's first self-sustaining nuclear chain reaction took place in a 
reactor built under the stands of the University of Chicago's football 
stadium. 
By Penny Nelson (UPI), with assistance from Tansy the Wonder Cat. 
Copyright 1997 by United Press International. All rights reserved. 

http://search.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/WAPO/19971202/V000154-120297-idx.html
Fires Kill Australian Firefighters 
By Peter James Spielmann 
Associated Press Writer 
Tuesday, December 2, 1997; 9:39 a.m. EST 

SYDNEY, Australia (AP) -- Forest fires raged out of control around 
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southeast Australia today, killing two firefighters, destroying at least 
38 homes in Sydney and threatening a nuclear power plant.  . . .

With more than 160 fires burning out of control across the state, 
firefighters reassessed their tactics. 

``Quite clearly the protection of life and property will take precedence 
over suppression attempts,'' Rural Fire Services Commissioner Phil 
Koperberg said. 

``Clearly we have a grave situation,'' he said. ``The conditions under 
which these firefighters are operating ... is beyond anything I have 
seen in 30 years.'' . . .

A nuclear power plant used for medical and scientific research at nearby 
Lucas Heights, on Sydney's southern fringe, was closed down as fires 
raged around its perimeter. 

Officials said the plant was not in danger. . . .
(c) Copyright 1997 The Associated Press 

http://www.amarillonet.com/stories/120297/013-4841.001.shtml
Agency gives nuclear couriers a passing grade 
Amarillo Nat' Research Center for Plutonium
By JIM McBRIDE
Globe-News Special Projects Writer 

The Energy Department has effective radiological protection procedures 
for couriers who transport weapons and components across the country, 
but the agency needs to beef up its record-keeping, a departmental 
review released Monday said. . . .

The division, which is responsible for safely transporting nuclear 
weapons, components and special nuclear materials, has armed and 
specially trained couriers at three sites, including the Pantex Plant 
near Amarillo. 

"The independent review of radiological protection cited the very low 
exposures to couriers which are much less than regulatory limits," the 
report said. 

The review identified some areas that needed improvement: work-force 
communications and management involvement in resolving safety concerns; 
consistent and thorough documentation related to radiation protection; 
and assurances that safety procedures are implemented consistently.  . . 
.

According to the DOE, the safeguards division has more than 90 million 
miles of on-the-road experience and has had no accidents that caused a 
fatality or released radioactive material. 

Energy Department spokesman Tom Walton said no major issues were 
identified in the review, which encompassed the DOE's entire 
Transportation Safeguards Division. About 100 couriers are assigned to 
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Pantex. . . .
(c) 1997 Amarillo Globe-News

http://www.sunday-times.co.uk/news/pages/Sunday-Times/stifgnfar03001.html?1349260
[In my view this is an interesting article, indirectly relating to the 
nuclear weapons issue, that merits reading in the original.]
The London Times 
Kim shows starving nation no mercy 
by Michael Sheridan 
Pyongyang 

A SENIOR North Korean official in charge of agriculture has been 
publicly executed as the country's secretive regime intensifies its 
repression to save itself from the consequences of hunger and 
deprivation. 

Diplomats in Pyongyang believe the man was put in front of a firing 
squad last month. As winter bites in the dark and hungry cities of North 
Korea, foreign envoys have gleaned news of an increase in executions and 
a renewed clampdown by the security services on its people, who already 
live in the most tightly controlled society on earth. . . .

"Economic collapse in North Korea does not mean political collapse. 
Absolutely not," said an American official. 

North Korea today resembles a vast labour camp, a shambles of dying 
industries, dead power stations and barren fields, inhabited by 20m 
people who might as well be prisoners frozen in time from Stalin's 
Russia. During my five-day visit, they appeared cowed and listless, 
while the very few foreign aid workers and diplomats witness daily proof 
of a grim intensification of state control.  . . .
Copyright 1997 The Times Newspapers Limited. 

http://www.webpage.com/hindu/today/04/0402221f.htm
RAPS-II on way to full-scale recovery 
Date: 02-12-1997 :: Pg: 15 :: Col: c 
By G. Pramod Kumar 
RAWATBHATTA, KOTA (Rajasthan), Dec. 1. 

The second unit of the Rajasthan Atomic Power Station (RAPS-II), which 
is set to create history as a symbol of Indian resistance to a strict 
embargo regime dictated by the West, will resume power generation by 
March next. 

Almost given up for dead three years back, the unit, along with its 
neighbour RAPS-I, is on its way to a full-scale recovery. . . . 

http://www.iaea.or.at/worldatom/inforesource/pressreview/dpr97231.html
Daily Press Review, Date 1997-12-02, Number 231 
Non-proliferation: . . .DPRK economic situation bleak as peace talks 
approach next week. Congressional scepticism about China's nuclear 
credentials. . . .Police investigation claims under former South African 
r'gime chemical and biological warfare information was sought in Europe. 
. . .
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Respectfully submitted,
Ike Jeanes
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Return-Path: <dce@wcc-coe.org>
Date: Thu, 06 Nov 1997 14:13:05 +0100
From: Dwain EPPS <dce@wcc-coe.org>
To: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Events at PrepCom -Reply

Dear Howard,

Sorry to have to delay this reply for a day while I was tracking down
Konrad Raiser.  

He agrees to host a gathering here at the ecumenical center, and to make
substantive welcoming remarks.

The position is now as follows:

1.  April 27 falls on the opening day of our semi-annual week of staff
meetings here, thus to schedule something in early afternoon that day
would be difficult in terms of provision of facilities.  We could, however,
host a diplomatic gathering later that day, after 16:00, and if the
organizers can mobilize funding for it, we can lay on a reception
following with wine, soft drinks and elegant sandwiches.

2.  As I said earlier, we cannot take major responsibility for organizing,
but are happy to lend auspices and facilities.  We will probably not be
able to join in visits to delegations, but would be happy to co-sign a
religious leaders statement if we could have a draft early enough to
comment on it.

3.  We could make the ecumenical center chapel available in the second
week for an appropriate ecumenical service.

4.  Konrad believes that it would be good to contact local
Muslim-Christian dialogue people here in Geneva, and the local
representative of the international Jewish community with respect to
their finding appropriate representation from their faith communities.  This
we can follow up with David Atwood locally, and my colleague, Salpy
Eskidjian, who follows arms matters for us will be in touch with him
soon.

5.  With respect to the participation of international religious leaders, we
are fairly flexible, but again would like to be consulted as the list is built. 
One point of caution needs to be mentioned at the outset with respect to
the inclusion of the Dalai Lama.  This is delicate for us, and perhaps also
for your own aims.  As China is a potential hold-out state, we should not
from the religious side do anything which would appear to put them in a
corner.  Tibet is a broader question, but in this context it may not be wise
to connect it with this particular effort.

6.  I will try to send you early next week a collection of our positions as
promised for background.

We are grateful for the initiative, and within our limitations will do all we
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can to support it.

Cordial greetings,

Dwain C. Epps
Coordinator 
International Affairs (CCIA)
WCC
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To: dgracie@afsc.org, crramey@igc.org, dave@paxchristiusa.org
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Events at PrepCom -Reply from Dwain Epps
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear David, Clayton, Dave:

I want to share with you a very positive reply from Dwain Epps of the World Council of Churches about bringing world 
religious leaders to the NPT PrepCom. I offer comments and ask for advice keyed to the points in Dwain's reply.

1. The best scenario for us would be to have world religious leaders address the delegates at a plenary session of the 
PrepCom, say on Monday afternoon, April 27. This would be followed by a reception at the Ecumenical Center that 
evening. 

The letter to Ambassador Strulak, developed by Alice Slater which the four of us signed, requests a two hour time 
allotment at the opening debate for 15 NGO speakers for eight minutes each.  I don't want to get in competition with 
various NGOs who would like to speak to the delegates, so we need to figure out what would work best for all 
concerned, assuming time is allocated to NGOs.  Perhaps it would be desirable to have religious leaders use a separate 
block of time from other NGO speakers; the one would state the moral reasons for nuclear disarmament while the other 
would deal with more technical matters.  Thus, religious leaders could address the delegates on Monday afternoon, have 
the reception in the evening, and then other NGOs could address the delegates on Tuesday.  I want to talk with Alice 
Slater about this, but I would like your advice first.

I believe that we should accept Dwain's offer to have a reception on Monday after 16:00 and that we should raise money 
for it.  I'll ask Dwain how much it would cost.

2. I believe that it would be a good idea to have a statement that religious leaders can sign.  Would you agree?  If so, I 
would be interested in what you think it should say.  We might aim to have a draft ready for circulation by January.

3. Somebody has said that ecumenical worship services have been conducted at other international gatherings, such as 
the Land Mines Conference.  It would add another major task for us, but we probably have sufficient capacity and time 
to undertake it. Do you think we should?  If so, begin thinking about format and participants.

4. It make sense to me to have Geneva people explore who might represent the Jewish and Muslim communities.  I am 
going ahead with a request to David Atwood that he help us with this, and I will accept Dwain's offer to have his 
colleague, Salpy Eskidjian, help us, too.

5. The matter of the Dalai Lama arises because I have recorded the suggestion that three Nobel Peace laureates be asked 
to participate: Archbishop Tutu, Elie Wiesel, and the Dalai Lama.  I'm not one who likes to be intimidated, but I can 
also understanding matters of diplomatic delicacy, especially since Dwain raises it as a concern of theirs.  What are your 
views?  Among other approaches, I'll ask David Atwood to offer other suggestions for Buddhist participation.

We should seek inclusion of people of color, which makes Archbishop Tutu a good candidate.  It would be desirable to 
have female participation, too.  If there are no female "heads of communion", there may be other ways, such as having a 
woman preside over the session.  If we have an ecumenical worship service, there will be other opportunties.  I welcome 
your suggestions.

Beyond what Dave Robinson is doing to gain Catholic participatoin (which Dwain knows about), I believe we should 
clear each person with Dwain before inviting him or her. Dave, if the Catholic representative also wants to be consulted 
on other speakers, we can faciliate that.
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I look forward to your reply by e-mail or by phone at 301 896-0013.

With best regards,

Howard Hallman

>Date: Thu, 06 Nov 1997 14:13:05 +0100
>From: Dwain EPPS <dce@wcc-coe.org>
>To: mupj@igc.apc.org
>Subject: Events at PrepCom -Reply
>
>Dear Howard,
>
>Sorry to have to delay this reply for a day while I was tracking down
>Konrad Raiser.  
>
>He agrees to host a gathering here at the ecumenical center, and to make
>substantive welcoming remarks.
>
>The position is now as follows:
>
>1.  April 27 falls on the opening day of our semi-annual week of staff
>meetings here, thus to schedule something in early afternoon that day
>would be difficult in terms of provision of facilities.  We could, however,
>host a diplomatic gathering later that day, after 16:00, and if the
>organizers can mobilize funding for it, we can lay on a reception
>following with wine, soft drinks and elegant sandwiches.
>
>2.  As I said earlier, we cannot take major responsibility for organizing,
>but are happy to lend auspices and facilities.  We will probably not be
>able to join in visits to delegations, but would be happy to co-sign a
>religious leaders statement if we could have a draft early enough to
>comment on it.
>
>3.  We could make the ecumenical center chapel available in the second
>week for an appropriate ecumenical service.
>
>4.  Konrad believes that it would be good to contact local
>Muslim-Christian dialogue people here in Geneva, and the local
>representative of the international Jewish community with respect to
>their finding appropriate representation from their faith communities.  This
>we can follow up with David Atwood locally, and my colleague, Salpy
>Eskidjian, who follows arms matters for us will be in touch with him
>soon.
>
>5.  With respect to the participation of international religious leaders, we
>are fairly flexible, but again would like to be consulted as the list is built. 
>One point of caution needs to be mentioned at the outset with respect to
>the inclusion of the Dalai Lama.  This is delicate for us, and perhaps also
>for your own aims.  As China is a potential hold-out state, we should not
>from the religious side do anything which would appear to put them in a
>corner.  Tibet is a broader question, but in this context it may not be wise
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>to connect it with this particular effort.
>
>6.  I will try to send you early next week a collection of our positions as
>promised for background.
>
>We are grateful for the initiative, and within our limitations will do all we
>can to support it.
>
>Cordial greetings,
>
>
>
>Dwain C. Epps
>Coordinator 
>International Affairs (CCIA)
>WCC
>
>
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To: atwood@pop.unicc.org
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Events at PrepCom -Reply from Dwain Epps
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

>Dear David:

I want to share with you a reply from Dwain Epps regarding participation of world religious leaders at the NPT 
PrepCom.

Please note particularly #4 and #5.  We would appreciate your exploring who might be appropriate representatives of 
the international Muslim and Jewish communities.  We would also like your advice on Buddhist representation.

We should be concerned about achieving representation of persons of color, and also women if possible.  Archbishop 
Tutu has been suggested because of what he stands for and because he is a Nobel Peace laureate.

Dave Robinson of Pax Christi USA has started a process of contacting Cardinal Danneels, president of Pax Christi 
International, and possibly through him Cardinal Etchegary, head of the Pontifical Commission for Peace and Justice.

We would welcome your comments on any other aspects of Dwain's reply where you have an opinion or advice.

With best regards,

Howard Hallman

>Date: Thu, 06 Nov 1997 14:13:05 +0100
>From: Dwain EPPS <dce@wcc-coe.org>
>To: mupj@igc.apc.org
>Subject: Events at PrepCom -Reply
>
>Dear Howard,
>
>Sorry to have to delay this reply for a day while I was tracking down
>Konrad Raiser.  
>
>He agrees to host a gathering here at the ecumenical center, and to make
>substantive welcoming remarks.
>
>The position is now as follows:
>
>1.  April 27 falls on the opening day of our semi-annual week of staff
>meetings here, thus to schedule something in early afternoon that day
>would be difficult in terms of provision of facilities.  We could, however,
>host a diplomatic gathering later that day, after 16:00, and if the
>organizers can mobilize funding for it, we can lay on a reception
>following with wine, soft drinks and elegant sandwiches.
>
>2.  As I said earlier, we cannot take major responsibility for organizing,
>but are happy to lend auspices and facilities.  We will probably not be
>able to join in visits to delegations, but would be happy to co-sign a
>religious leaders statement if we could have a draft early enough to
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>comment on it.
>
>3.  We could make the ecumenical center chapel available in the second
>week for an appropriate ecumenical service.
>
>4.  Konrad believes that it would be good to contact local
>Muslim-Christian dialogue people here in Geneva, and the local
>representative of the international Jewish community with respect to
>their finding appropriate representation from their faith communities.  This
>we can follow up with David Atwood locally, and my colleague, Salpy
>Eskidjian, who follows arms matters for us will be in touch with him
>soon.
>
>5.  With respect to the participation of international religious leaders, we
>are fairly flexible, but again would like to be consulted as the list is built. 
>One point of caution needs to be mentioned at the outset with respect to
>the inclusion of the Dalai Lama.  This is delicate for us, and perhaps also
>for your own aims.  As China is a potential hold-out state, we should not
>from the religious side do anything which would appear to put them in a
>corner.  Tibet is a broader question, but in this context it may not be wise
>to connect it with this particular effort.
>
>6.  I will try to send you early next week a collection of our positions as
>promised for background.
>
>We are grateful for the initiative, and within our limitations will do all we
>can to support it.
>
>Cordial greetings,
>
>
>
>Dwain C. Epps
>Coordinator 
>International Affairs (CCIA)
>WCC
>
>
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: 06 Nov 1997 00:00:00 +0000
From: ippnw@VLBERLIN.comlink.de (IPPNW)
Organization: IPPNW Germany
Reply-To: ippnw@VLBERLIN.comlink.de (IPPNW)
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: HUNGARY/NATO-EXPANSION/CONFERENCE
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-Gateway: ZCONNECT UC cl-hh.comlink.de [DUUCP BETA vom 15.08.1997]
X-ZC-Post: Koertestrasse 10

Alba Kör held a conference in Budapest on "A World without NATO"
last weekend. All the papers from the conference are being
translated into Hungarian and published before the referendum on
November 16th. They will also be published in English as a booklet and
put up on Alba Kör's web site. I will try and send the list server
<start3-europenwfz> the other papers later today, if I find the time.  
If not, please order them from Robert Fidusz of Alba Kör by e-mail at  
fidusz@zpok.hu.

The papers that are available are:

Alistair Millar, BASIC: The hidden costs of NATO expansion

Bridget Moix, FCLN: NATO opposition in the US

Xanthe Hall, IPPNW Germany: A Nuclear Weapon-Free Central and Eastern
Europe - Vision or Reality?

Thomas Wallgren, Finnish Peace Committee: NATO expansion and the
Cultural Crisis of Modernity

Tobias Damjanov, INES: NATO, Security and Sustainable Development
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
X-Authentication-Warning: igc2.igc.apc.org: majordomo set sender to owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org using -f
Date: Thu, 6 Nov 1997 12:53:47 -0800 (PST)
From: NGO Committee on Disarmament <disarmtimes@igc.apc.org>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: A 2000 ORGANIZATION
To: abolition-caucus@igc.org

Dear Abolition 2000,

I heartily support the recent comments of Fredrik Heffermehl
regarding the organization of the network. To put it bluntly, 
the issue is whether Abolition 2000 intends to coordinate 
itself more effectively to do the job of mobilizing the opinion 
of all the publics of this planet to generate overwhelming 
political will to move the world's governments.

How are we doing on that? What grade does Abolition 2000
give itself on its own report card? It seems to me that instead
of just judging the nuclear governments harshly, we must
also acknowledge that we aren't pushing them hard enough.
We all share the responsibility for the continued existence of
genbaku, as we all share the responsibility for their abolition.

Some in the network think the nuclear powers have to listen
to us because we've got so many groups on board. I contest this.
I don't think the sheer number of groups will bring the mighty to 
their knees. Also, not to belittle the network's accomplishments 
thus far, but it's not really an overwhelming number of groups. 
There are a lot of NGOs out there.  Has the network organized 
an intensive direct-mail campaign to the 1000 groups in the 
International Campaign to Ban Landmines, the 1500 NGOs 
accredited to the U.N. Department of Public Information, the 
10,000 groups that attended the Social Summit in Copenhagen 
or the Beijing Women's Conference?  If not, why not?

The second reason the 700 groups aren't enough is that, as
Fredrik points out, just endorsing a statement doesn't make these 
groups truly "on board" a coordinated effort. What are they doing 
to build support for the cause, to increase the movement's power?
If Abolition 2000 is really going to be a functioning network,
without coordinating on strategy or tactics, its members must
have at least a sense of what one another are doing. Not by 
forcing all interested e-mail users to delete forty messages a 
day, but through media like a print or electronic newsletter 
summarizing activities everywhere. Such a project got started 
but for one reason or another has been abandoned. This is an 
essential job, and should be done by a paid professional as a 
service to all the members of the network.

It may be time to reconsider the network's policy to remain 
amorphous, not to professionalize, to remain a loose collection 
of small or medium-sized entities. This refusal to pull together 
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makes it nearly impossible for the network to act on a grand 
scale, to perform any major acts of organizing or advertising 
or diplomacy or theatre. This is a shame, and even in a way 
an evasion of responsibility. 

One of the things Abolition 2000 is missing is a marketing plan. 
It needs to do intensive public relations work, chiefly in the US 
and Europe, to tap into and mobilize the support we know exists 
for the cause. It needs to advertise -- on billboards, on television, 
on a grand scale. It needs to line up the public support of the 
world's most influential people, with fanfare. Abolition 2000 
ought to see itself as a fast-growing multinational manufacturer -- 
of political will. It's a big job, and it's going to require big money. 
To raise it, we're going to have to think big and prepare to act big.

There's a lot we can learn from the landmines campaign. People
in that campaign were considered leading experts in the field
by the leading governments. The NGOs earned the trust of the 
governments by the strength of their work, the reliability of
their data, and the diplomacy of their presentation. They 
succeeded in framing the issue in humanitarian terms, and 
involving organizations far outside the peace movement. These
are all things we need to do if we expect to move governments
on the nuclear issue. I agree with Fredrik that it would be a good 
idea for some Abolition 2000 members to be present in Ottawa --
to learn. Perhaps some headway can also be made in Stockholm.

Peacefully,
Roger Smith
NGO Committee on Disarmament, New York 
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Thu, 6 Nov 1997 15:48:42 -0800 (PST)
From: Alice Slater <aslater@igc.apc.org>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Re: Invitation to Stockholm
To: ippnw@VLBERLIN.comlink.de (IPPNW), abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org,
        flick@igc.org, wilpf@gn.apc.org
X-Sender: aslater@pop.igc.org (Unverified)

Hi Xanthe,
Hope you have a smashing Abolition 2000 meeting for the European Network.  I
don't know what you had in mind for NPT organizing, but here's what I think
may be needed and how Europe can help in Geneva this April:

1.Support for the letter to Ambassador Strulak requesting greater NGO
participation (writing to Strulak in support of our letter by NGOs and to
government leaders in support of the specific requests for participation
--see prior posting)
2.Thinking about workshops and possibily taking responsibility for
organizing them.  We thought they would be held from 1 to 3 and 5-7 each day
during the regular sessions.
3.Demonstrations
4.Support for the A-2000 Working Group for Religious Organizations which is
planning an event with world leaders during the proceedings.  (contact:
Howard Hallman <mupj@igc.apc.org>
4. Solar Energy:  With the sale of 32 nuclear reactors to China and the
upcoming Kyoto meeting where the nukeheads are urging nuclear power to avoid
global warming, we need some brainstorming on the International Solar Energy
Agency proposal (parallel to the IAEA) and we need some good information on
what really works in alternative energy.  I am particularly interested in
what works for big cities.  We know sustainable energy is attractive in
rural areas, but has anyone done a workout on how big cities can get by
without going nuclear or using carbon-based fuels?  Is this subject worthy
of a special European session and are there ideas from your meeting on a
Solar Energy Panel at the NPT?  

5. A-2000 NPT CO-Convenor: Will Edith Ballantine of WILPF be joining you in
Stockholm?  WILPF is the co-convenor for the Geneva PrepCom and it may be
useful for her or a representative from Geneva to participate and take over
the leading organizing for A-2000 from there.

6. CTBT Ratification: Will you have European participants such as Martin
Kalinowski or Andre Gsponer to explain the billions for weapons development
activity that is being promised to the Dr. Strangeloves in return for their
support of CTBT ratification?  Do you need Jackie Cabasso to be part of that
workshop and shed some light on the subject?

Thanks for all you are doing.  Love,
Alice Slater
Global Resource Action Center for the Environment(GRACE)
15 E. 26 St., New York, NY  10010
212-726-9161 (tel)
212-726-9160 (fax)
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aslater@igc.apc.org
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To: marylia@igc.apc.org (Marylia Kelley)
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Re: Malaysia Resolution 1997
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Marylia:

Would you please send me a copy of your letter.  Do you think we should also write to President Clinton?  I usually do 
this through Sandy Berger.

Howard Hallman

At 05:21 PM 11/6/97 -0800, you wrote:
>Dear Abolitionists. Today we sent a letter to the U.S. Ambassador
>Richardson, and Scty of State Albright, based on the drafts posted by
>others. This note is to send encouragement to those of you who are
>considering writing a letter. Please do. And, may I please extend a special
>note of encouragement to those of you whose countries are at least somewhat
>less regressive than the U.S. on abolition. I hope and believe that letters
>from the grassroots to a number of governments of the world can assist in
>obtaining additional cosponsors and affirmative votes for the resolution.
>Peace,  Marylia
>
>Marylia Kelley
>Tri-Valley CAREs * 5720 East Ave. #116 * Livermore, CA  94550
>Ph: (510) 443-7148 * Fx: (510) 443-0177
>
>
>



Date: Thu, 06 Nov 1997 14:13:05 +0100
From: Dwain EPPS <dce@wcc-coe.org>
To: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Events at PrepCom -Reply

Dear Howard,

Sorry to have to delay this reply for a day while I was tracking down Konrad Raiser [General 
Secretary, World Council of Churches].  He agrees to host a gathering here at the ecumenical 
center, and to make substantive welcoming remarks.

The position is now as follows:

1.  April 27 falls on the opening day of our semi-annual week of staff meetings here, thus to 
schedule something in early afternoon that day would be difficult in terms of provision of 
facilities.  We could, however, host a diplomatic gathering later that day, after 16:00, and if the
organizers can mobilize funding for it, we can lay on a reception following with wine, soft drinks 
and elegant sandwiches.

2.  As I said earlier, we cannot take major responsibility for organizing, but are happy to lend 
auspices and facilities.  We will probably not be able to join in visits to delegations, but would be 
happy to co-sign a religious leaders statement if we could have a draft early enough to comment 
on it.

3.  We could make the ecumenical center chapel available in the second week for an appropriate 
ecumenical service.

4.  Konrad believes that it would be good to contact local Muslim-Christian dialogue people here 
in Geneva, and the local representative of the international Jewish community with respect to
their finding appropriate representation from their faith communities.  This we can follow up 
with David Atwood locally [Quaker office] and my colleague, Salpy Eskidjian, who follows 
arms matters for us will be in touch with him soon.

5.  With respect to the participation of international religious leaders, we are fairly flexible, but 
again would like to be consulted as the list is built. 

6.  I will try to send you early next week a collection of our positions as promised for 
background.

We are grateful for the initiative, and within our limitations will do all we can to support it.

Cordial greetings,

Dwain C. Epps
Coordinator 
International Affairs (CCIA)
WCC
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>From marylia  Thu Nov  6 20:25:18 1997
Return-Path: <marylia@igc.apc.org>
Date: Thu, 6 Nov 1997 20:25:11 -0800 (PST)
X-Sender: marylia@pop.igc.apc.org
To: mupj@igc.apc.org
From: marylia@igc.apc.org (Marylia Kelley)
Subject: Re: Malaysia Resolution 1997
Sender: marylia@igc.org

Dear Howard. If you send me your snail mail address, I'll send you a copy
of the letter. It was composed by our program asst., Sally. It was not
composed on an email accessible computer, or with the same word processing
program I use. (Because 2 of our three computers are donated - the people
at Tri-Valley CAREs are MUCH more compatible than the machines!!!) Also,
FYI the beginning of the letter is a very slight rework of the draft
circulated by LCNP. Then we added a couple paragraphs. Re: your question
about the President. Hey, once the work is done to write the basic letter,
why not send to Bill as well. Good idea. We often do send to him, and
generally through Sandy Berger. We'll add it.
So - please send address, will mail copy.
Peace,
Marylia

Dear Marylia:
>
>Would you please send me a copy of your letter.  Do you think we should also
>write to President Clinton?  I usually do this through Sandy Berger.
>
>Howard Hallman
>
>At 05:21 PM 11/6/97 -0800, you wrote:
>>Dear Abolitionists. Today we sent a letter to the U.S. Ambassador
>>Richardson, and Scty of State Albright, based on the drafts posted by
>>others. This note is to send encouragement to those of you who are
>>considering writing a letter. Please do. And, may I please extend a special
>>note of encouragement to those of you whose countries are at least somewhat
>>less regressive than the U.S. on abolition. I hope and believe that letters
>>from the grassroots to a number of governments of the world can assist in
>>obtaining additional cosponsors and affirmative votes for the resolution.
>>Peace,  Marylia
>>
>>Marylia Kelley
>>Tri-Valley CAREs * 5720 East Ave. #116 * Livermore, CA  94550
>>Ph: (510) 443-7148 * Fx: (510) 443-0177
>>
>>
>>

Marylia Kelley
Tri-Valley CAREs * 5720 East Ave. #116 * Livermore, CA  94550
Ph: (510) 443-7148 * Fx: (510) 443-0177
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Return-Path: <atwood@pop.unicc.org>
Date: Fri, 7 Nov 1997 17:36:07 +0100
X-Sender: atwood@pop.unicc.org
To: mupj@igc.apc.org
From: atwood@pop.unicc.org (David Atwood)
Subject: Re: Events at PrepCom -Reply from Dwain Epps

Dear Howard,

Thanks for your communication.  I really am in a tearing hurry today and can
not give your request adequate response.  I shall be away until the 17th and
shall do so then.  I am not the best person to check out these things.  I
really don't know the local religious communities, but perhaps I can find
someone to help with this.

Good, encouraging letter from Duane Epps.

All good wishes,

David

>>Dear David:
>
>I want to share with you a reply from Dwain Epps regarding participation of
>world religious leaders at the NPT PrepCom.
>
>Please note particularly #4 and #5.  We would appreciate your exploring who
>might be appropriate representatives of the international Muslim and Jewish
>communities.  We would also like your advice on Buddhist representation.
>
>We should be concerned about achieving representation of persons of color,
>and also women if possible.  Archbishop Tutu has been suggested because of
>what he stands for and because he is a Nobel Peace laureate.
>
>Dave Robinson of Pax Christi USA has started a process of contacting
>Cardinal Danneels, president of Pax Christi International, and possibly
>through him Cardinal Etchegary, head of the Pontifical Commission for Peace
>and Justice.
>
>We would welcome your comments on any other aspects of Dwain's reply where
>you have an opinion or advice.
>
>With best regards,
>
>Howard Hallman
>
>>Date: Thu, 06 Nov 1997 14:13:05 +0100
>>From: Dwain EPPS <dce@wcc-coe.org>
>>To: mupj@igc.apc.org
>>Subject: Events at PrepCom -Reply
>>
>>Dear Howard,
>>
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>>Sorry to have to delay this reply for a day while I was tracking down
>>Konrad Raiser.  
>>
>>He agrees to host a gathering here at the ecumenical center, and to make
>>substantive welcoming remarks.
>>
>>The position is now as follows:
>>
>>1.  April 27 falls on the opening day of our semi-annual week of staff
>>meetings here, thus to schedule something in early afternoon that day
>>would be difficult in terms of provision of facilities.  We could, however,
>>host a diplomatic gathering later that day, after 16:00, and if the
>>organizers can mobilize funding for it, we can lay on a reception
>>following with wine, soft drinks and elegant sandwiches.
>>
>>2.  As I said earlier, we cannot take major responsibility for organizing,
>>but are happy to lend auspices and facilities.  We will probably not be
>>able to join in visits to delegations, but would be happy to co-sign a
>>religious leaders statement if we could have a draft early enough to
>>comment on it.
>>
>>3.  We could make the ecumenical center chapel available in the second
>>week for an appropriate ecumenical service.
>>
>>4.  Konrad believes that it would be good to contact local
>>Muslim-Christian dialogue people here in Geneva, and the local
>>representative of the international Jewish community with respect to
>>their finding appropriate representation from their faith communities.  This
>>we can follow up with David Atwood locally, and my colleague, Salpy
>>Eskidjian, who follows arms matters for us will be in touch with him
>>soon.
>>
>>5.  With respect to the participation of international religious leaders, we
>>are fairly flexible, but again would like to be consulted as the list is
>built. 
>>One point of caution needs to be mentioned at the outset with respect to
>>the inclusion of the Dalai Lama.  This is delicate for us, and perhaps also
>>for your own aims.  As China is a potential hold-out state, we should not
>>from the religious side do anything which would appear to put them in a
>>corner.  Tibet is a broader question, but in this context it may not be wise
>>to connect it with this particular effort.
>>
>>6.  I will try to send you early next week a collection of our positions as
>>promised for background.
>>
>>We are grateful for the initiative, and within our limitations will do all we
>>can to support it.
>>
>>Cordial greetings,
>>
>>
>>
>>Dwain C. Epps
>>Coordinator 
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>>International Affairs (CCIA)
>>WCC
>>
>>
>
>
>
________________________
David C. Atwood
Associate Representative 
Disarmament and Peace Programme
Quaker United Nations Office
13, avenue du Mervelet
1209 Geneva
Switzerland
Tel: +41-22-748 4802 or switchboard 748 4800)
FAX: +41-22-748 4819)
E-mail: atwood@pop.unicc.org
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Return-Path: <btiller@psr.org>
Date: Fri, 07 Nov 1997 13:55:18 -0500
From: Bob Tiller <btiller@psr.org>
Organization: Physicians for Social Responsibility
To: mupj@igc.org, basic@basic.int.org, kathy@fcnl.org, paprog@igc.org
Subject: December seminar on disarmament

Howard, your proposal looks good to me.  I encourage you to go ahead
with it.  Thanks for working on it.

Don't forget to invite the think-tank people (e.g. Brookings, NAS,
Stimson, Carnegie).

Who is paying for the speakers' travel?

By the way, PSR is putting together a half-day program on related
concerns, but without the emphasis on the international bodies.  We are
aiming for December 5th, and we hope to have our notices out in a few
days. The ambassador from India will be a featured speaker at our event.

Shalom,
Bob Tiller
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: 07 Nov 1997 00:00:00 +0000
From: ippnw@VLBERLIN.comlink.de (IPPNW)
Organization: IPPNW Germany
Reply-To: ippnw@VLBERLIN.comlink.de (IPPNW)
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: NETWORK/ORGANISATION
To: ippnw@oln-39.oln.comlink.apc.org
X-Gateway: ZCONNECT UC cl-hh.comlink.de [DUUCP BETA vom 15.08.1997]
X-ZC-Post: Koertestrasse 10

Dear Friends,

I am forwarding a message from Brian Rawson to the Facilitator's Group  
to the whole Caucus because I feel that the suggestion on labelling  
messages is extremely helpful, and could be used in the meantime to  
help us manage the mail, while we try to solve the problem. I feel  
that having heard all the voices for and against different ideas and  
solutions, we should try to answer the question of structure in the  
facilitator's group and then make a recommendation to the Caucus.  
After all, that is what we are here for. Then, hopefully, we can cease  
to discuss this on the Caucus and get back to the main topic - nuclear  
weapons.

Having said this, the discussion is very important to reaching  
consensus, and this network has attempted from the beginning to break  
through hierarchical structures. The question remains: what  
alternatives do we have? I am not a fan of having no structure at all.

Enough for now.
Xanthe

Here's Brian:

Dear facilitators group,

I address this message to you, because the problem of e-mail volume requires
some dedicated problem solvers.  Feel free to forward the message as you
wish.  The abolition-caucus now has 250+ members, but more are unsubscribing
than are subscribing.  I don't see a technical silver bullet that would make
our jobs easier.  It seems time to generate some discipline and
responsibility about organizing our information so that we aren't
overloaded.  Whether the responsibility falls on a few (like volunteer
reporters, see below) or on all (like self-labelling, see below) is up to
our judgement.  There is ultimately the option of using a "moderator," which
is a single person who receives and approves ALL MESSAGES, but this seems
too far an extreme for our caucus, which is generally free of junk mail,
harrassment, and other types of messages which a moderator would filter out.
These are some ideas.  Any others?

"Spin-off" list-serves:
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I asked IGC in San Francisco how much it costs to start and run a majordomo
list (similar to what we use for Abolition 2000).  It costs US$75.00 to
start, and US$9.00 per month for a list of fewer than 500 users.
(abolition-caucus has 250 users, for comparison.)  I'm sure there are many
other services who can provide different prices, though I don't have names
on hand.

I think that "spin-offs" are a good idea for subjects which, though related
to abolition, stand on their own and generate a lot of technical and
political reporting, such as Cassini, NATO expansion...others?  We need
volunteers to take responsibility for starting such lists.

Volunteer reporters:

As one user has already graciously offered, we could designate particular
users to whom we would all send our messages on a particular topic, or from
a particular region.  These designated users, or volunteer reporters, would
then synthesize the info into regular reports to the abolition-caucus.
One hypothetical example(a rough sketch):  "Here's a summary of the week's
activities in region X: In NGO news, this week saw a 3-day conference in
City Y (contact <emailuserX@addressX> for the detailed report), a press
conference on nuclear terrorism was held in City Z, 3 Press releases were
sent out on the subject by organizations x,y,z (contact
<emailuserZ@addressZ, etc.).  In Governmental news, the Prime Minister of
Country B issued a statement on nuclear weapons ..., and in Country C the
such-and-such treaty failed to be ratified by parliament.  For more
information or specific messages, please contact Your Gracious Volunteer at
<sampleaddress@sample>  A selection of messages follows."

Such an arrangement would only be successful if it commenced in an organized
fashion, with all users sending their messages to the appropriate reporter.
This would create a drastic reduction of e-mail appearing daily on
abolition-caucus, which would free-up some time for the reporters to
synthesize their batch of incoming messages.  Users would have to trust the
volunteer to adequately summarize their info, and trust fellow users to
contact them for more detailed information.
The list of volunteers could be provided in our welcome message, which is
available automatically to anybody who at anytime writes to
majordomo@igc.apc.org with the words "info abolition-caucus".

Self-labelling:

We could devise a system for all users to label our messages before sending
them so that a glance at the subject field tells us what country it regards,
what subject it regards, and the nature of the message (a press release?
action alert?  response to previous message?  addition to previous message?)
This would help people browse their table of contents without opening and
scanning messages.

A guide to labelling could be presented in our intro message, and amended,
and sent out automatically to any user who at anytime writes
majordomo@igc.apc.org and says "info abolition-caucus".

Here are hypothetical examples, following the basic layout of
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COUNTRY/SUBJECT/nature of message

Examples:
USA/CASSINI/RESPONSE/Nov. 3 Conference, Moscow
USA/TRITIUM/press release
USA/NIF/progress
USA/NIF/response/progress
AUSTRALIA/jabiluka/action alert
ISRAEL/HUMAN RIGHTS/vanunu/write letters
USA/LEGAL/CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE/Prince of Peace trial
INTERNATIONAL/NPT PREPCOM/response to ideas about planning

Some e-mail programs have a function in their table of contents which can
automatically sort their messages by subject.  A system for labelling
messages would allow users to take advantage of this function.

Web site:

A user has generously offered their website to us as a forum for discussion
and strategizing about Abolition 2000.  I may not fully understand the
web-site concept, but as I understand it, a web-site can provide a bulletin
board of messages, or a "real time" chat-room.  The bulletin board presents
a list of messages which have been posted, and people can open, read, and
respond to messages as they like, and ignore those in which they are not
interested.

This does not seem to be a drastically different scenario than our current
situation. If we employed a web-site for certain purposes, what purposes
would they be, and for what purpose would we continue our e-mail list?
Overall, I'm skeptical and wonder if the web-site might actually be less
convenient and less broad-based than the e-mail list.  Here are some pros
and cons.

The advantage of the web-site is that the messages will be stored on a
web-site, instead of cluttering up each user's mail program.  Users can
ignore messages that don't interest them, rather than having to delete them.
This does, however, require users to be more proactive in finding their
messages.

On the other hand, it is my understanding that accessing a web-page requires
a higher-end computer with a good Netscape program.  I suppose this is due
to the large volume of text that needs to be processed.  Also, while users
pick and choose their way through the messages, they would be online, and
receiving charges.  With the current e-mail systems I believe they can
disconnect after downloading their messages. (perhaps this varies
internationally).  For these reasons, the web site option may be less
convenient and more costly, and therefore prohibitive for many users.

That's all I have heard of or thought of for now.  Keep in mind that I am by
no means an expert on computer systems and the options they provide.  Do you
have any other suggestions?  Ask around.  If the above ideas seem
half-baked, let's subject them to more heat of criticism and suggestion.  I



1108.01.txt[5/3/2017 10:48:40 AM]

look anxiously forward to your responses.  Our users are getting restless...

All the best,

Brian
-------------------------------------------------
Brian Rawson, Program Associate
International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War
126 Rogers St.   tel.: (617)868-5050 x208
Cambridge, MA 02142 USA  fax:  (617)868-2560
ippnwbos@igc.apc.org  http://www.healthnet.org/IPPNW

IPPNW is part of Abolition 2000: A Global Network to Eliminate Nuclear Weapons
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: 07 Nov 1997 00:00:00 +0000
From: ippnw@VLBERLIN.comlink.de (IPPNW)
Organization: IPPNW Germany
Reply-To: ippnw@VLBERLIN.comlink.de (IPPNW)
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: GERMANY/BITS/CONFERENCE/PART TWO
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-Gateway: ZCONNECT UC cl-hh.comlink.de [DUUCP BETA vom 15.08.1997]
X-ZC-Post: Koertestrasse 10

BITS Conference, Berlin
Part Two

The Future of Russia's Nuclear Deterrent
Alexander Nikitin, CPIS, Moscow
(Paper available)
The top three current priorities and concerns of the Russian  
people,according to opinion polls, are personal economic survival,  
criminalityand social welfare. NATO expansion and nuclear weapons are  
low onthe list.

There have been many changes in government: the Minister forDefence  
has changed, changes in the Duma and in both the Securityand Defence  
Councils. The new nuclear posture which was plannedfor this year has  
been postponed. The new Minster for Defence statedthat Russia will  
enter the 21st century with nuclear weapons - nuclearweapons are being  
developed which are ,ecologically safe", cheaperand with new  
technology. At the highest decision-making level - theSecurity and  
Defence Councils and the Presidential administration -there is no  
longer any interest in disarmament. The Ministries ofForeign Affairs  
and Defence are, however, proponents of START II andbeginning  
negotiations on START III. The main objection to this is inthe Duma,  
where there are calls to declare NATO an official threat, toform an  
alliance with Germany and Japan, or with China and India.

The Committee on Defence analysis on why ratification has not  
takenplace and what stands in its way, says that START II was ,signed  
in thepacifist mood of young Russian democrats". The mentality  
ofarithmetical parity is still alive. The Duma requires a full  
militaryeconomic justification for START I and II and how much each  
article ofthese treaties will cost. It requires an exact definition of  
the agreementmade at Helsinki on START III and the postponement of  
START II from2003 to 2008 (since agreed). Lastly, it is waiting for  
the final results ofdemarcation between strategic and tactical nuclear  
weapons. Thecompliance problem with the ABM Treaty has been solved.

(Sutyagin: It is not correct to say the Duma asked for  
,justification",they asked for an ,estimate". Even after Yeltsin  
ordered an estimatefrom the Ministry of Defence it still has not taken  
place because theysimply don't know the costs of START II. There is  
disagreement aboutthe costs for different aspects of the treaty.)
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There are still problems with the package of documents signed inGeneva  
in September. The demarcation negotiations did not touchupon ballistic  
defence against cruise missiles. The negotiations were ofa bilateral  
nature and excluded other nuclear weapon states. Anagreement was not  
reached on the nuclear arming of interceptors.There was no definition  
of a ballistic missile and no prohibition of theinterception of SLBMs.

The Russians are moving towards the development of new tacticalnuclear  
weapons within these agreements. Weapon designers andministers have  
quoted a figure of up to 10,000 ,high-safety" nuclearweapons with a  
yield ranging from dozens to hundreds of tonnes,designed for theatre  
missile, front-line aviation, and anti-aircraftcomplexes. These  
weapons could be deployed for use against a thirdcountry (i.e. not  
USA). The emphasis is changing here - away from theUS to the Middle  
East (Iran, Iraq, Libya). Tactical weapons are seen asmore relevant to  
defending the long Russian borders. The materialneeded for these  
weapons would easily be supplied throughdismantling of weapons under  
START II.

A possible mandate for Russian negotiations on START III would be  
tocreate a kind of ,basket" of unresolved problems from START  
IIcontaining tactical nuclear weapons, sea-based missiles and  
destructionproblems. All these aspects are disconnected to one another  
making itimpossible to negotiate under the presently suggested  
framework. Thenegotiations might be split up into different parts that  
would move atdifferent speeds. Therefore, the aim of Russian  
negotiators would be toachieve the following through START III:
  to limit US sea-based missiles
  to limit US patrols around Russia
  to liquidate nuclear cruise missiles and long-range sea-based  
cruisemissiles
  to limit uploading strategic potential
  to invite China, Britain and France to take part in future negotiations
  and to better facilitate mutual inspections and reduce costs.

The Russian Orthodox Church has issued a pamphlet in which is  
states:,We demand the adoption of government programmes  
preservingnuclear weapons....it is our debt to the nation....to avoid  
thedestruction of the nuclear complex" - this attitude is blessed by  
thechurch!

Igor Sutyagin, USA and Canada Institute, Moscow
Current Trends in Nuclear Posture
There are three competing trends in thinking about nuclear policy.
There is no money to keep the nuclear arsenal at the same size it  
wasduring the Soviet Union. So it will have to be reduced. Politicians  
areunwilling to burden the Russian economy in order to pay for  
thearsenal to remain the same - even if the Communists were to  
achievepower it would be the same. This means that the importance of  
nuclearweapons is also reduced.

However, Russian is losing the essential political influence  
ininternational relations it had as the Soviet Union. Russia wishes to  
keepthis influence or at least slow down its reduction. Part of this  
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influenceis defined by its nuclear weapons it gives the Russians the  
feeling ofstill being a superpower. The Russians are concerned about  
the ABMtreaty and ballistic defence. Even is it doesn't function it is  
importantthat other states think that Russia is still capable of  
carrying out anuclear strike.

Finally, the US is no longer the main threat. The US has advised  
Russiato watch out for China, seen as a ,boiling kettle", due  
tooverpopulation. The Conservative perception of the future  
nuclearthreat could lead to the maintenance and possible increase in  
thenuclear arsenal. One proposal is to merge the strategic and  
tacticalmissiles. Russia might only need tactical missiles to attack  
China. Thereis also a concern that the US TBMD programme will lead to  
anincrease in Chinese nuclear development which will in turn  
threatenRussia and decrease world security in general.

(Nikitin: Doesn't see any economic obstacles to keeping the  
nucleararsenal in the thousands. But if negotiations are to become  
multilateralthey must go below 1000, and the willingness to bring  
tactical nuclearweapons into the disarmament process is not so high.  
An affordablelevel would be around 1800-2000 accountable strategic  
nuclearweapons. As to tactical nuclear warheads - there is a 5-7 year  
lagbehind the US in the development of low-yield nuclear weapons, but  
avery high interest in the research department. The US programme  
hasmotivated that, which is why Mikhailov talks about developing  
10,000tactical nuclear weapons with 100 ton yield. Russia is no longer  
asuperpower - she should not be allowed to retain nuclear weapons  
outof pity for her - she has to accept that she is only a regional  
powernow.)

Doug Shaw, LAWS Washington
Fissile Materials
The possible theft of fissile materials causes a major threat to  
worldsecurity. The greatest threats are posed by nuclear terrorism  
andproliferation. Theft is the easiest possibility to acquire fissile  
materials,other ways are too difficult or expensive. Controlling  
access to fissilematerials is the key to preventing terrorism. About  
4kg of Plutoniumare necessary to make a bomb. A black market exists as  
do supply anddemand. Only luck has prevented this so far, which is all  
the morereason to be careful.

The challenges to the protection of fissile materials from the  
SovietUnion are both political and financial security. The  
geographicallocations of the storage sites are insecure - often based  
near to unstableregions or borders to unstable countries. Many  
facilities have noabilities to account the isotopic character of the  
fissile materials. Thereexists a potential for significant difference  
between actual andestimated amounts. Noone knows what is already  
missing, up to atonne of HEU could already have been stolen.

Fissile material security should be viewed within the broader context  
ofnon-proliferation. The only lasting solution is the reduction of  
fissilematerials and the delegitimisation of nuclear weapons. Other  
solutionsare often just delaying tactics.
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Discussion
Schaper: IAEA safeguards should be globalised to include the  
nuclearweapon states and also the civil sector.

Graham: In South Africa he was given an extensive briefing on howeasy  
it is to make a gun-barrel type nuclear device. The Japanese cultgroup  
that used Sarin in the underground was trying to acquire  
nuclearweapons and had about $ 1 billion to do it. The Colombian drug  
cartelhad enough money to offer a $2 billion bribe. All that remains  
is themotivation and the fissile materials can be acquired.

Hall: Is there any truth in Lebed's claim that so-called ,suitcase  
bombs"were stolen from the Russian arsenal and if none, what was  
themotivation to make the claim?

Nikitin: There is no truth in it. Lebed had no access to this  
information.His motivation is clear - he was conducting an election  
campaign.

Sutyagin: Lebed did have access to this information. He conducted  
asurvey and found that these ,rucksack bombs" do exist in Russia. 45  
of132 were counted, but the survey was not completed before he lost  
hisjob. He met with Curt Weldon and mentioned this, saying that  
thesituation was serious and needed more study. Lebed was  
possiblymisunderstood by the press - he only said that the possibility  
existed tosteal these weapons during the Chechnyan war. He simply  
could notbe sure that they were all there.

Handler: The correct term for these ,suitcase bombs" is  
AtomicDemolition Munitions (ADMs). The Russians have admitted to  
havingthem. The US also have them.

Graham: You can hold an ADM in one hand, it fights in a night bag.

Intervention from the interpreter for Lebed for the CNN  
interview:Lebed said in the interview with CNN that the Chechnyans  
wanted todestroy a station with such a device. He said that more than  
160existed and that some of them were gone. He had started counting  
butcouldn't finish because he was thrown out of office. He was  
muchmore open in what he said in the US than in Russia.

Graham: ADMs are commonplace. The US had thousands. The innerGerman  
border was going to be mined using them.

Sutyagin: Nuclear mines are to be fully dismantled by 1998 - some  
ofthem are still in storage. The Ministry of Defence is going to  
publishprogress in dismantling of these weapons, hopefully with  
precisenumbers. All ADMs were returned to combat units to central  
storage.There is a system of regular inspections and spot-checks which  
wouldprobably mean that the military would at least know if some  
weaponsare missing (but they probably wouldn't tell anyone else).
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Sat, 8 Nov 1997 23:50:12 GMT
From: geowcpuk@gn.apc.org (George Farebrother)
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Tony Blair corrrespondence
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-Sender: geowcpuk@gn.apc.org

GF/5729

Dear David Kreiger and other Abolitionists

David has received a letter in response to his written to Tony  Blair about
legality and abolition
of nuclear weapons. I'm responding on behalf of World Court Project and
Abolition 2000 UK on
the following from David, point by point throughout his letter

. ...........................................

At 13:59 05/11/97 -0800, Nuclear Age Peace Foundation wrote: 

>Dear Abolitionists, 

>I received the following letter dated October 28, 1997 from Robert Tinline
of the 
>Security Policy Department of the UK Foreign and Commonwealth Office.

We know him well - he is a permanent civil servant, not a politician,
but reflects government thinking. It was he who wrote the letter in
response to mine to the Attorney General which I posted a couple of
days ago to some, but not all, A2000 people.

>While the language is somewhat confusing and ambiguous, 

Agreed. Foreign and Commonwealth Office Documents (FCO) usually have
much in common with deciphering Minoan Script

>it does offer some hope, particularly in the second paragraph. The final
paragraph >on the
World Court opinion certainly requires a response. 

More on this in the body of Tineline's letter

>It seems to me that Tony Blair is the Western leader most likely to provide
leadership toward
abolition. 

Please encourage him. That's what we keep hoping. If Blair is the most
encouraging, the others
must be really depressing. But it would be really helpful to have messages
going to him from all of
you, and not just from the UK. It is also worth writing to the FCO. Tony
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Blair, of course, is at 10
Downing Street, London W1A 2AA. There is a web site for the PM on
http://www.number-
10.gov.uk/. There's a picture of the house
with a policeman outside and then you can click on the "Visitor's Book"
which contains a picture
of Humphrey the Prime Ministerial Cat. The space for messages there doesn't
seem to be very
expansive - just enough to say "nice cat". There is definitely no email
number. But you can fax on
+ 44 (0)171 925 0918.

The FCO is probably a better bet. the Web Site is more informative and up to
date. They are at:
http://www.fco.gov.uk/. Within this site there is a facility for sending
emails if you click the "tell us
what you think" logo at the bottom of the home page. However, this is the
only way of emailing
them - there is no separate email link. So if you don't have web access, you
can fax Robin Cook,
Foreign Secretary, on +44 (0)171 839 2417. The Snailmail address is
Whitehall, London SW1A
2AH. On Nuclear Issues it is even better to write to Tony Lloyd, the
Minister of State responsible
for this side, at the same addresses. Other comments follow in the body of
the Tineline letter
..............................

>Dear Mr. Krieger, 

> >Thank you for your letter of 9 October to the Prime Minister, to which I
have been asked to
reply. 

>You expressed concern about nuclear weapons. Our goal is the global 
>elimination of nuclear weapons. We have said that we will press for
multilateral 
>negotiations towards mutual, balanced and verifiable reductions in such
weapons. We
 >will include British nuclear weapons in such multilateral negotiations
once we are
 >satisfied with verified progress towards the global elimination of nuclear
weapons.

>The Government is examining -- in the Strategic Defense Review
>and elsewhere -- all aspects of its nuclear policy including the promotion
>of nuclear arms control, to fulfil its manifesto commitments. However,
>we remain to be convinced of the wisdom of a pre-set timetable for
>nuclear disarmament.

They might be using the call for negotiations to begin in 1998 as a reason
for failing to support the
Malaysian Resolution. However, it is worth pointing out that some
countries with similar reservations abstained last year, rather than voting
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against. 

> You also doubted the legality of nuclear weapons. We welcome the 
>International Court of Justice's recognition of the importance of the
obligations
 >under Article VI of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, including the nuclear
weapons 
>states' obligations on nuclear disarmament.

You can invoke the above para if you want to write to the FCO about
the Malaysian Resolution. Abolition 2000 UK, and others in the UK,
have, of course done so. UK voted against it last year, of course.
It is also worth keeping an eye on what they actually say and do in
the First Committee. Even if they only abstain, it is worth sending
a message to congratulate them. If they continue to vote no, this
will be a sad disappointment and we should press them on their exact
reasons.

>The Government is confident that the Opinion does not require a change in
the United
>Kingdom's purely defensive policy of nuclear deterrence. The legality of
the use of 
>nuclear weapons would depend on all the circumstances at the time. The
Government >would
only ever consider the use of nuclear weapons in self defense, which includes
 >the defense of our NATO allies, and in extreme circumstances.

A few general thoughts. I posted a letter to the UK Attorney General
to a few, mainly legal, friends on 4 November ("Letter to Attorney
General"). It takes up some comments from a paper by Christopher Greenwood,
who supported the UK Government before the ICJ, which argues, encouragingly
from our point of view, that ANY use of NWs would be subject to international
law. If we can agree this with the Attorney General, then it looks
as if we can argue the legality issue with the UK government purely
on the empirical grounds of whether our only (from 1998) NW, Trident,
at 100 KT could ever be used without an unacceptable risk
of violating humanitarian law.

The last sentence is a careful reference to the question of whether a state
can act only in its OWN
defence under extreme circumstances, or also on behalf of others in an
alliance.  The Dispositif
suggests one thing - "a state", the body of the Opinion can be interpreted
to mean action on
defence of the state using the nuclear weapons.  Quite a few people, e.g.
Francis Boyle, suggest
that it is probably best not to push this one too much at the moment. 

However there could be pitfalls in using this argument. I am struck
by comments by Ak Malten, also on 4 November ("re letter to Attorney
General") which points out that we could be leaving ourselves open
to the riposte that "all the circumstances of the time", in Tineline's
letter could refer to mininukes in deserts etc. The UK doesn't have
mininukes, but there is talk of the USA at least designing them.  Ak's point
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is that we mustn't put
ourselves in the position of arguing, implicitly, that it's only large
nuclear weapons which are illegal.  
As I say, this discussion was on a limited list and I haven't sent the
letter yet pending further
discussion. If you want to see them, I can re-post both my, and Ak's, messages.

We also need to keep on pushing away at what, exactly, comprises "extreme
self defence". Does it really mean actual obliteration of the land
and it people? Or something less? At the moment I am engaged in an
analysis of the large number of replies from the Government to letters
from World Court project Supporters in the UK. When I have done this,
I shall post the results on the list server in the hope that we can
"see the wood for the trees".

The enthusiasm by Government for nuclear disarmament tends to go along
the lines of QUANTITATIVE rather than QUALITATIVE disarmament. They
say that USA and Russia can keep on reducing stockpiles and then,
when they reach a low number, UK (and probably France) can join in.
Abolition 2000 UK is pushing on the qualitative side on the lines
of the Canberra Shopping list - and there are some hopes here. Tony
Lloyd, minister of State at the FCO, has met us along with other
NGOs recently and we Abolition 200 UK has suggested to him  that future
meetings should
concentrate on specific nuclear issues (de-alerting, No First Use, etc.

> >Yours Sincerely, 
> >Robert Tineline >Security Policy Department

By all mean get in touch if you need to know more.

 > > > NUCLEAR AGE PEACE FOUNDATION >
**********************************************************
> A founding member of > and global contact point for the > Abolition
2000 Global Network for the > Elimination of Nuclear Weapons >
**********************************************************
> 1187 Coast Village Road, Suite 123 > Santa Barbara, CA 93108-2794
> Phone (805) 965-3443 * Fax (805) 568-0466 > E- mailto:wagingpeace@napf.org
> http://www.wagingpeace.org > >$*$*$*$*$ 2 LINES REFORMATTED BY POPPER
AT gn.apc.org $*$*$*$*$
 
 
George Farebrother    (geowcpuk@gn.apc.org)
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Sun, 9 Nov 97 06:23:31 UT
From: "Ron Gray" <r-grayle@classic.msn.com>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Oz/Network/Organisation/response
To: "Abolition Caucus" <abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org>

Brief response from Australia (Oz) to Brian's thoughtful suggestions, as they 
affect us.

We greatly appreciate receiving much of the abolition-caucus mail and delete 
some.  

 "spin-off" list serves:
 I can't see that the incoming result would be much different - just coming 
from  different sources. (Until this discussion began I was unaware that the 
NATO info had been shunted) 

Volunteer reporters : 
Seems to double-up the distribution of info.  How can someone 1000 Kms away 
correctly summarise your message -  & who would have the time to DO this?  
Then we'd have to send off letters to receive each article we wanted to 
receive in detail . . . seems too clumsy & time consuming.

Self-labelling:
EXCELLENT !!  BEST idea of the lot !!  We vote 100% for it.

Web site:
We couldn't afford it.  Our mail downloads and then we are automatically 
disconnected - only takes a few minutes each day.  Then we read them & deal 
with them off-line. (I am typing this off-line, ready for it to be sent when I 
next connect on.)  Occasionally we connect on by a different means and look up 
interesting web sites, and pay for all the time we take to do so.  (We are 
pensioners who pay for the costs ourselves, since the organisation is an 
unfunded one = very short of cash)
-------------------------------------------------
THINK GLOBALLY - ACT LOCALLY  - but with A2000,  ACT GLOBALLY too!!

A2000 is a global campaign & I believe that having info from round the globe 
helps us to plan our actions better.  e.g. when we read of the Municipalities 
Resolution campaign 4 Oz peace groups wrote to every council in Oz with the 
info which had been discussed and finally decided upon through the 
abolition-caucus mail.  Our LOCAL success is part of the GLOBAL campaign. 

We have used info received, on other SIDE issues, here in our work as well, 
and we find it invaluable.  We use the results of OTHER groups' investigations 
& lobbying in OUR practical work.  Info & actions planned by groups in other 
countries helps us to lobby OUR government, etc. and sometimes other 
governments, when called upon to do so.

We want to keep receiving it, please.

Best wishes, Irene & Ron
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Irene Gale A.M.  Secretary, Australian Peace Committee (South Australian 
Branch) Inc.
11 South Terrace, Adelaide SA 5000, Australia   Ph: (+61-8) 8212 7138
Fax: (+61-8) 8231 3822  Email: r-grayle@classic.msn.com
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To: erippy@compserve.com
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Reply
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Ed Rippy:

Please excuse my delay in responding to your message of October 3.

Methodists United for Peace with Justice is an association of laity and clergy which organized in 1987 after the United 
Methodist bishops issued their pastoral letter saying "no" nuclear deterrence and advocating nuclear disarmament.  We 
are based in Washington, D.C.  As chair, I work out of my home in Bethesda, Maryland.  My telephone/fax number is 
301 896-0013.

I am also co-convener of the Religious Working Group for Nuclear Abolition, along with David Gracie of AFSC and 
Clayton Ramey of FOR.  We have recently started a list-serve as a supplment to abolition-caucus of the broader A2000 
movement.  If you want to be part of it, send an e-mail message to majordomo@igc.org.  In the body of the text, state: 
subscribe abolition-religious

At the moment the Religious Working Group is trying to arrange for world religious to appear before the NPT PrepCom 
in Geneva next spring.  So far, Dr. Konrad Raiser, general secretary of the World Council of Churches, has agreed to 
participate and to make available facilities at the Ecumenical Center in Geneva for a reception for the delegates.  Dave 
Robinson of Pax Christi USA is seeking participation of a leading Catholic, hopefully from the Vatican.  We would 
appreciate your advice on how we might gain participation of the international Buddhist community, what organizations 
to deal with, who possible invitees might be.

I hope we can keep in touch with one another.

With best regards,

Howard W. Hallman
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To: lcnp@aol.com
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Support for Malayasian Resolution
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Alyn:

I understanding you have a draft of a suggested letter to U.S. officials, urging them to support the Malayasian 
Resolution on nuclear disarmament.  If so, would you please send me a copy.

Thanks,

Howard Hallman
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Mon, 10 Nov 1997 14:31:52 GMT
From: Housmans Peace Resource Project <worldpeace@gn.apc.org>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Re:  "Nevada-Semipalatinsk" contact address?
To: abolition-caucus@igc.org, shundahai@saltmine.radix.net

FROM:  Housmans Peace Resource Project, 5 Caledonian Road, Kings
Cross, London N1, UK (tel +44-171-278 4474; fax 278 0444; e-mail
worldpeace@gn.apc.org).

TO:

 Reinard, Shundahai Network

 By e-mail to  shundahai@saltmine.radix.net

  9 November 1997

Dear friend,

You ask for a contact point for the Nevada-Semipalatinsk
organisation.  Well, the latest information I have had about them
for the World Peace Database is:

Nevada-Semipalatinsk Campaign, Vinogradova Str 85, 480012 Almaty,
Kazakhstan (tel +7-3272-634902; fax 507187).

However, they have not responded to my last 3 letters asking for
confirmation of this information (though neither have the letters
been returned by the Post Office); also, I have seen no reliable,
first-hand references to their address in any recent publications.
So I don't classify this information as being very reliable - but
it might be of some help to you.

If anyone does track down details about this group which are
definitely up-to-date, I'd be grateful to be told.  Many thanks.

Best wishes

  Albert Beale

  Editor, World Peace Database and Directory
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To: disarmament@igc.org, btiller@psr.org
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Proposed letter to Clinton and Yeltsin
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Kathy and Bob:

I have been thinking about how to advance the off-alert idea.  It occurred to me that it might be useful for American and 
Russian citizen organizatioins to jointly address President Clinton and President Yeltsin on this matter.  Therefore, I 
drafted the attached letter.

What do you think about doing this?  Are their groups in Russia through Kathy's contacts, IPPNW, etc. to get signers 
there?  Is it worth doing at the U.S. end?  What are your comments about the letter itself?

Please let me know what you think.

Howard Hallman
301 896-0013

-Draft letter

The Honorable William J. Clinton The Honorable Boris Yeltsin
The White House The Kremlin
Washington, DC, USA Moscow, Russia

Dear Mr. Presidents:

We the undersigned Americans and Russians considered ourselves to be sisters and brothers, bound together in a 
common humanity.  It therefore grieves us that our governments maintain a huge arsenal of nuclear weapons, ready to 
be launched against one another on a moment's notice.  This wrong-minded policy should be ended immediately.  We 
Americans do not want our government to target our Russian sisters and brothers.  We Russians do not want our 
government to target our American sisters and brothers.

Therefore, we call upon our two governments to make mutual and verifiable deep cuts in their arsenal of strategic 
nuclear weapons as rapidly as possible.  Furthermore, we call upon the two governments to participate in multilateral 
negotiations for a nuclear weapons convention to eliminate all nuclear weapons on Earth.

While such negotiations are going on, we ask that the American and Russian governments take all nuclear forces off 
alert status and physically separate warheads from delivery vehicles.   As the U.S. and Russian governments lead the 
way by example, they should encourage Great Britain, France, and China to take their nuclear forces off alert.  In this 
manner, the world will be safe from the use nuclear weapons by accident, design, or miscalculation during the period 
when the global nuclear arsenal is being dismantled through treaty arrangements.

As common inhabitants of the planet Earth, we want to give our children and grandchildren in the new century a world 
free from the scourge of nuclear weapons.  We urge you both to provide creative leadership to achieve this goal.
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Return-Path: <DCulp@nrdc.org>
Date: Mon, 10 Nov 1997 09:00:26 -0500
From: DCulp@nrdc.org (David Culp)
Subject: Sen. Murray on CTBT
To: DCulp@nrdc.org (David Culp)
Content-Description: cc:Mail note part

Congressional Record
Saturday, November 8, 1997

               SUPPORT THE COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN TREATY

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise to join a number of my 
colleagues in speaking briefly about one of the most important issues 
that will come before the Senate next year in the second session of the 
105th Congress.
  In late September, President Clinton submitted the Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty to the Senate for ratification. The President's transmission 
statement includes the following:

       The Conclusion of the Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty
     is a signal event in the history of arms control. The subject 
     of the treaty is one that has been under consideration by the 
     international community for nearly 40 years, and the
     significance of the conclusion of negotiations and the
     signature to date of more than 140 states cannot be
     overestimated. The Treaty creates an absolute prohibition
     against the conduct of nuclear weapon test explosions or any
     other nuclear explosion anywhere. . . . The Comprehensive
     Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty is of singular significance to the
     continuing efforts to stem nuclear proliferation and
     strengthen regional and global stability. Its conclusion
     marks the achievement of the highest priority item on the
     international arms control and nonproliferation agenda.

  I commend the President for his leadership on this issue. I look
forward to working closely and in a bipartisan fashion to secure prompt 
ratification of the CTBT. I will do absolutely everything I can to 
support the passage of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. I expect a 
spirited debate on the CTBT including vigorous opposition from some who 
continue to believe in nuclear expansion and experimentation.
  Several Senate hearings have recently been held and I urge the body
to move forward in a timely and deliberative manner early in 1998. As a 
member of the Appropriations Energy and Water subcommittee with funding 
responsibility for nuclear weapons activities including stockpile 
stewardship, I look forward to actively participating in Senate 
consideration of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.
  Mr. President, at this point, I ask that a brief titled, ``Ten
Reasons for a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty,'' be printed in the 
Record. This information was prepared by a nongovernmental organization 
in support of CTBT ratification.
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  The material follows:

       Ten Reasons for a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.

  1. the ctbt would guard against the renewal of the nuclear arms race

       The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty would limit the ability
     of nuclear weapons states to build new nuclear weapons by 
     prohibiting ``any nuclear weapon test explosions and all 
     other nuclear explosions.'' The ban on nuclear explosions 
     would severely impede the development of new, sophisticated 
     nuclear weapons by the existing nuclear powers. While 
     countries could build advanced, new types of nuclear weapons 
     designs without nuclear explosive testing, they will lack the 
     high confidence that the weapons will work as designed. Thus, 
     the Treaty can impede a nuclear arms buildup by five declared 
     and three undeclared nuclear weapon states.

          2. The CTBT would curb nuclear weapons proliferation

       Under the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, ``threshold''
     states would be prevented from carrying out the types of 
     tests required to field a modern nuclear arsenal. While a 
     country could develop nuclear weapons for the first time 
     without conducting nuclear explosions, the bomb design would 
     be fare from optimal in size and weight and its nuclear 
     explosive power would remain uncertain. The CTBT is therefore 
     vital to preventing the spread of nuclear weapons to 
     additional states, where these weapons could destabilize 
     international security.

   3. The CTBT would strengthen the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty

       The conclusion of the CTBT is a key element in the global
     bargain that led to the signing and the extension of the 
     Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. in May 1995, non-nuclear 
     states agreed to extend that Treaty in May 1995 with the 
     understanding that Article VI measures in the original 
     treaty--like the CTBT--would be implemented. At the May 1995 
     NPT extension conference, all nations agreed to ``The 
     completion by the Conference on Disarmament of the 
     negotiations on a universal and internationally and 
     effectively verifiable Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty 
     no later than 1996.'' Ratification of the CTBT would further 
     legitimize U.S. non-proliferation efforts and lay the basis 
     for universal enforcement of the CTBT, even against the few 
     nations that may not sign.

    4. Nuclear testing is not necessary to maintain the safety and
                    reliability of the U.S. arsenal
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       The U.S. has a solid and proven warhead surveillance and
     maintenance program to preserve the safety and reliability of 
     the U.S. nuclear deterrent without nuclear test explosions 
     and this program is being augmented through the Science-Based 
     Stockpile Stewardship Program (SBSS). Although some of the 
     projects that are part of the SBSS program are not essential 
     to the maintenance of the stockpile, many objective experts-- 
     both critics and supporters of the program--agree that the 
     program can ensure the safety and reliability of the U.S. 
     nuclear stockpile without resorting to nuclear explosive 
     testing.
       All operational U.S. nuclear weapons are already ``one-
     point safe'' against accidental detonation of the warhead's 
     high explosives, making even low-yield nuclear explosions, 
     known as ``hydronuclear'' tests unnecessary. in addition, the 
     nuclear warhead designs of operational U.s. nuclear weapons 
     incorporate additional modern safety features. Since 
     instituting a new annual warhead safety and reliability 
     certification process in 1995, U.S. nuclear weapons have been 
     twice certified without nuclear test explosions.

                 5. The CTBT is effectively verifiable

       The CTBT would put into place an extensive, global array of
     170 seismic monitoring stations, 80 radionuclide monitoring 
     stations, 11 hydroacoustic monitoring stations, and 60 
     infrasound monitoring stations to detect and deter possible 
     nuclear test explosions. Monitoring capabilities would be 
     especially sensitive at and around the established nuclear 
     test sites. With this monitoring system, the CTBT would--with 
     high confidence--be able to detect nuclear test explosions 
     that are militarily significant. In addition, the CTBT
     would provide an additional deterrent against potential 
     test ban violations by establishing on-site inspection 
     (OSI) rights that could allow detection of the radioactive 
     gases leaking from an underground nuclear test.

    6. the ctbt would substantially enhance current u.s. monitoring
                              capabilities

       Whether or not the CTBT is ratified, U.S. intelligence
     agencies will be tasked with monitoring nuclear weapons 
     programs of the nuclear powers and the efforts of non-nuclear 
     states and groups to attain nuclear weapons. The Treaty will 
     make that task easier by establishing a far-reaching 
     international monitoring system across the globe that would 
     augment existing national intelligence tools. Clearly, U.S. 
     intelligence capabilities to detect nuclear tests and nuclear 
     weapons development programs would be far better with the CTBT
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   7. the ctbt would enhance the international norm against nuclear
                                testing

       If the five declared nuclear weapon states ratify the
     Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, it will strengthen the global 
     norm against testing and weapons development that helps make 
     the nuclear ``have-not'' nations far less inclined to develop 
     nuclear weapons. The U.S. has not tested a nuclear weapon 
     since 1992 when Congress passed and President Bush signed the 
     Hatfield-Exon-Mitchell legislation establishing a moratorium 
     on nuclear testing. This law, which remains in effect, says 
     that the U.S. may not conduct a nuclear test explosion unless 
     another nation conducts a test. CTBT ratification would help 
     bring other nations in line with U.S. policy.

  8. the ctbt is supported by a large majority of the american people

       The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty is supported by a large
     majority of the American people. U.S. public support for a 
     nuclear weapons test ban has remained consistently high since 
     the early days of the Cold War. The most recent poll, 
     conducted in September 1997 by the Mellman Group, revealed 
     that 70 percent of Americans support United States 
     ratification of a nuclear test an treaty.

  9. the ctbt is the longest-sought initiative to help reduce nuclear
                            weapons dangers

       The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty marks an historic
     achievement pursued by Presidents since Dwight D. Eisenhower. 
     For forty years, Presidents and activists have worked for an 
     end to nuclear testing. Previous negotiations have been 
     hindered by international incidents, the failure to 
     compromise at key times, and most importantly, the political 
     dynamics of the Cold War nuclear arms race itself. 
     Ratification of the CTBT would mark an important milestone in 
     the effort to end the nuclear arms race.

      10. The ctbt would protect human health and the environment

       Since 1945, six nations have conducted 2,046 nuclear test
     explosions--an average of one test every nine days. These 
     tests spread dangerous levels of radioactive fallout downwind 
     and into the global atmosphere. A 1997 National Cancer 
     Institute Study estimates that fallout from only 90 U.S. 
     nuclear test will likely cause 10,000--75,000 additional 
     thyroid cancers in the U.S. Underground testing also poses 
     environmental hazards: each blast spreads highly radioactive 
     material underground; many underground nuclear explosions have 
     vented radioactive gases. The Energy Department reports that 
     114 of the 723 U.S. nuclear tests since 1963 released 
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     radioactive material into the atmosphere.

                          ____________________
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To: minorr@online.ru
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Russian Orthodox position on nuclear disarmament
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Bishop Minor:

You may recall that we met at Peace with Justice Breakfasts at the last two United Methodist General Conferences.  
Now we are working to put together a presentation by world religious leaders in Geneva when the Nuclear Non-
proliferation Treaty Preparatory Committee meets next April and May.  To help us, I would like your insights on the 
position of the Russian Orthodox Church on nuclear disarmament.

The other day I received a report from Germany about a conference that discussed Russian nuclear weapons.  This 
report stated that the Russian Orthodox Church has issued a pamphlet that says: "We demand the adoption of 
government programs preserving nuclear weapons....It is our debt to the nation...to avoid the destruction of the nuclear 
complex."

Is this an accurate expression of the policies of the Russian Orthodox Church?  Are there any circumstances under 
which the Russian Orthodox Church would support nuclear disarmament, such as mutual, verifiable reductions with the 
United States and other possessors of nuclear weapons?

I will appreciate any information you can provide on this matter.

With best regards,
 
Howard W. Hallman, Chair
Board of Directors
Methodists United for Peace with Justice
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To: chellman@cdi.org
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Joint Chiefs
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Chris:

I received the following inquiry from one of our members.  Can you supply her an answer, either directly or through me.

Thanks,

Howard Hallman
Methodists United for Peace with Justice

>Return-Path: <whardt@phoenix.net>
>From: "WILLIAM HARDT" <whardt@phoenix.net>
>To: <MUPJ@igc.apc.org>
>Subject: Joint Chiefs
>Date: Mon, 10 Nov 1997 14:30:48 -0600
>X-MSMail-Priority: Normal
>
>If you have time to answer this:  Today's Houston Chronicle contained the
>sentence "Gen. John Shalikashvili, former chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
>Staff, left office in September arguing that Congress wanted the military
>to keep bases open that it didn't need and buy weapons that it did not
>want."  Do you have more full details of this kind of information?  If so,
>please send.  We have organized a speakers bureau on Meth. Social issues. 
>Thanks.  Brenda Hardt
>
>



1110.09.txt[5/3/2017 10:48:41 AM]

Return-Path: <owner-ctbt-organize@igc.org>
Date: Mon, 10 Nov 1997 15:13:21 -0500 (EST)
From: dkimball@clw.org (Daryl Kimball)
Sender: owner-ctbt-organize@igc.org
Subject: 10/29 hearing transcr. avail.
To: dkimball@clw.org
X-Sender: dkimball@[204.245.159.2]

TO: Coalition members and friends
FR: Daryl Kimball

RE: Oct. 29 CTBT hearing transcript now on web site; new CTBT editorial

The transcript of the Senate Energy and Water subcommittee hearing on the
CTBT chaired by Sen. Domenici on October 29th is now available on the
Coalition's CTBT site in our "What's New on the CTBT" section. 

The CTBT Site address is: http://www.clw.org/pub/clw/coalition/ctbindex.htm

Also, below is the latest editorial on the CTBT, which is particularly good
since it takes into account some of the issues raised at the Senate hearings
last month. It is from the Minneapolis Star Tribune. Thanks to NSNS and
others for their excellent  work on editorial boards.

A  list of CTBT editorials and key op-eds to date (most with links to
electronic text versions) is also on the Coalition's CTBT Site.

Thanks, Daryl Kimball 

************************

Minneapolis Star-Tribune
Saturday, November 8, 1997 

Editorial: "Get ready to ratify the nuclear test ban"

No sensible soul wants to egg his neighbors into bad behavior -- especially
if he'll feel obliged to follow suit. So it is with the United States and
nuclear weapons. This country has a lot of them and is eager to keep the
technology under control. It doesn't want new  nations joining the nuclear
club, and doesn't want current members competing to develop fancier bombs.
So what Americans should want is a global ban on nuclear testing. They can
get it -- if only the U.S. Senate will ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty. 

It's no small thing to give up a decades-old habit, and that's what nuclear
testing has been to the U.S. government: For most of the last 52 years, the
nation has certified the reliability of its atomic weapons by exploding them
underground. That ritual was stopped in 1992 by Congress, and the moratorium
was validated when the United States signed the Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty last year. The treaty can't be enforced until it is  ratified by its
more than 140 signatories. The U.S. Senate gets its chance early next year. 
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Many in Washington were hooked on the testing habit, and it's hard for them
to imagine forsaking it. Is it truly possible to know U.S. stockpiles will
work, they wonder, if the bombs can't be tested? And how can this country
really be sure that other nations are going along with the test ban? 

Lawmakers had a chance to chew over their concerns at two hearings last
week, and they should have found the experience consoling. Though a few
witnesses expressed skepticism about the treaty, many others offered a
heartening picture of a world without nuclear tests. 

It's not a world without safeguards. Rather than detonate nuclear weapons,
the government now tests their performance and safety through an elaborate
program of scientific analysis. As Energy Secretary Federico Pena told a
Senate subcommittee last week, this replacement program -- in operation
since 1993 -- has proved extremely reliable: ''Do I have confidence that
stockpile stewardship will work . . .?'' he asked. ''My answer now is an
almost unqualified yes.'' 

Neither does the test-ban treaty require blind faith of its signatories. It
counts on a worldwide network of seismic and other monitoring stations that
can detect underground explosions. The system's capabilities have already
been demonstrated. A ''seismic event'' occurred last August near a Russian
nuclear site; thought to be a bomb test by U.S. agencies, it was
conclusively declared an earthquake by the monitoring system's sensors. 

The upshot of all this is plain: If lawmakers want a system that assures no
country can sneakily conduct tests, they have it. Skeptics to the contrary,
this treaty is no threat to anyone except the world's rogues and rascals. In
fact, it promises Americans a great deal: It would guard against the renewal
of the nuclear arms race. It would block the path of atomic wannabes --
thereby curbing the spread of the bomb. It would end the potential for
environmental and health hazards from nuclear tests. For all that, America
should be willing to give up an old habit. 

___________________________________
Coalition to Reduce Nuclear Dangers
at Council for a Livable World Education Fund
110 Maryland Ave. NE #201
Washington  DC 20002
p: (202)546-0795;    fax: (202)546-5142
website: http://www.clw.org/pub/clw/coalition/
___________________________________
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Mon, 10 Nov 1997 23:54:31 -0500 (EST)
From: LCNP@aol.com
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: UN resolution voting
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
cc: mmoore@interaccess.com, abolition@watserv1.uwaterloo.ca, gfrieda@ucla.edu,
        gale@igc.apc.org, urata@mn.waseda.ac.jp, rajmutalik@igc.apc.org,
        pmeidell@igc.apc.org, earthaction@igc.apc.org, alcalayg@dowling.edu,
        womp@igc.apc.org, gmware@enternet.co.nz, jovall@perth.dialix.oz.au,
        petweiss@igc.org, disarmament@igc.apc.org, rfpicr@sol.racsa.co.cr,
        cnic-jp@po.iijnet.or.jp, elsa@nic.inbe.net

Voting on United Nations Resolution A/C.1/52/L.37, 
"Advisory Opinion of the International Court of Justice on the Legality of
the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons"

1. Vote on preambular paragraph 10: "Emphasizing the need for the Conference
on Disarmament to commence negotiations on a phased programme for the
complete elimination of nuclear weapons with a specified framework of time."

 99 in favour, 34 against, 17 abstaining

2. Vote on operative paragraph 1; "Underlines once again the unanimous
decision of the Court that there exists an obligation to pursue in good faith
and bring to a conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all
its aspects under strict and effective international control;"

 139 in favour, 5 against, 9 abstaining

3. Vote on operative paragraph 2: "Calls upon once again all States to
immediately fulfill that obligation by commencing multilateral negotiations
in 1998 leading to an early conclusion of a Nuclear Weapons Convention
prohibiting the development, production, testing, deployment, stockpiling,
transfer, threat or use of nuclear weapons and providing for their
elimination;"

 96 in favour, 34 against, 23 abstaining

4. Vote on the entire resolution

 103 in favour, 26 against, 24 abstaining

NOTE: The operative paragraphs are considered as decisions made in the
resolution. The preambular paragraphs are background or rationale for the
decisions.

For more information contact

Lawyers' Committee on Nuclear Policy
666 Broadway, #625, New York, NY 10012.
Phone (1) 212 674 7790. Fax (1) 212 674 6199. 
Email; lcnp@aol.com



1111.01.txt[5/3/2017 10:48:41 AM]

NOTE: A full list of countries and how they voted will be posted as soon as
possible.
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Mon, 10 Nov 1997 23:54:28 -0500 (EST)
From: LCNP@aol.com
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: UN Disarm Cttee adopts nuclear abolition resolution
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
cc: mmoore@interaccess.com, abolition@watserv1.uwaterloo.ca, gfrieda@ucla.edu,
        gale@igc.apc.org, urata@mn.waseda.ac.jp, rajmutalik@igc.apc.org,
        pmeidell@igc.apc.org, earthaction@igc.apc.org, alcalayg@dowling.edu,
        womp@igc.apc.org, gmware@enternet.co.nz, jovall@perth.dialix.oz.au,
        petweiss@igc.org, disarmament@igc.apc.org, rfpicr@sol.racsa.co.cr,
        cnic-jp@po.iijnet.or.jp, elsa@nic.inbe.net

ACTION ALERT                 

!!!NUCLEAR ABOLITION RESOLUTION 
PASSES THROUGH UN COMMITTEE!!!

****FINAL VOTE IN DECEMBER****

November 10, 1997

The Disarmament Committee of the United Nations today adopted a resolution
(103 in favor, 26 opposed and 24 abstaining) calling for the commencement of
negotiations leading to the conclusion of an international treaty to abolish
nuclear weapons. The resolution, which was submitted by Malaysia and another
47 countries, noted that the conclusion of such a treaty was necessary to
implement the 1996 decision of the International Court of Justice (World
Court) on the legality of the threat or use of nuclear weapons. 

The resolution was opposed by the United States, and three of the four other
nuclear weapon states; France, the United Kingdom and Russia. China, however
voted in favor, and the United Kingdom did not oppose the World Court's
conclusion that "there exists an obligation to pursue in good faith and bring
to a conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its
aspects under strict and effective international control."

The resolution was similar to one adopted last year which welcomed the 1996
advisory opinion from the World Court, but which was opposed by most Western
States because it emphasised the conclusion of a nuclear weapons convention
rather than just the next disarmament steps (i.e. a fissile material cut-off
and further bilateral reductions). This year Malaysia added a paragraph
specifically welcoming bilateral steps indicating that these, and
multi-lateral disarmament steps, would be consistent with the aim of a
nuclear weapons convention. While this did not bring any more votes from
Western States, a number of other "middle" countries which abstained last
year, including Ukraine, Chile and Argentina, voted in favor this time.

The resolution now goes to the plenary of the UN General Assembly for a vote
in early December.

ACTION: Please find out whether your country voted in favor. If they did not,
write to your Foreign Minister urging that they support the resolution when
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it is put to the vote before the United Nations General Assembly in December.

For more information contact;

Lawyers" Committee on Nuclear Policy
666 Broadway, #625, New York, NY 10012.
Phone (1) 212 674 7790. Fax (1) 212 674 6199. 
Email; lcnp@aol.com
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Wed, 12 Nov 1997 00:38:00 +0900
From: =?ISO-2022-JP?B?GyRCODYhITkoRjsbKEI=?= <CXJ15621@niftyserve.or.jp>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Pushing Japan Re UN resolution
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org

November 11, 1997

Dear Friends,

Information from LCNP on the UN resolution submitted by Malaysia
has been very useful. We translated the resolution text into Japanese
and circulated it to the concerned groups and politicians, calling
for actions to push our government to vote for it.

Japan abstained last year, and our goal is to bring about a change
this year. However I am afraid that representations from groups to
Japanese Foreign Minister and Director, Division of Arms Control
and Disarmament were barely in time for the vote in the first
Committee.

In our letter to Minister and Director, we emphasize that the
commencement of NWC requested by the resolution is consistent with
Japan's policy of "ultimate nuclear disarmament" and "step-by-step
approach for that purpose" and that there is no reason for them to
abstain with the resolution.

Now the campaign to press the government will continue toward the
vote in plenary in December. We are waiting for information on the
detailed voting pattern at the First Committee.

In peace,

Hiro Umebayashi
******************************************
Hiro Umebayashi, International Coordinator
Pacific Campaign for Disarmament and Security (PCDS)
International Office
3-3-1 Minowa-cho, Kohoku-ku
Yokohama, Japan 223
tel: 81-45-563-5101, fax: 81-45-563-9907
E-mail: CXJ15621@niftyserve.or.jp
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Cc: nukenet@envirolink.org
Date: Tue, 11 Nov 1997 19:35:37 -0800 (PST)
From: marylia@igc.apc.org (Marylia Kelley)
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: US/stop stockpile stewardship/alert
To: abolition-caucus@igc.org
X-Sender: marylia@pop.igc.apc.org

Stop "Stockpile Stewardship"
by Susan Gordon, Maureen Eldredge and Marylia Kelley

from Tri-Valley CAREs newsletter, Citizens Watch, November 1997

The Military Production Network (MPN), an alliance of grassroots and
national organizations working on issues of nuclear weapons production and
nuclear waste, has designated November as nation-wide Redefining Stockpile
Stewardship Month. Locally, Tri-Valley CAREs is a member group of the MPN.
We ask you, our readers, to join us in challenging the current Stockpile
Stewardship and Management Program as defined by the Dept. of Energy, and
to work with us to make the program one of passive curatorship of the
nuclear arsenal as it awaits dismantlement. We have developed a series of
simple actions for you and other activists around the country to complete
this month. By working together, all our efforts will become magnified.

The DOE has created a new name for old work-nuclear weapons development and
design. Called the Stockpile Stewardship and Management Program in order to
make it sound reasonable, it is a plan to construct new facilities and
develop computer simulations to continue the work of the past fifty years.
This "nuclear weapons forever" program will cost more than $60 billion over
the next thirteen years. It is vital that we work to change the direction
of the U.S. nuclear weapons program. We are asking you to take a little
time this month to help educate lawmakers and the public about the
Stockpile Stewardship and Management Program.

We have developed a "menu of activities" from which you can choose one or
more actions that are appropriate for you. Inside this issue of Citizen's
Watch is a fact sheet. We can also provide sample letters to the editor and
Congress, postcards, and more. Or, feel free to create your own messages.
Or, phone President Clinton at (202) 456-1111.

The key thing is to take action this month.

If you have any questions about what actions to take, what materials you
need or about the Stockpile Stewardship and Management Program, please
contact Tri-Valley CAREs at (510) 443-7148 or the Military Production
Network at (202) 833-4668.

Marylia Kelley
Tri-Valley CAREs * 5720 East Ave. #116 * Livermore, CA  94550
Ph: (510) 443-7148 * Fx: (510) 443-0177
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Cc: jlonn@nywork2.undp.org (Jan Lonn)
Date: Wed, 12 Nov 1997 07:40:15 -0500 (EST)
From: Jan Lonn <jlonn@undp.org>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: ICJ resolution vote in 1st Committee, UN GA
To: abolition-caucus@igc.org

> 
> UN GA 1st Committee vote on ICJ resolution.
> 
> Below find the details of the vote from the first committee on the ICJ 
> advisory opinion.
> 
> A negative development was the strengthening of the negative vote against 
> the resolution by 4 countries which abstained last year, Andorra, Bulgaria, 
> Greece and Israel.
> 
> It should furthermore be noted that the sponsor of the Ottawa Process, 
> Canada, once again voted against the resolution as a whole and also voted 
> against two separate paragraphs. The second ranking Ottawa activist, 
> Norway, abstained on the resolution and voted against two paragraphs in 
> the separate vote.

> Jan Lonn

> -------------------------------------------------------------------
> -----------------------------------------------------------------
> 
> 
>    First Committee Press Release GA/DIS/3095 18th Meeting (PM) 10
>    November 1997
>    
>    ANNEX V
>    
>    Vote on Preambular Paragraph 10 of ICJ Opinion
>    
>    Preambular paragraph 10 of the draft resolution on the International
>    Court of Justice advisory opinion on nuclear weapons, which concerns
>    Conference on Disarmament negotiations (document A/C.1/52/L.37) was
>    approved by a recorded vote of 99 in favour to 34 against, with 17
>    abstentions:
>    
>    In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, Bahamas,
>    Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil,
>    Brunei Darussalam, Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Colombia, Cote d'Ivoire,
>    Cuba, Democratic People's Republic of Korea, Djibouti, Dominican
>    Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon,
>    Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras,
>    India, Indonesia, Iran, Ireland, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao
>    People's Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Liberia, Libya, Madagascar,
>    Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Marshall Islands, Mauritius,
>    Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Myanmar, Namibia, Nepal, New
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>    Zealand, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea,
>    Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Qatar, Republic of the Congo, Saint
>    Lucia, Samoa, San Marino, Saudi Arabia, Sierra Leone, Singapore,
>    Solomon Islands, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Syria,
>    Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Uganda, Ukraine, United Arab
>    Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam,
>    Zambia, Zimbabwe.
>    
>    Against: Albania, Andorra, Australia, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada,
>    Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary,
>    Iceland, Israel, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Monaco,
>    Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russian Federation,
>    Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia,
>    Turkey, United Kingdom, United States, Uzbekistan.
>    
>    Abstain: Argentina, Austria, Belarus, Benin, Chile, Cyprus, Estonia,
>    Finland, Georgia, Japan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Liechtenstein,
>    Republic of Korea, Republic of Moldova, Togo, Turkmenistan.
>    
>    Absent: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belize, Burundi, Cambodia, Cape Verde,
>    Chad, China, Comoros, Costa Rica, Democratic Republic of Congo,
>    Dominica, Equatorial Guinea, Federated States of Micronesia, Grenada,
>    Lesotho, Mauritania, Nicaragua, Palau, Rwanda, Saint Kitts and Nevis,
>    Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Senegal, Seychelles, South Africa,
>    Tajikistan, Vanuatu, Yemen.
>    
>    (END OF ANNEX V)
>    
>    First Committee Press Release GA/DIS/3095 18th Meeting (PM) 10
>    November 1997
>    
>    ANNEX VI
>    
>    Vote on Operative Paragraph 1 of ICJ Opinion
>    
>    Operative paragraph 1 of the draft resolution on the International
>    Court of Justice advisory opinion on nuclear weapons (document
>    A/C.1/52/L.37) was approved by a recorded vote of 139 in favour to 5
>    against, with 9 abstentions:
>    
>    In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Andorra, Angola, Antigua and
>    Barbuda, Argentina, Armenia, Australia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Bahamas,
>    Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belarus, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan,
>    Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Burkina Faso, Cameroon,
>    Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Cote d'Ivoire, Croatia, Cuba, Cyprus,
>    Czech Republic, Democratic People's Republic of Korea, Denmark,
>    Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Eritrea,
>    Estonia, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Germany, Ghana, Greece,
>    Guinea, Guinea- Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, Iceland,
>    India, Indonesia, Iran, Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan,
>    Kazakhstan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's Democratic Republic, Latvia,
>    Lebanon, Liberia, Libya, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg,
>    Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Marshall Islands,
>    Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Myanmar, Namibia,
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>    Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman,
>    Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines,
>    Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Republic of the Congo, Romania, Saint Lucia,
>    Samoa, San Marino, Saudi Arabia, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Slovakia,
>    Slovenia, Solomon Islands, South Africa, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan,
>    Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Syria, Thailand, The former Yugoslav
>    Republic of Macedonia, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkmenistan,
>    Uganda, Ukraine, United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania,
>    Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Zambia, Zimbabwe.
>    
>    Against: France, Israel, Monaco, Russian Federation, United States.
>    
>    Abstain: Bulgaria, Georgia, Kyrgyzstan, Republic of Korea, Republic of
>    Moldova, Togo, Turkey, United Kingdom, Uzbekistan.
>    
>    Absent: Belize, Burundi, Cambodia, Cape Verde, Chad, Comoros, Costa
>    Rica, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Dominica, Equatorial Guinea,
>    Federated States of Micronesia, Grenada, Guatemala, Lesotho,
>    Mauritania, Nicaragua, Palau, Rwanda, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint
>    Vincent and the Grenadines, Senegal, Seychelles, Tajikistan, Vanuatu,
>    Yemen.
>    
>    (END OF ANNEX VI)
>    
>    First Committee Press Release GA/DIS/3095 18th Meeting (PM) 10
>    November 1997
>    
>    ANNEX VII
>    
>    Vote on Operative Paragraph 2 of ICJ Opinion
>    
>    Operative paragraph 2 of the draft resolution on the International
>    Court of Justice advisory opinion on nuclear weapons (document
>    A/C.1/52/L.37) was approved by a recorded vote of 96 in favour to 34
>    against, with 23 abstentions:
>    
>    In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, Bahamas,
>    Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil,
>    Brunei Darussalam, Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Chile, China, Colombia,
>    Cote d'Ivoire, Cuba, Democratic People's Republic of Korea, Djibouti,
>    Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Eritrea, Ethiopia,
>    Fiji, Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti,
>    Honduras, India, Indonesia, Iran, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao
>    People's Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Liberia, Libya, Madagascar,
>    Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Marshall Islands, Mauritius, Mexico,
>    Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Myanmar, Namibia, Nepal, New Zealand,
>    Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay,
>    Peru, Philippines, Qatar, Republic of the Congo, Saint Lucia, Samoa,
>    San Marino, Saudi Arabia, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Solomon Islands,
>    South Africa, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Syria, Thailand,
>    Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United
>    Republic of Tanzania, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Zambia, Zimbabwe.
>    
>    Against: Albania, Andorra, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Croatia, Czech
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>    Republic, Denmark, Estonia, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland,
>    Israel, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Monaco, Netherlands,
>    Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russian Federation, Slovakia,
>    Slovenia, Spain, The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Turkey,
>    United Kingdom, United States, Uzbekistan.
>    
>    Abstain: Argentina, Armenia, Australia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Belarus,
>    Benin, Cyprus, Finland, Gabon, Georgia, Ireland, Japan, Kazakhstan,
>    Kyrgyzstan, Liechtenstein, Malta, Republic of Korea, Republic of
>    Moldova, Sweden, Togo, Ukraine, Uruguay.
>    
>    Absent: Belize, Burundi, Cambodia, Cape Verde, Chad, Comoros, Costa
>    Rica, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Dominica, Equatorial Guinea,
>    Federated States of Micronesia, Grenada, Lesotho, Mauritania,
>    Nicaragua, Palau, Rwanda, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Vincent and the
>    Grenadines, Senegal, Seychelles, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Vanuatu,
>    Yemen.
>    
>    (END OF ANNEX VII)
>    
>    32
>    
>    First Committee Press Release GA/DIS/3095 18th Meeting (PM) 10
>    November 1997
>    
>    ANNEX VIII
>    
>    Vote on ICJ Advisory Opinion on Nuclear Weapons
>    
>    The draft resolution on the International Court of Justice advisory
>    opinion on the legality of nuclear weapons (document A/C.1/52/L.37)
>    was approved by a recorded vote of 103 in favour to 26 against, with
>    24 abstentions:
>    
>    In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda,
>    Argentina, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Bhutan, Bolivia,
>    Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Chile,
>    China, Colombia, Côte d'Ivoire, Cuba, Democratic People's Republic of
>    Korea, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador,
>    Eritrea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea,
>    Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Iran,
>    Ireland, Jamaica, Jordon, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's Democratic
>    Republic, Lebanon, Liberia, Libya, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia,
>    Maldives, Mali, Malta, Marshall Islands, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia,
>    Mozambique, Myanmar, Namibia, Nepal, New Zealand, Niger, Nigeria,
>    Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines,
>    Qatar, Republic of the Congo, Saint Lucia, Samoa, San Marino, Saudi
>    Arabia, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Solomon Islands, South Africa, Sri
>    Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Syria, Thailand, Trinidad
>    and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkmenistan, Uganda, Ukraine, United Arab
>    Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam,
>    Zambia, Zimbabwe.
>    
>    Against: Albania, Andorra, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Czech Republic,
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>    France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, Monaco,
>    Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russiand Federation, Slovakia,
>    Slovenia, Spain, The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Turkey,
>    United Kingdom, United States.
>    
>    Abstain: Armenia, Australia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Benin,
>    Croatia, Cyprus, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Georgia, Iceland, Japan,
>    Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Norway,
>    Republic of Korea, Republic of Moldova, Togo, Uzbekistan.
>    
>    Absent: Belize, Burundi, Cambodia, Cape Verde, Chad, Comoros, Costa
>    Rica, Democratic Repulbic of the Congo, Dominica, Equatorial Guinea,
>    Federated States of Micronesia, Grenada, Lesotho, Mauritania, Morocco,
>    Nicaragua, Palau, Rwanda, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Vincent and the
>    Grenadines, Senegal, Seychelles, Tajikistan, Vanuatu, Yemen.
>    
>    (END OF ANNEX VIII)
> 
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Content-Description: cc:Mail note part
Date: Wed, 12 Nov 1997 08:35:22 -0500
From: DCulp@nrdc.org (David Culp)
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Re-Establishment of a UN Disarmament Department
To: DCulp@nrdc.org (David Culp)

[The United Nations is currently debating how to restructure itself. 
This article makes the case for supporting the proposed UN Disarmament 
Department.]

RE-ESTABLISHMENT OF A UN DISARMAMENT DEPARTMENT

Jonathan Dean
Union of Concerned Scientists, Washington, D.C.

THE ISSUE

As part of his reform program presented to the General Assembly on 
July 16, 1997, UN Secretary General Annan suggested "Advancing the 
disarmament agenda through the establishment of a Department for 
Disarmament and Arms Regulation to address reduction of armaments and 
weapons of mass destruction and registration of armaments." The 
Secretary General's reform program adds in paragraph 67, "The 
proliferation of weapons - weapons of mass destruction as well as 
conventional weapons - threatens international stability. The United 
Nations Centre for Disarmament Affairs is being reconstituted as the 
Department for Disarmament and Arms Regulation. A high priority for 
this Department will be to develop strategies and policies to prevent 
the proliferation of all types of weapons, and to control the flow of 
conventional weapons to areas of conflict." 

This proposal, which must be approved by the General Assembly, has 
been criticized by the United States on the grounds that it would 
involve the appointment of an Under-Secretary General and therefore 
controverted the spirit of urgent U.S. recommendations to cut back the 
senior Secretariat staff. Republican senators in the United States 
have criticized the proposal as leading to an undesirable increase in 
UN capability on disarmament. 

The proposal has also been criticized by the Group of 77, specifically 
by Pakistan, which in a General Assembly address suggested that the 
emphasis of the planned Department on proliferation of nuclear weapons 
rather than their elimination was too narrow a focus. The Pakistan 
representative also said that establishing this Department in New York 
could derogate from the importance of the Disarmament Conference in 
Geneva. On the other hand, the proposal has been supported by several 
countries in the on-going General Assembly debate, as well as by the 
NGO Committee on Disarmament in New York, the United Nations 
Association of the Washington Metropolitan Area, and other NGOs. 
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COMMENT

During the Cold War, the earlier Disarmament Division of the 
Secretariat was upgraded to a Department due to the growing importance 
of the nuclear confrontation. As the Cold War ended, Secretary General 
Boutros Ghali downgraded the Department to a Centre two months after 
his designation as Secretary General in 1992, under the mistaken 
impression that fast forward movement in disarmament meant that the 
Department was no longer necessary. 

The current Centre for Disarmament Affairs has been helpful in many 
ways. But, as it became more clear that the disarmament agenda, 
including nuclear disarmament, was far from completed, it also became 
evident that the Centre lacked the bureaucratic stature to elicit more 
attention to disarmament issues from UN members and the Secretariat. 
The increased standing which would accompany designation as a 
Department will be needed in coming years, especially to turn out high 
quality information and analysis that can equip even smaller member 
states to play a productive role in discussing and advancing 
disarmament issues. 

The concern that the new department would somehow detract from the 
Conference on Disarmament in Geneva does not seem realistic. To the 
contrary, the proposal to re-establish a disarmament department in New 
York should help to raise interest in disarmament issues throughout 
the United Nations system. If the scope of the work of this 
Department, as described in the Secretary General's proposal, is too 
narrow, it can be broadened in the course of General Assembly debate 
to include issues involving the control and elimination of all weapons 
of mass destruction. 

[Former Ambassador Jonathan Dean is currently Adviser on International 
Security Issues to the Union of Concerned Scientists, Washington, 
D.C., and was a long-time foreign service officer and negotiator for 
the United States on arms control agreements.]

November 6, 1997
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Return-Path: <owner-ctb-followers@igc.apc.org>
Date: Wed, 12 Nov 1997 13:14:56 -0500
From: disarmament@igc.org
Organization: Disarmament Clearinghouse
Sender: owner-ctb-followers@igc.apc.org
Subject: START-Moving/ De-Alert Op-ed
To: "undisclosed-recipients:;"

**********************************************************************
To: ctb-followers
X-Mailer: Mozilla 3.0 (Win95; I)

                         Redoubling Nuclear Weapons Reduction

                 By Bruce Blair, Harold Feiveson and Frank von Hippel

                         Wednesday, November 12, 1997; Page A23
                         The Washington Post

            Faced with the erosion of Russia's ability to control its
nuclear weapons, President Clinton   should initiate a process of
reciprocal unilateral actions with President Boris
Yeltsin. The process would be similar to the actions initiated by
President Bush six years ago to allow Mikhail Gorbachev to withdraw to
Russia tactical nuclear weapons from the other
republics when the Soviet Union began to disintegrate.

           This time the need is to allow Russia to take its nuclear
missiles off their accident-prone launch-on-warning posture. Both the
United States and Russia retain this Cold War stance despite the pledges
of Clinton and Yeltsin to stop aiming strategic missiles at each other's
countries. Their missiles' hair triggers remain operational inasmuch as
U.S. and Russian commanders need only a few seconds to reload the target
coordinates into the missile-guidance computers.

          The United States will have to take the first step, because
the survival of most of Russia's missile warheads depends on Russia
launching them at the first sign of enemy attack. The number of
invulnerable Russian warheads deployed at sea or on land-mobile missiles
deployed away from their bases has fallen about 200. In contrast, the
United States keeps missiles carrying more than 2,000 warheads on
submarines at sea at all times.

         Specifically, President Clinton should order the U.S. Strategic
Command to take the following actions:                         
Remove to storage the 500 warheads carried by U.S. MX missiles. These
highly accurate missiles, specifically designed to attack their Russian
counterparts, are to be deactivated by 2003 in any case under the START
II agreement.

Open the safety switches inside the silos of the 500 Minuteman III
missiles so that they cannot be launched before maintenance crews
revisit each silo. President Bush immobilized 450 Minuteman II missiles
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in this fashion in the fall of 1991. Gorbachev reciprocated. If Yeltsin
reciprocates this time, both countries should take further steps to
immobilize their    missiles in a manner that would take longer to
reverse and be easier to monitor.

Deactivate the eight U.S. ballistic-missile submarines that would
otherwise be slowly retired over the next 10 years under START II
and START III agreements and put in storage half of the warheads carried
by each of the 10 remaining submarines. The stored warheads should
include all the 400 high-yield W88s, which pose a first-strike threat to
Russia's missile silos. To lend further stability, the sea-based
missiles should be kept at least one
day from launch readiness.

After adopting these measures, the United States would still have a
potent and invulnerable deterrent force composed of about
600 warheads at sea, each with several times the destructive power of
the bomb that destroyed Hiroshima. This dampens any pressure to re-alert
more forces during a crisis.

         In response to these U.S. initiatives, we would expect Yeltsin
to order immediate deactivation of the silo-based missiles slated for
elimination under the START II Treaty. These missiles carry almost 3,000
warheads. We would also expect him to order the removal of the warheads
from Russia's rail-based missiles and deactivation of the 15 or so
Russian ballistic-missile submarines that will be retired over the next
10 years under START II and START III.

        Most of these de-alerting initiatives could be readily verified
through routine satellite observation and the on-site inspections
already being conducted to verify existing agreements.
                   
      Verification that submarine missiles at sea have been de-alerted
will require the parties to devise new monitoring arrangements.

       Without in any way weakening deterrence, these        
initiatives would substantially reduce the risk  of an accidental
nuclear catastrophe.

Bruce Blair is a senior fellow at the Brookings Institution. 
Harold Feiveson is a senior research scholar at Princeton, and 
Frank von  Hippel is a professor of public and international affairs
there.

**********************
FROM: Disarmament Clearinghouse
 1101 14th Street NW #700
 Washington DC 20005
 TEL: 202 898 0150 ext. 232
 FAX: 202 898 0172
 <disarmament@igc.org>
.
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Wed, 12 Nov 1997 13:38:58 -0500 (EST)
From: LCNP@aol.com
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Response to US EOV to UN resolution
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Dear Friends,

Attached is the explanation of vote of the U.S. at the voting in the UN
Disarmament Committee on the resolution following up on the International
Court of Justice advisory opinion on the legality of the threat or use of
nuclear weapons.

The final vote in the UN General Assembly plenary will take place in early
December.

You will note that the US argues incorrectly that the resolution calls for
immediate multi-lateral negotiations on the timebound elimination of nuclear
weapons. In fact, the resolution calls for the commencement of negotiations
which would LEAD TO the conclusion of a nuclear weapons convention.
Supporters of the resolution have been clear that this allows for the
negotiation of disarmament steps, including those advocated by the US (i.e.
bilateral reductions and a fissile material cut-off), as long as they are
followed by further steps until the final goal is achieved.The real reason
for US opposiiton is that the US does not want to commit itself to achieving
the final goal, i.e. the elimination of nuclear weapons.

You will note also that the U.S. links the honoring of its obligations under
Article VI of the NPT with the obligations of all states to make progress on
general and complete disarmament. This is a very disingenuous argument for
two reasons;

     1) Article VI of the NPT does not make the obligation to eliminate
nuclear weapons contingent upon progress in general and complete disarmament.
 They are two important but separate obligations. Lack of progress in meeting
one obligation is not an excuse to relieve oneself of the other.

    2) The US is the state which has the highest spending on conventional
weapons and the most advanced conventional forces of all nations. It is
illogical for them to point to other states as blocking progress in general
and complete disarmament.

The US is also mistaken that the nuclear disarmament obligation which was
affirmed by the Court arises solely from Article VI of the NPT. The ICJ also
based its (unanimous) conclusion on the humanitarian law of warfare,
according to which the Court declared the threat or use of nuclear weapons to
be generally illegal, and on other international law foundations including UN
resolutions. As such, the obligation is applicable to all States, not only to
States Parties of the NPT. This is one aspect of the opinion which should
find favor in the U.S. administration if they were interested in moving
forwards on nuclear disarmament negotiations with all relevant States
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including the threshold States.

Finally, it should be noted that the UK in its vote this year did not oppose
the conclusion of the ICJ. This is a significant split in approach between
the US and UK.

Attached is a sample letter to Madeleine Albright. Please send letters to her
and to Bill Richardson.

Peace
Alyn Ware
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United Kindom

Explanation before the vote on draft resolution  A/C.1/52/L.37

" The United Kindom is committed to the goal of the global elimination of
nuclear weapons.We will press for mutual, balanced and verifiable reductions
in nuclear weapons. When satisfied with verified progress towards our goal,
we will ensure that British nuclear weapons are included in multilateral
negotiations.

Considerable progress has been made on nuclear disarmament and we belive that
the negotiation of a Fissile Material Cut-Off  Treaty is a crucial next step,
as was recognised by the Parties to the NPT when they agreed a set of "
Principles and Objectives" at the 1995 Review and Extension Conference.

We welcome the recognition of the importance of obligations under the NPT,
including the nuclear weapons states' obligation on nuclear disarmament, by
the International Court of Justice's Advisory Opinion on the  Legality of the
Threat or use of Nuclear Weapons.
But given that the draft resolution contains highly selective quotations from
the Court's Advisory opinion, the United Kindom will abstain on operative
paragraph 1 of draft resolution L.37 .

In view of this selectivity and on account of the unrealistic call, in
operative paragraph 2, for multilateral negotiations in 1998 leading to an
early conclusion of a Nuclear Weapons Convention, the United Kindom will vote
against the draft resolution as a whole and against operative paragraph 2 . "
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United States of America

                                             EOV - - Before the vote
Advisory Opinion of the INTERNATIONAL COURT OF JUSTCE, L. 37
 
 Mr. Chairman, the United States will vote NO on L. 37, entitled "Advisory
Opinion of the International Court of Justice on the Legality of the Threat
or Use of Nuclear Weapons, " as well as  on operative paragraph  1 and 2 .

Mr. Chairman, let me be frank. Despite  the title and the mention of the ICJ
opinion in preambular paragraph twelve and operative paragraph one, this
resolution is not really about the ICJ's advisory opinion at all . It is,
rather, a repetition of calls made in other resolutions for immediate
multilateral negotiations on the time-bound elimination of nuclear weapons.
The United States has opposed this idea in the past and will continue to do
so because we remain convinced that the bilateral efforts which have already
produced concrete results in the area of nuclear disarmament remain, for the
time being, the only realistic approach to arms control in this highly
complex field.

Mr. Chairman, this resolution not only advocates a course of action with
which the United States cannot agree, it does so in a highly tendentious, not
to say disingenous manner. I refer to the mischaracterization of NPT Article
VI and the NPT Principles and Objectives decision ducument, which are
selectively quoted in preambular paragraphs 3 and 4 by omitting crucial
references to " general and complete disarmament ." This omission  distorts
the Article VI obligation so that it would appear to relieve non-nuclear
weapon states of any disarmament responsibilities .The Court 's" advisory"
 opinion -- and I stress " advisory " -- is itself misrepresented. Operative
paragraphs one and two, taken together, attempt to turn the ICJ's advisory
opinion into a legal edict that requires immediate negotiations and their
rapid conclusion in a multilateral forum.

The United States takes its NPT article VI obligations very seriously -- and
reaffirmed them in the context of the 1995 extension of the Nuclear
Noproliferation [Treaty]. However, the Court's statement that there exists an
obligation to bring to a conclusion negotiations on nuclear disarmament does
not alter the substance of Article VI duty in any way, since the
responsibility to pursue negotiations in good faith inherently involves
seeking a successful conclusion to negotiations.
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       November 12, 1997
Fellow/Sister Abolitionists,

 I am sorry it has taken us time to produce a minimal report about Reaping
What We Sow - the October 24-26 New England Organizing Conference for
Nuclear Weapons Abolition. What follows are a few notes about the
conference, information about how to obtain some of the conference related
materials, and the five point plan for post-conference organizing and action
adopted by the conference.

  The conference was among the few events that we have organized that
exceeded nearly all of our expectations. The timing was right, and the
conference provided a forum for people who have wanted to come together to
work for nuclear weapons abolition. Energy, expectations, and commitments
were high as we began, and they were higher two days later when we adjourned.

        Nearly 300 people (including an encouraging number of students) from
all of the New England States gathered at Boston College for the conference,
responding to the call of 45 co-sponsoring organizations. Students and older
organizers from New York, New Jersey, Washington, South Carolina, and
California also joined us. As our conference call anticipated, plenary
speeches focused about equally on analysis and "how to's" of organizing at
the grassroots level. The 22 workshops focused almost exclusively on
organizing with foci ranging from Abolition 2000 to opposing NATO expansion,
and from organizing across race and class lines to Prophetic Witness and
Civil Disobedience.

 All plenary talks were recorded on video and audio tape and can be ordered
from Radio Free Maine ($10.50 per video tape, $9.50 for audio - with an
additional $2.00 for postage to countries other than the U.S., Canada and
Mexico.)  

Tape #1 on the Imperative of Nuclear Weapons Abolition includes Betty Burkes
of WILPF "From Abolition to Abolition", Joseph Gerson of AFSC "Continuities
of U.S. Nuclear Hegemony", Joseph Rotblat of Pugwash on "The Choice Before
Us: Global Proliferation or Complete Nuclear Weapons Abolition, and Tom
Lewis Borbely who presented greetings from the Prince of Peace Plowshares
activists then about to be sentenced in Maine.

Tape #2 includes Anna Rondon of Southwest Indigenous Uranium Forum speaking
about the Impacts of Uranium Mining & Milling on the Navajo People, Karina
Wood of Peace Action on Organizing for Abolition 2000, Randy Kehler, Frances
Crowe and David McCauley addressing What is Organizing, and Barry Roth and
Hattie Nestle urging action in support of the release of Mordachai Vanunu
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from prison in Israel.

Tape #3 includes Zia Mian of Princeton University addressing the Nuclear
Weapons/Nuclear Power Nexus, Clayton Ramey of FOR speaking about Organizing
in Communities of Faith, and Ellen David Friedman of the National Education
Association in Vermont exploring Who Are Our Allies & How Do We Make Common
Cause With Them?

The following talks will be posted on our Web page
(http:/www.afsc.org/nero/nepeace.htm) next week or can be requested in hard
copy by writing to AFSC Peace and Economic Security Program, 2161
Massachusetts Ave., Cambridge, Mass. 02140, USA:

Abolition to Abolition -    Burkes
Continuities of U.S. Nuclear Hegemony -         Gerson
The Choice Before Us -            Rotblat
What Is Organizing -    Kehler
      Crowe
      McCauley
The Weapons/ Power Nexus -   Mian

Following are the action and organizing proposals adopted at the meeting of
conference co-sponsors in our closing session:

1.  We recommend that New England nuclear weapons abolitionists pursue a
campaign emphasizing local ballot questions, Town Meeting warrants and
resolutions, City Council resolutions, possibly leading to state-wide
petition initiatives and referenda and State legislature resolutions. Such
efforts could certainly be linked to urgent economic and social justice issues.

2.  We recommend the creation of a New England Nuclear Weapons Abolition
Network which would meet with the initial purposes of information sharing
and planning. Hopefully, this will lead to planning unified actions and
campaigns. This network would be composed of conference co-sponsors who wish
to join and other groups to be invited, and it would not, therefore, be a
competing organization.

3.  We recommend that organizations in each New England state organize
systematic education and lobbying campaigns to press Congressional
representatives to work for nuclear weapons abolition, over and above more
limited efforts such as working for CTBT ratification, ending "subcritical"
nuclear weapons testing, cutting funding for the "stockpile stewardship"
program, etc.

4.  We urge the creation of a Network action calendar and a concise New
England Abolition Network Newsletter.

5.  We urge that in addition to focusing our organizing on government
policy, that campaigns and actions may also usefully work to end research,
production and deployment of nuclear related facilities and weapons in our
communities. Such organizing would include focusing on corporations that
produce nuclear weapons and related components and which operate or produce
components of nuclear power plants.
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 It should be noted that these points were adopted by consensus, even as
some concerns were raised about linking opposition to the generation of
nuclear power to organizing for nuclear weapons abolition.

  A continuing committee was appointed to organize a retreat for the New
England Nuclear Weapons Abolition Network sometime this winter.

Prepared by Joseph Gerson
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      STATEMENT BY H.E. AMBASSADOR HASMY BIN AGAM, ALTERNATE PERMANENT
    REPRESENTATIVE OF MALAYSIA TO THE UNITED NATIONS IN INTRODUCING THE
         DRAFT RESOLUTION A/C.1/51/L.37 ON ADVISORY OPINION OF THE
   INTERNATIONAL COURT OF JUSTICE ON THE LEGALITY OF THE THREAT OR USE OF
   NUCLEAR WEAPONSAT THE FIRST COMMITTEEOF THE 51ST SESSION OF THE UNITED
            NATIONS GENERAL ASSEMBLY WEDNESDAY, 6 NOVEMBER 1996

   Mr. Chairman,

   On behalf of the co-sponsors, my delegation has the honour to
   introduce draft Resolution A/C.1/51/L.37 entitled "Advisory Opinion of
   the International Court of Justice on the Legality of the Threat or
   Use of Nuclear Weapons", pursuant to its request to include this
   sub-item under the same name in the agenda of the fifty-first session
   of the General Assembly under item 71 "General and Complete
   Disarmament".

   2. It may be recalled, Mr. Chairman, that by its resolution 49/75K
   adopted on 15 December, 1994, the United Nations General Assembly,
   pursuant to Article 96 paragraph 1 of the United Nations its Charter,
   requested the International Court of Justice to urgently render its
   advisory opinion on the following question: "Is the threat or use of
   nuclear weapons in any circumstances permitted under international
   law?" Written statements were submitted to the Court by 28 Member
   States and in the course of public sittings held from 30 October to 15
   November 1995, the Court heard oral statements from 22 States.
   Malaysia was one those States which presented both written and oral
   statements to the Court.

   3. At a public sitting on 8 July 1996, the International Court of
   Justice has recognised, for the first time in history, that the threat
   or use of nuclear weapons is generally contrary to the rules of
   international law applicable in armed conflict, and in particular the
   principles and rules of humanitarian law, while also recognising that
   there exists an obligation to pursue in good faith and bring to a
   conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament.

   Mr. Chairman,

   4. It is not my intention to elaborate on the Court's Opinion, which
   is well understood. It suffices for me to say that the pronouncements
   by the highest international legal authority is of historic importance
   and cannot be dismissed. It is important in that it has set the legal
   parameter whereby the use of nuclear weapons indeed ignores customary
   international law and international treaties such as the Geneva and
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   Hague Conventions. It is important, also, for the reason that it
   points the direction of international action in addressing this issue
   upon which hinges the very survival of mankind. The threat to its
   survival by the existence of nuclear weapons grants the international
   community the right to take a position on the legality of such
   weapons.

   5. The General Assembly had requested the advisory opinion in order to
   assist its activities in the area of nuclear disarmament. The
   rendering of this Opinion by the International Court of Justice has
   direct impact on the activities of the General Assembly and on the
   policies and obligations of member States in the area of nuclear
   disarmament.

   6. My delegation believes that the General Assembly should acknowledge
   the Court for rendering an opinion in response to the its request. The
   draft Resolution before this Committee seeks to do that: it,
   inter-alia, expresses the appreciation of the General Assembly to the
   Court in responding to the request made by the forty-ninth General
   Assembly. It takes note of the Court's Opinion and underlines its
   unanimous conclusion that "There exists an obligation to pursue in
   good faith and bring to a conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear
   disarmament in all its aspects under strict and effective
   international control". More importantly, it calls upon all States to
   immediately fulfill that obligation by commencing multilateral
   negotiations in 1997 leading to an early conclusion of a Nuclear
   Weapons Convention prohibiting the development, production, testing,
   deployment, stockpiling, transfer, threat or use of nuclear weapons
   and providing for their elimination.

   7. To date the draft Resolution has been co-sponsored by some 32
   Member States. They are Afghanistan, Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica,
   Fiji, Ghana, Guyana, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of),
   Lesotho, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Malawi, Malaysia, Mali, Marshall
   Islands, Mexico, Mongolia, Myanmar, Namibia, Niger, Nigeria,
   Philippines, Paraguay, Samoa, Singapore, Solomon Islands, Sri Lanka,
   Thailand, Uruguay, Viet Nam and Zimbabwe. To these delegations my
   delegation wishes to express its sincere thanks and appreciation. In
   co-sponsoring the Resolution these Member States share Malaysia's
   conviction that the Court's Opinion is an important and positive
   development in the nuclear disarmament process, and should be built
   on. It would not be enough to merely take note of it, or even to
   welcome it, and then to forget about it. The learned judges of the ICJ
   have made it very clear that the international community has not only
   an obligation to pursue "negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament
   in all its aspects," (i.e. in accordance with Article VI of the
   Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty), but also to "bring to a conclusion"
   such negotiations.

   Mr. Chairman,

   8. The call for the commencement of negotiations leading to the
   conclusion of a Nuclear Weapons Convention is a necessary one. It is
   necessary because the existence of a legal obligation would require
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   early, indeed, immediate action. The existence, to-day, of tens of
   thousands of nuclear weapons in the arsenals of the nuclear-weapon
   States, 28 years after the signing of the NPT, is a sobering reminder
   that the negotiations on nuclear disarmament in all its aspects have
   been carried out neither "in good faith" nor in earnest. In the days
   of the Cold War the heightened tension between East and West was
   blamed for the lack of progress in nuclear disarmament. With the
   demise of that destructive phase of human history there is no longer
   that excuse. On the contrary, the current constructive phase in
   international relations would argue for more serious and concerted
   efforts on the part of the international community to strive for more
   concrete achievements in the field of nuclear disarmament. This
   "window of opportunity" should not be lost to the international
   community. It should be grasped - and grasped firmly - as it might not
   present itself again.

   9. This draft Resolution seeks to do just that. It serves to remind
   the international community of this solemn obligation and urges it to
   commence the process of negotiations which would lead to the total
   elimination of nuclear weapons. The period of waiting has been far too
   long - a quarter of a century too long. It is now time for serious
   action. By joining the NPT in overwhelming numbers the non-nuclear
   weapons States had struck a "bargain" with the Nuclear Weapon States
   whereby in exchange for giving up the nuclear option by the
   non-nuclear weapons States there should be negotiations in good faith
   on effective measures relating to the nuclear arms race at an early
   date and to nuclear disarmament. In May 1995 this bargain was renewed
   - indeed, a second trade-off was made - when, in exchange for the
   indefinite extension of the NPT without a vote, the Nuclear Weapons
   States reaffirmed their commitments, as stated in Article VI of the
   Treaty, to pursue in good faith negotiations on effective measures
   relating to nuclear disarmament and of their determined pursuit of
   systematic and progressive efforts to reduce nuclear weapons globally,
   with the ultimate goal of eliminating those weapons. The NPT had
   addressed the issue of nuclear proliferation, which for the most part
   has been successfully curbed, thanks to the adherence to the Treaty by
   the non-Nuclear Weapons States. The time has now come for the issue of
   the elimination of nuclear weapons, which is an equally important,
   indeed integral, part of the NPT process, to be addressed in serious
   fashion by the international community. Unless this issue is
   addressed, and addressed promptly, I am afraid the entire bargain or
   trade-off would be questioned by many non-nuclear weapons States
   Parties, a few of whom have already expressed their unhappiness and
   are beginning to question, both privately and publicly, the purpose of
   their continued adherence to what is clearly a lop-sided Treaty which
   favours the nuclear weapons States. If this trend were to continue, it
   could only undermine the integrity of the Treaty and jeopardise the
   prospects of its attaining universality.

   Mr. Chairman,

   10. It can not be denied that bilateral negotiations on nuclear
   disarmament have a place in the disarmament agenda and, in fact, have
   contributed significantly to the reduction of nuclear weapons, as
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   evidenced by the START I and START II processes, which should
   logically lead to early negotiations for a START III. However, as the
   Court's Opinion has clearly stated this does not absolve the nuclear
   weapons States from their obligation to conduct multilateral
   negotiations on nuclear disarmament in all its aspects, involving
   other members of the international community, who have an equal
   responsibility. The Court has unanimously affirmed that the obligation
   to negotiate on nuclear disarmament in all its aspects belongs to all
   States, both nuclear and non-nuclear, and that this obligation would
   include bringing the negotiations to a conclusion. It is clear that
   the obligation to negotiate on nuclear disarmament exists
   independently and is not linked to negotiations on a treaty on general
   and complete disarmament.

   11. My delegation believes that the objective of commencing serious
   multilateral negotiations on nuclear disarmament leading to the
   elimination of nuclear weapons is one that no Member State could in
   all earnestness oppose, for, to do so would be to justify the
   continued existence of nuclear weapons, with all the attendant risks
   to global security and human survival. It would also be to deny the
   cherished aspirations of humanity for a world that would be entirely
   free of these weapons of mass destruction. It is for this reason that
   the Canberra Commission, which was set up by the previous Australian
   Government, has called for the "immediate and determined efforts to
   rid the world of nuclear weapons and the threat they pose to it". It
   regards the proposition that nuclear weapons can be retained in
   perpetuity and never used as utterly incredible and agrees that "the
   only complete defence is the elimination of these weapons and the
   assurance that they will never be produced again". The views of the
   Canberra Commission are particularly pertinent considering the fact
   that its members included leading authorities on nuclear disarmament,
   including a few who had earlier in their careers, participated
   actively in formulating the nuclear doctrines and strategies of their
   countries.

   Mr. Chairman,

   12. On the basis of the above arguments, my Delegation commends draft
   Resolution A/C.1/51/L.37 for the consideration, co-sponsorship or
   support of all delegations who share these sentiments and are opposed
   to the threat or use of nuclear weapons and who would like to ensure
   that concrete and effective steps are taken now to pave the way for
   their total elimination within a realistic time-frame, in the interest
   of ensuring the well-being and survival of humanity.

   Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
.
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Dear Friends,

We thank Jan Lonn for posting the voting results on the UN resolution on the
ICJ advisory opinion.

However in analysing the result we should note some of the positive
movements.

Argentina, Ukraine and Turkmenistan all moved from an abstention last year to
support this year.  Ukraine and Turkmenistan are the first CIS countries to
move to support. Hopefully this could influence other CIS states.

Also, the UK moved from opposition to all votes last year, to this year
abstaining on the operative paragraph underlining the Court's conclusion on
nuclear disarmament obligations.

I think that these forward moves are more significant than the backward moves
indicated by Jan, but perhaps this is just the difference bewteen the glass
half full or half empty.

Peace
Alyn
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[Summary of message:  The Abolition 2000 transition team recommends a
simple, standardized system of self-labelling as a method for handling the
large volume of e-mail.  This message describes how to do it.]

Dear Abolition 2000,

The Abolition 2000 transition team, a group of network members that helps to
coordinate network functions, has reviewed the suggestions put forth about
how to deal with the large volume of e-mail. They have asked me, as I serve
the role of listowner, to communicate their recommendation to the entire
caucus.  

Given the ungoverned nature of an e-mail listserve, the best practical
solution in the short-run is self-management by the users themselves.  Other
strategies such as providing regional summaries can be considered for the
long-run, but bring with them numerous logistical challenges. 

The present recommendation is to bring into common practice a simple,
standardized system of labelling messages in our subject description.

With the method of self-labelling described below, a glance at the subject
field tells the reader what country the message regards, what subject it
regards, and the nature of the message (a press release?  action alert?
response to previous message?  addition to previous message?)  This will
help people browse their table of contents without opening and scanning
messages.

A guide to labelling will in the future be presented in our intro message,
and amended, and sent out automatically to any user who at anytime writes
majordomo@igc.apc.org and says "info abolition-caucus".

The recommended method for labelling follows the basic layout of: 

COUNTRY/SUBJECT/nature of message

Examples:
USA/CASSINI/RESPONSE/Nov. 3 Conference, Moscow
USA/TRITIUM/press release
USA/NIF/progress
USA/NIF/response/progress
AUSTRALIA/jabiluka/action alert
ISRAEL/HUMAN RIGHTS/vanunu/write letters
USA/LEGAL/CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE/Prince of Peace trial
INTERNATIONAL/NPT PREPCOM/response to ideas about planning
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Some e-mail programs have a function in their table of contents which can
automatically sort their messages by subject.  This system for labelling
messages will allow users to take advantage of this function.

This relatively simple solution will be effective if it is practiced widely.
We hope this system will prove useful for all caucus members trying to cope
with e-mail volume!

Other self-management tips:

*Provide a short summary at the beginning of each message.

*When responding to a previous message, send only your response, and not the
original message.

*When sending messages intended for only one person, address them to that
person and not to the caucus.

THANK YOU, CAUCUS USERS, FOR ALL YOUR SUGGESTIONS AND YOUR COOPERATION!
-------------------------------------------------
Brian Rawson, Program Associate
International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War
126 Rogers St.   tel.: (617)868-5050 x208
Cambridge, MA 02142 USA  fax:  (617)868-2560
ippnwbos@igc.apc.org  http://www.healthnet.org/IPPNW

IPPNW is part of Abolition 2000: A Global Network to Eliminate Nuclear Weapons
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        DRAFT
        11/12/97
        THE WORLD COURT PROJECT
        by David Krieger

        The World Court Project (WCP) was officially launched in Geneva in 1992 as an international citizens initiative.  
Its purpose was to obtain an advisory opinion from the International Court of Justice on the legality of the threat or use 
of nuclear weapons.  The idea of seeking an opinion from the Court on this matter, however, preceded the official 
launching of the WCP.  It is difficult to fix th e inception of any idea for public action.  In this case, though, it can 
perhaps be traced to Sean MacBride, the great Irish statesman and Nobel Peace Laureate.  MacBride had long believed 
that nuclear weapons should be prohibited under international law, and had been a proponent of such a position in 
international meetings.1
        As president of the International Peace Bureau, MacBride was instrumental in convening a Nuclear Warfare 
Tribunal in London in 1985.  He served as a member of the Tribunal along with Richard Falk, a distinguished American 
professor of international law, and Nobel Laureates Maurice Wilkins and Dorothy Hodgkin.  Among the findings of the 
Tribunal was that "any form of deterrent threat to use nuclea r weapons, even if limited to defensive and retaliatory 
situations, is a continuing violation of the laws of war; at a minimum, overcoming deterrence with all deliberate speed is 
an implicit legal duty for political and military leaders representing governments of nuclear weapons states."2  The 
Tribunal recommended "the initiation of an effort to obtain an Advisory Opinion of the International Cou rt of Justice 
on the status of nuclear weapons, strategic doctrines, and war plans."3  
        MacBride followed up on the Nuclear Warfare Tribunal with a Lawyers' Appeal that called for the prohibition of 
nuclear weapons, and declared that any use of a nuclear weapon would violate international law, human rights, and be a 
crime against humanity.  MacBride had planned to present this Appeal to the United Nations General Assembly, which 
he recognized was "empowered to request the Internatio nal Court of Justice to give an opinion as to the validity of our 
Declaration."4  Unfortunately, MacBride died in 1988, before this goal could be realized.   By 1992, however, when the 
World Court Project was formed, the Lawyers' Appeal had been signed by more than 11,000 lawyers from 56 
countries.5
        MacBride's pioneering efforts also bore fruit in the further efforts of Richard Falk.  In 1986, after serving as a 
member of the Nuclear Warfare Tribunal, Richard Falk went to New Zealand as a guest of the New Zealand Foundation 
for Peace Studies.  Falk gave several public lectures on the topic of nuclearism and international law.  According to 
Kate Dewes and Robert Green, two important figures i n the WCP, "Falk not only updated the public on other initiatives 
to bring nuclear weapons within the law.  He encouraged the peace movement to study the ingredients of previous social 
movements which, at their outset, had seemed impractical and unlikely to succeed.  These included the campaigns 
against slavery, royalism, colonialism and infanticide.  He suggested building on the 'embryonic' struc tures that were 
already in place for global reform, such as the international groups of physicians, lawyers and ecologists who sought 
arms reductions."6
        In his talks in New Zealand, Falk encouraged the New Zealand government to go to the International Court of 
Justice to seek clarification of their obligations under international law to allow port visits by U.S. nuclear powered and 
nuclear armed ships.  Dewes and Green found that "Falk's ideas alerted some peace campaigners to the idea of 
challenging the legality of nuclear weapons through an adv isory opinion from the World Court."7
        Falk's visit to New Zealand moved Harold Evans, a retired magistrate from Christchurch, New Zealand, to prepare 
an Open Letter containing opinions by six leading jurists from throughout the world on the legality of using nuclear 
weapons.  In March 1987 Evans sent this Open Letter to the Prime Ministers of Australia and New Zealand, requesting 
that they seek a World Court opinion on "the legality  or otherwise" of nuclear weapons.8  The idea was rejected 
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immediately by Prime Minister Bob Hawke of Australia, but New Zealand Prime Minister David Lange took the idea 
under consideration.9
        In May 1988, Katie Dewes, who had worked with Harold Evans for many years, was appointed as an NGO 
member of the New Zealand delegation to the Third UN Special Session on Disarmament in New York.  Speaking to 
the UN on behalf of New Zealand NGOs, she stated: "We strongly urge all nations and peace groups to support a move 
by jurists in New Zealand and other countries to have the International Cou rt of Justice give an advisory opinion on 
whether or not nuclear arms are illegal.  The symbolic power of such a ruling would be immense...."10
        Prime Minister Lange would later reject the idea of New Zealand taking the issue of the legality of nuclear 
weapons to the World Court, despite the unanimous endorsement of the New Zealand government's Advisory 
Committee on Peace and Disarmament.  In correspondence with one of the authors (Krieger) in 1989, he expressed 
concern for the possible negative effects of taking the matter to the World C ourt:  

                "I have a few worries about the idea of asking the ICJ for such a ruling.  
        
                "First, while I agree that a distinction can be drawn between the possession of nuclear weapons and the threat 
of their use, the distinction is only valid where the threat comes from an activity going beyond the act of possession.  
For example, under Protocol 2 to the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty the Soviet Union and China have 
undertaken not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons a gainst any Party to the Treaty.  The obligation they have 
accepted is not an obligation to dispose of their nuclear weapons, but an obligation to not actively threaten their use 
against a South Pacific country.

               "The distinction is much harder to sustain in the superpower context where, as you note, the concept of 
deterrence flows from the fact that possession necessarily implies the threat of use.  Accordingly, a request to the Court 
about the legality of the threat of use of nuclear weapons generally would probably be regarded as a request on the 
legality of the possession of nuclear weapons....  

                "In terms of the ICJ statute, the Court would have to consider whether there were international conventions 
establishing such a rule expressly recognized by states; whether there was evidence of such a general practice accepted 
as law; and whether it was a general principle of law recognized by civilized nations.  There would seem to be a real 
risk that it would not find the possession of nuclea r weapons illegal.  Would not such a non-finding be a setback for the 
anti-nuclear cause?

                "Further, if it did find the possession of nuclear weapons to be illegal, would not this opinion be ignored or 
rejected by the nuclear weapons states?  And would this not undermine the standing of the Court?  In recent times some 
states which have shied clear of the ICJ in the past have shown an encouraging increase in their willingness to submit 
disputed matters to the ICJ; we would not want to  do anything which reverse this trend."11

        Despite Prime Minister Lange's thoughtful concerns, the desire of Harold Evans, Kate Dewes and others to take the 
matter of the legality of nuclear weapons to the World Court did not deminish.  Between 1989 and 1992, when the WCP 
was officially launched, there was considerable activity by NGOs in laying the groundwork for the Project.  
        In September 1989 the International Association of Lawyers Against Nuclear Arms held its First World Congress 
in The Hague.  The Congress, attended by some 200 lawyers and judges from 26 countries, included meetings on such 
topics as the right to survival, the right to peace, nuclear arms and ecology, common security, and neutrality in nuclear-
weapons-free zones.  At the conclusion of the Congres s, the participants unanimously adopted a Final Declaration, 
known as "The Hague Declaration," which affirmed "that the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons is a war crime and 
a crime against humanity, as well as a gross violation of other norms of international customary and treaty law...."12
        Among the goals which the new organization set for itself were: 
                "Disseminating the message of illegality of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction to policy 
makers, academics, public opinion molders and peace activists;

                "Carrying on an active campaign to inject the illegality theme into the work of peace organizations;

                "Stimulating a debate on all aspects -- legal, political, economic, strategic -- of the question 'does the doctrine 
of deterrence still serve any purpose, if it ever did?';



1113.04.txt[5/3/2017 10:48:43 AM]

                "Raising the question of the legal status of nuclear weapons and their employment in all appropriate legal fora, 
beginning with the International Court of Justice;

                "Establishing the right to peace (right to survival) as a human right equal or superior to other basic human 
rights in the U.N. Charter and Conventions; [and]

                "Being the voice in the wilderness that reminds people that...the danger of nuclear holocaust remains alive as 
long as nuclear weapons are in arsenals of the major, as well as an increasing number of minor powers."13

        Harold Evans attended the Congress and spoke out for taking the issue of the legality of nuclear weapons to the 
World Court.  On his way home to New Zealand, Evans stopped in Malaysia and, with help from the Malaysian branch 
of the International Physicians for the Promotion of Nuclear War (IPPNW), lobbied at the Commonwealth Heads of 
Gevernment meeting that was taking place in Kuala Lumpur.14
        The Fifth International Conference of Nuclear-Free Zone Local Authorities held in Glasgow, Scotland in 
November 1990 passed a subsequent declaration resolving to cooperate with the International Association of Lawyers 
Against Nuclear Arms (IALANA), the International Peace Bureau (IPB),  and other NGOs "to secure a UN reference to 
the World Court and to lay the groundwork for this momentous reques t by amassing thousands of legally significant 
declarations."15
        In July 1991 the Women's International League for Peace and Freedom (WILPF) passed a resolution at its 
international conference in Norway urging its international executive committee to join with other organizations "in 
seeking moves in the UN General Assembly...to request an advisory opinion on the illegality or otherwise of nuclear 
weapons in international law."16  During 1991 the World Peace C ouncil also agreed to support the WCP, and 
encouraged its affiliates and contacts to become active in seeking a World Court opinion on the illegality of the use of 
nuclear weapons.17
        At its launching in 1992, the WCP set up an International Steering Committee composed of representatives of three 
international peace organizations: the International Peace Bureau, the International Physicians for the Prevention of 
Nuclear War, and the International Lawyers Against Nuclear Arms.  Through lobbying efforts primarily of the IPPNW, 
the Project achieved success in 1993 when the World  Health Assembly of the World Health Organization (WHO) 
asked the World Court for an advisory opinion on this question: "In view of the health and environmental effects, would 
the use of nuclear weapons by a State in war or other armed conflict be a breach of its obligations under international 
law, including the WHO constitution?"18  The Court took the case under submission and called for submissi ons from 
states on the question.  The Court received 35 legal submissions, some of which were crafted by legal experts connected 
with the World Court Project.
        In response to concerns, such as those expressed by David Lange, that the International Court of Justice might 
render an opinion that would support the legality of nuclear weapons use, the Lawyers' Committee on Nuclear Policy 
prepared a paper in which they explored possible outcomes of a ruling by the Court.  The authors reached the following 
conclusions:
                "There is good reason to believe that the ICJ case might well produce an opinion that both the use and threat 
of use of nuclear weapons are illegal under international law.  Such an opinion would significantly enhance prospects 
for the complete prohibition and elimination of nuclear weapons.

                "There is the possibility of a split or qualified opinion, but either of these would still be a significant 
improvement on the present position.

                "A completely negative opinion is hardly conceivable.  If the worst case did occur it would weaken the 
existing legal norm against nuclear weapons.  It could, however, shock the public and officials into increased action 
against nuclear weapons, and thus still assist the process of disarmament.

                "The very process of going to the ICJ to request the opinion will highlight the present inconsistency in the fact 
that there are no concrete plans for the prohibition of nuclear weapons whereas other weapons of mass destruction are 
specifically prohibited by convention.  This in itself would provide extra impetus for nuclear disarmament."19

        The WCP also began lobbying efforts at the UN General Assembly.  These were ably coordinated by Alyn Ware, a 
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New Zealand primary school teacher who had come to New York to assume the position of executive director of the 
Lawyers' Committee on Nuclear Policy, the U.S. affiliate of IALANA.  Due to strong lobbying in opposition to the 
WCP by the nuclear weapons states, it was not possible to have th e UN General Assembly ask the Court for an 
advisory opinion in 1993.  The following year, however, the WCP continued to lobby delegates to the United Nations, 
particularly those from non-aligned states.  The Lawyers' Committee on Nuclear Policy prepared a paper, "Why Proceed 
with the Request at the 49th General Assembly," to assist with this lobbying effort.  In this paper, the following 
arguments  were made for proceeding with a request to the International Court of Justice by the UN General Assembly:
                "The continued possession and threat of use of nuclear weapons by the nuclear states, and the threat of nuclear 
proliferation, constitute an unprecedented threat to human society and civilization.

                "While the majority of states are of the opinion that the use of nuclear weapons constitutes a violation of 
international law, a minority of states, including most of the nuclear weapons states, do not hold this view.

                "An opinion from the International Court of Justice on the legality of the use and threat to use nuclear 
weapons would provide additional restraint against any use of nuclear weapons, and would facilitate further progress 
towards complete nuclear disarmament."20

        In December 1994 the WCP succeeded in its lobbying efforts.  The UN General Assembly asked the World Court 
for an advisory opinion on the following question: "Is the threat or use of nuclear weapons in any circumstance 
permitted under international law?"21  The Court received 28 submissions from states on the General Assembly 
resolution.  Again, experts from the WCP assisted in the preparation of  some of these submissions.  
        Eventually, the WCP would obtain the support of over 700 citizen action groups throughout the world.  Through 
these groups, the Project collected millions of "Declarations of Conscience" by citizens around the world, indicating the 
widespread public concern for the issue of nuclear weapons illegality.  These Declarations stated: 
                "I affirm my desire and right to live in a world free from the threat of nuclear destruction.

                "Any use of nuclear weapons, as well as being an unspeakable human tragedy, would constitute a violation of 
international law and a gross violation of human rights.

                "Any use of nuclear weapons would inflict cruel and unnecessary suffering not only on the people against 
whom they are directed, but also on countless others not involved, their children and their descendants for many 
generation.  It would also cause severe and long term damage to the environment.

  "I believe that threatening to commit such crimes against humanity is also illegal.  Relations between 
countries should be governed by justice, peace and the observance of international law rather than through the threat or 
use of weapons of mass destruction.

  "I therefore support the initiative to seek a World Court opinion on the legal status of nuclear weapons, and 
wish the court to know that I believe that nuclear weapons are illegal according to international law and the dictates of 
public conscience."

The Declarations were presented to the Registrar of the Court on June 10, 1994.  The Registrar indicated that he would 
draw the judges' attention to the Declarations.22  It was the first time that the Court had received such "evidence" from 
the public.
 When the Oral Hearings on the case were held at the World Court in the Hague at the end of 1995, representatives 
of the WCP were in attendance at the Court to observe the proceedings and report on them to their constituencies 
throughout the world.  In the aftermath of the Court's opinion, the Project has helped to analyze the opinion, to 
disseminate information about it, and to point to discrepan cies in the behavior of states and their obligations under 
international law in accord with the Court's opinion.23
 The World Court Project provides an important example of the possibilities of citizens action groups to play an 
effective role in interacting with governments in the United Nations system.  Without the efforts of the WCP it is 
doubtful that the issue of the legality of the threat or use of nuclear weapons would have come before the World Court.  
It was the initiative of citizens action groups tha t led to states taking action on this issue of paramount importance to the 
future of our species and most forms of life.  The success of the World Court Project in mobilizing states to use the 
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international machinery available to them should serve as an empowering and motivating example to other groups 
seeking to create a safer and more humane international order for the 21st century.
 The World Court Project also provides an interesting case history of the transmission of ideas leading to a larger 
action.  While many people were involved in moving the idea forward, Sean MacBride may be viewed as a seminal 
figure, and yet he had died by the time the Project was actually formed and became a movement of citizens action 
groups.  Nonetheless, MacBride's initiation of the Nuclear Wa rfare Tribunal in London led to the proposal of seeking 
an advisory opinion from the Court.  Richard Falk, an American member of the Tribunal transmitted the idea to New 
Zealand, where Harold Evans carried the idea forward with considerable energy.  Ultimately, the idea would take root 
with three major peace organizations, two of which had received Nobel Peace Prizes, and these groups would reach  out 
and bring in many more citizens action groups throughout the world.  
 In the end, the World Court Project should remind us that ideas have power and so do people.  States often become 
entrenched in their bureaucracies and particular approaches to solving problems, and can be dismissive of both new 
ideas and the concerns of their citizens.  When states endanger life and tread on human rights, as have those that base 
their security on the threat to use nuclear weapon s (instruments of genocide), they must be challenged.  This is what the 
World Court Project did.  In doing so, the Project empowered many non-nuclear weapon states to speak up at the World 
Court for a world free of the threat of nuclear annihilation.  
 The World Court Project helped to put the "peoples" back in the United Nations.  The first words of the United 
Nations Charter are "We, the Peoples...."  And yet, the United Nations is widely recognized as a club of nation-states, 
some having more power than others, that sometimes acts without taking full account of the possible detriment of their 
actions to the "peoples" of the world.  The World  Court Project showed by example that citizen action groups, 
composed of people from around the world, can influence what happens at the United Nations.  
 The World Court Project should help to remind us that the United Nations exists for the "peoples" of the world.  It 
is their international body; it should also be their hope for a safer, saner future, one in which human dignity is assured to 
all.  Such a world must be one that recognizes not only the immorality of nuclear weapons but also their illegality.  In 
their attempt to bring this matter b efore the highest court in the world, the World Court Project succeeded admirably.  
 If the Court itself, due to its composition and international politics, did not succeed in completely clarifying the 
issue of the illegality of the threat or use of nuclear weapons, it simply opens the door to further efforts by citizen action 
groups.  If the people of the world want a world free of nuclear weapons, they must join together and act to achieve this 
goal.  As the World Court Project  has done, they must make their voices heard in their communities, in their nations, 
and at the United Nations.  
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Insert D

 George Farebrother, the secretary of the World Court Project in the United Kingdom, described the role of the 
public in the Project: "The idea of bringing nuclear weapons under law appeals to the public. The fact that they can 
actually do something about it by signing Declarations is even more encouraging.  Once we can gain someone's 
attention for 10 seconds the response is almost invariably posi tive -- why hasn't it been done before?  People want a 
nuclear-free world and see the law as a good way of achieving it."

                    NUCLEAR AGE PEACE FOUNDATION
        **********************************************************
                        A founding member of
                  and global contact point for the
                Abolition 2000 Global Network for the 
                   Elimination of Nuclear Weapons
        **********************************************************
                 1187 Coast Village Road, Suite 123
                    Santa Barbara, CA 93108-2794
              Phone (805) 965-3443 * Fax (805) 568-0466
                   E- mailto:wagingpeace@napf.org
                     http://www.wagingpeace.org
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Thu, 13 Nov 1997 15:08:20 +1300
From: Kate Dewes <katie@chch.planet.org.nz>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: UNGA Vote Assessment
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-Sender: katie@mail.chch.planet.org.nz

Dear Abolitionists,

Please find attached our assessment of the First Committee votes on 10
November on the Malaysian resolution, with apologies for the delay.  We
have tried to take into account comments already promulgated by Alyn Ware
and Jan Lonn. (For clarification, please note that Turkmenistan did not
vote at all last year.)

Best wishes & good luck to all the intrepid letter-writers in the struggle
ahead before the Plenary vote!

Rob Green & Kate DewesREVISED UN GENERAL ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION L37

Votes in First Committee: 10 November 1997

Assessment by Rob Green & Kate Dewes

[NB: We have compared this with the Plenary vote on L37 on 10 December 1996]

Malaysia submitted a revised version of its 1996 UNGA resolution, along with 47 other countries.  This was three more 
than last year, on what continues to be the most contentious issue on the UN's nuclear disarmament agenda.  New co-
sponsors were Brunei, Egypt, Honduras, Jamaica, Kenya, Lao PDR, Panama, Sudan and Suriname (9).  The following 6 
States co-sponsored last year but not this: Afghanista
n, Belize, Guatemala, Libya, Mali and Qatar. 

Last year, three votes were taken.  This year there were four:

1)  The additional one was on preambular paragraph 10: "Emphasizing the need for the Conference on Disarmament to 
commence negotiations on a phased programme for the complete elimination of nuclear weapons with a specified 
framework of time" (a modification of last year's preambular paragraph 3).

2)  On operative paragraph 1, which equates to last year's operative paragraph 3: "Underlines once again the unanimous 
conclusion of the International Court of Justice that there exists an obligation to pursue in good faith and bring to a 
conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and effective international control".

3)  On operative paragraph 2, updating last year's operative paragraph 4: "Calls once again upon all States to 
immediately fulfil that obligation by commencing multilateral negotiations in 1998 leading to an early conclusion of a 
nuclear weapons convention prohibiting the development, production, testing, deployment, stockpiling, transfer, threat 
or use of nuclear weapons and providing for their e
limination".  

4)  As in 1996, finally the resolution as a whole was voted on.

PREAMBULAR PARAGRAPH 10
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This was carried by 99 votes to 34; there were 17 abstentions, and 35 did not vote.  Short of negotiating a nuclear 
weapons convention, a timeframe for nuclear disarmament is the next most unacceptable proposal for the NATO 
nuclear weapon States and Russia.  China's failure to vote is interesting, as it surely was not an oversight: South Africa 
likewise - especially as both voted for the resolutio
n as a whole.  All the other NATO members were whipped in against, along with Australia; but Japan, South Korea, 
Austria, Finland, Belarus and Kazakhstan abstained - whereas Ukraine, Ireland, Sweden and New Zealand courageously 
voted "Yes".

OPERATIVE PARAGRAPH 1

As last year, unsurprisingly this was carried by the biggest margin (139 for, 5 against, 9 abstained, 32 did not vote).  The 
"Yes" vote exactly matched last year's Plenary vote.  The good news is that  the "No" vote dropped by 2: Latvia and 
Romania moved to "Yes", while fascinatingly Russia's regressive move to "No" from last year's abstention was balanced 
by the UK moving the opposite way!  In th
e UK's explanation of vote, unlike the USA it did not oppose the ICJ's conclusion: so A SIGNIFICANT SPLIT IN 
APPROACH HAS OPENED UP BETWEEN THEM HERE.  (NB also that China, like last year, voted "Yes".)  
Abstentions dropped by 11; however, 13 more did not vote. 

OPERATIVE PARAGRAPH 2

This paragraph directly challenged the nuclear States to start negotiations leading to a nuclear weapons convention: 
hence the smallest majority (96 for, 34 against, 23 abstentions, 32 did not vote). Last year's equivalent Plenary vote was: 
110 for, 27 against, 29 abstained, 19 did not vote.  It was good to see New Zealand and South Africa staying strong; but 
Russia hardened from abstention to "No
", along with Andorra, Bulgaria, Israel, and Uzbekistan (the other new "No" votes were Albania and Greece).

Checking each country's vote this year and last year's Plenary vote provides the following indicators for lobbying before 
this year's Plenary vote:

1)  Guatemala - having failed to vote in the easiest vote (operative paragraph 1), it voted for the toughest: this suggests 
finger trouble!  Moreover, it voted "Yes" in the other two votes!

2)  Voted "Yes" last year, but did not vote this time - Belize, Burundi, Cambodia, Cape Verde, Chad, Costa Rica (co-
sponsor!), Dominica, Gambia, Grenada, Lesotho (co-sponsor!), Micronesia, Nicaragua, St Kitts-Nevis, St Vincent, 
Vanuatu, Yemen (16)

3)  Abstained last year, but did not vote this time - Bosnia, Equatorial Guinea, Senegal, Tajikistan (4)

4)  Voted "Yes" last year, abstained this time - Malta, Uruguay (2)

>From this, it should be possible to increase the "Yes" vote by at least 17, thereby improving on last year's Plenary vote.

THE RESOLUTION AS A WHOLE 

In the final fourth vote - the most important one - on the resolution as a whole, 103 voted for, 26 against, 24 abstained, 
and again 32 did not vote.  The majority fell back from last year's Plenary vote (115 for, 22 against, 32 abstained, 16 did 
not vote).  However, the good news is that Argentina (formerly a potential nuclear weapon State) and Ukraine moved 
from abstention to "Yes", and Turkmeni
stan from "Did Not Vote" to "Yes".  This will encourage other CIS member States Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and 
Uzbekistan, which abstained, and Tajikistan which did not vote, to move to "Yes" at the Plenary vote, joining 
Turkmenistan as the other prospective members of a Central Asian Nuclear Weapon Free Zone.  It might also be worth 
using this to encourage other CIS abstainers Armenia, Azerbaijan, Be
larus and Georgia to move to "Yes".  
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China, Ireland, Malta, New Zealand, South Africa and Sweden again voted "Yes".  On the other hand, Andorra, 
Bulgaria and Israel moved from abstention to "No"; and Greece from not voting last year to "No".  However, NATO's 
Nordic rebels Denmark, Iceland and Norway sustained their abstention, as did Finland.  Like last year, of the Asia-
Pacific States which voted, the abstentions by Australia, Japan
 and South Korea were conspicuous, especially with Malaysia as leading sponsor of the resolution.

This leaves those which did not vote.  The biggest group, which voted "Yes" last year, are: Belize, Bosnia, Burundi, 
Cambodia, Cape Verde, Chad, Costa Rica (co-sponsor), Dominica, Gambia, Grenada, Lesotho (co-sponsor), 
Micronesia, Morocco, Nicaragua, St Vincent, Vanuatu, and Yemen (17). As these roughly correlate with those which 
did not vote on the previous paragraphs, THIS IS THE GROUP TO FOCUS 
LOBBYING ON FOR THE PLENARY VOTE, ALONG WITH THE CIS STATES WHICH ABSTAINED OR DID 
NOT VOTE.  (Equatorial Guinea and Senegal abstained last year; while the Central African Republic and Comoros did 
not vote last year either.) 

In sum, it should be possible to increase the majority over that achieved in last year's Plenary vote; but it will require a 
big lobbying effort to ensure it.  We suggest that letter-writers should also try to congratulate Malaysia, the UK and 
others where they deserve it and urge them at least to stand firm, because we expect pressure to be exerted to reduce the 
majorities in all votes.

ENDS
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Cc: abolition-caucus@igc.org
Date: Wed, 12 Nov 1997 20:33:23 -0800
From: Robert Cherwink <rc@vom.com>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Re: Transition team recommendation for handling e-mail volume
To: Brian Rawson <ippnwbos@igc.apc.org>
X-Sender: rc@vom.com

At 04:40 PM 11/12/97 -0800, Brian wrote:
>[Summary of message:  The Abolition 2000 transition team recommends a
>simple, standardized system of self-labelling as a method for handling the
>large volume of e-mail.  This message describes how to do it.]
...etc/

Thank you, Brian and Team!

This seems a very worthwhile effort, though an initial flaw simply jumps out
at me:  Any reliance upon "Country" disregards the premise that nuclear
issues are inherently *global* in nature.  As I have said before:  whether
its the issue of "Cassini" or that of "AUSTRALIA/jabiluka:"  it is important
for us all to know whats going on with each other, with numerous and various
issues, etc.  Perhaps the "issue" should be foremost (rather than "country")?

If I may suggest another option (and this is as an individual rather than a
member or officer of any organization):  A list of the key *Nuclear_Issues*
could serve as the primary indicator for a message's content.

Examples:

ENERGY/Reactors/pollution..
ENERGY/Reactors/waste..
SPACE/Cassini...  
WEAPONS/Abolition/..
WEAPONS/Space/StarWars/..
WEAPONS/Testing/..
WEAPONS/Treaties/UN..

...Etc. / something like this? rather than:
>Examples:
>USA/CASSINI....

Peace!

Rob,   Sector Air Raid Warden
            at Rob's Place
         A SITE DEDICATED TO
SPIRIT, TRUTH, PEACE, JUSTICE, AND FREEDOM
         http://www.vom.com/rc/home.htm

WHEN SPIDERS UNITE, THEY CAN TIE DOWN A LION  --Ethiopian Proverb
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MINUTES,  October 27, 1997
TO: Abolition 2000 Working Group for the NPT
FROM: Alice Slater
DATE: November 6,  1997

Present: Mary Ellen Singsen (Scarsdale Campaign for Peace and Justice),
Cathy Falvo (Physicians for Social Responsibility), Pamela Ransom (WEDO),
Gloria Lawrence, Alyn Ware (Lawyers Committee on Nuclear Policy),  Tina Bell
(Oxford Research Group), Ann Zanes (Peace Links), Joan Davis (Gray
Panthers),  Miranda Sissons (World Federalists),  Alice Slater (GRACE)

1.  Letter to Ambassador Strulak: Alice Slater noted Doug Roche had
suggested that NGO groups write letters to Ambassador Strulak in support of
the Abolition 2000 NPT Working Group letter listing specific requests for
greater NGO access and participation at the PrepCom.  The following groups
volunteered to write a letter in support of our request:

WEDO: Pam Ransom
SCPJ: Mary Ellen Singsen
Gray Panthers: Joan Davis
WILPF: Tina Bell
CCUN: Ann Zanes
WFM: Miranda Sissons
LCNP: Alyn Ware
GRACE: Alice Slater

[Editors Note:  To the abolition-caucus at large, please write your letter
as well if your NGO approves.  See prior posting of letter to Ambassador
Strulak or request copy from aslater@igc.apc.org]

2. Omission in 1997 NPT PrepCom Final Report:  Alyn Ware reported that the
Marshall Islands proposal to establish an Intersessional Working Group to
begin work on a nuclear weapons convention was omitted from the Final Report
of the 1997 PrepCom  (NPT/conf.2000/pc.I/32)  for a technical reason in the
way it was submitted during the 1997 PrepCom.  The Marshall Islands have
re-submitted it as a "corrigendum" to the Final Report under document number
NPT/conf.2000/pc.I/11.

PROPOSED ACTION: Please write a letter to Ambassador Patakallio requesting
that the Marshall Island proposal for an Inter-sessional Working Group on a
nuclear weapons convention (doc. #:  NPT/conf.2000/pc.I/11) be included as
an additional part of the final report in order to help move the nuclear
disarmament agenda forward.  Write to:
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Ambassador Pasi Patokallio
Permanent Mission of Finland to the UN
866 UN Plaza
Suite 222
New York, NY  10017

3. Malaysian Resolution: Malaysia resubmitted its 1996 resolution recalling
the World Court’s  unanimous opinion that there is an international
obligation to bring to a conclusion negotiations for the elimination of
nuclear weapons and calling for implementation of the opinion by the
commencement of negotiations leading to the conclusion of a nuclear weapons
convention. The UN’s disarmament committee  was to vote on the resolution on
November 10th,  and the General Assembly will take it up in December.

ACTION: Please contact your foreign minister or leader or ambassador to the
UN and request that your country joins as a co-sponsor of the resolution or
at least votes in favor. (for information about how countries voted last
year and which countries sponsored the 1996 resolution, as well as the
outcome of the 1997 disarmament committee vote,  contact Alyn Ware at<
lcnp@aol.com>.

4. 1000 NGOs by PrepCom:  Alice will mail out the Abolition 2000 Statement,
an enrollment form and the list of Working Groups to all the members of the
NPT Working Group to encourage their support for enrolling more NGOs in our
network.  (Jody Williams, the Nobel Peace Prize Winner for the Landmines
Campaign, reported at the UN, when asked for the secret of their success,
that they had 1000 NGOs, a powerful e-mail network and a draft treaty to
rally around.  This is an inspiring parallel to our A-2000 Network – so
let’s keep the enrollments going!)

5. Outreach:
a. Speakers Bureau:  Joan David suggested that we organize a speakers bureau
b. Roundtable:  Pamela Ransom suggested that we have roundtables to
publicize our issues   
c. Campus Events: Tina Bell will contact student activists groups to see if
we can provide speakers at their events.
d.  Other suggestions: organize roundtable to influence Congress; go to
Graduate Schools - International Studies, etc. 
e. Bella Abzug: Pam will set up meeting with Bella if possible to explore
broader outreach

6. South African Strategy:  To reach Nelson Mandela before the 1998 PrepCom
in Geneva and enroll him in calling for negotiations to begin on a treaty to
eliminate nuclear weapons
  a. Gloria Lawrence will speak to her contact with Archbishop Tutu
  b. Pamela Ransom will speak to her contact who worked in South Africa

7. NPT A-2000 Panels
    a. Alternate Energy (Zia Mian gave a stunning report at the New England
Abolition 2000 Organizing conference demonstrating the huge amounts of
nuclear waste that would be generated from commercial power compared to the
much smaller amount from military nukes.)

b. Nuclear Waste and Health: At that same meeting, Anna Rondon of the Navaho



1113.07.txt[5/3/2017 10:48:43 AM]

nation, told us the heartbreaking tale of the plans to open many new uranium
mines in the US, which has caused so many awful health effects to the
uranium miners in the past—mostly native Americans.

c. Nuclear Materials Register and Monitoring

8. CTBT Ratification and Stockpile Stewardship
a. Ann Zanes will contact Working Assets to see if they will do some public
information on the issue
b. Ann will call Peace Links to see if we can enroll a Senate champion for a
"clean CTB" unencumbered by the $60 billion Stockpile Stewardship program.
c. Alice will mail the Abolition 2000 poll out with the minutes.

9. Hague Appeal for Peace:  Miranda Sissons reported that the event will be
held on May 10-16, 1999 and is being sponsored by IPB, IALANA, IPPNW, and
the World Federalists.

NEXT MEETING: Tuesday, December 2nd, 12:00 to 2:00 PM, GRACE, 15 E. 26 St.,
10th floor, brown bag lunch (coffee and tea will be served)
RSVP: Chris West at GRACE: 212-726-9160 or aslater@igc.apc.org

Alice Slater
Global Resource Action Center for the Environment(GRACE)
15 E. 26 St., New York, NY  10010
212-726-9161 (tel)
212-726-9160 (fax)
aslater@igc.apc.org
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Hi fellow abolitionists,
Here's the latest nonsense on CTBT ratification and deathpile skewership
from a US Senator proposing in the Congressional Record what the DC "arms
control" community considers a helpful point of view!!?!!  Note the ten
points below.  Alice Slater
>>
>>Saturday, November 8, 1997
>>
>>>>               SUPPORT THE COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN TREATY
>>
>>Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise to join a number of my 
>>colleagues in speaking briefly about one of the most important issues
>>that will come before the Senate next year in the second session of the 
>>105th Congress.
>>  In late September, President Clinton submitted the Comprehensive Test
>>Ban Treaty to the Senate for ratification. The President's transmission 
>>statement includes the following:
>>
>>       The Conclusion of the Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty is a
>>signal event in the history of arms control. The subject of the treaty
>>is one that has been under consideration by the international community
>>for nearly 40 years, and the significance of the conclusion of
>>negotiations and the signature to date of more than 140 states cannot be
>>overestimated. The Treaty creates an absolute prohibition against the
>>conduct of nuclear weapon test explosions or any other nuclear explosion
>>anywhere. . . . The Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty is of singular
>>significance to the continuing efforts to stem nuclear proliferation and
>>strengthen regional and global stability. Its conclusion marks the
>>achievement of the highest priority item on the international arms
>>control and nonproliferation agenda.
>>
>>  I commend the President for his leadership on this issue. I look
>>forward to working closely and in a bipartisan fashion to secure prompt
>>ratification of the CTBT. I will do absolutely everything I can to
>>support the passage of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. I expect a
>>spirited debate on the CTBT including vigorous opposition from some who
>>continue to believe in nuclear expansion and experimentation.
>>  Several Senate hearings have recently been held and I urge the body to
>>move forward in a timely and deliberative manner early in 1998. As a 
>>member of the Appropriations Energy and Water subcommittee with funding
>>responsibility for nuclear weapons activities including stockpile
>>stewardship, I look forward to actively participating in Senate
>>consideration of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.
>>  Mr. President, at this point, I ask that a brief titled, ``Ten
>>Reasons for a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty,'' be printed in the 
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>>Record. This information was prepared by a nongovernmental organization
>>in support of CTBT ratification.
>>  The material follows:

 [NOTE: THE TEN UGLY POINTS BELOW ARE PROPOSED BY THE COALITION TO REDUCE
THE NUCLEAR DANGER -- THAT'S REDUCE, NOT ELIMINATE!! A.S.]

>>       Ten Reasons for a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.

>>>  1. the ctbt would guard against the renewal of the nuclear arms race
>>The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty would limit the ability
>>of nuclear weapons states to build new nuclear weapons by 
>>prohibiting ``any nuclear weapon test explosions and all 
>>other nuclear explosions.'' The ban on nuclear explosions 
>>would severely impede the development of new, sophisticated 
>>nuclear weapons by the existing nuclear powers. While 
>>countries could build advanced, new types of nuclear weapons 
>>designs without nuclear explosive testing, they will lack the 
>>high confidence that the weapons will work as designed. Thus, 
>>the Treaty can impede a nuclear arms buildup by five declared 
>>and three undeclared nuclear weapon states.
>>
>>
>WHAT LIES!!  What about the NRDC report on new weapons in the works?
>
>> 2. The CTBT would curb nuclear weapons proliferation Under the
>>Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, ``threshold'' states would be prevented
>>from carrying out the types of tests required to field a modern nuclear
>>arsenal. While a country could develop nuclear weapons for the first
>>time  without conducting nuclear explosions, the bomb design would  be
>>fare from optimal in size and weight and its nuclear  explosive power
>>would remain uncertain. The CTBT is therefore  vital to preventing the
>>spread of nuclear weapons to additional states, where these weapons
>>could destabilize international security.
>>
>
>[TO THE CONTRARY, our provocative stockpile stewardship program is an
incentive to other nations to proliferate!!]
>>
>>   3. The CTBT would strengthen the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty The
>>conclusion of the CTBT is a key element in the global
>>bargain that led to the signing and the extension of the 
>>Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. in May 1995, non-nuclear 
>>states agreed to extend that Treaty in May 1995 with the 
>>understanding that Article VI measures in the original treaty--like the
>>CTBT--would be implemented. At the May 1995 
>>NPT extension conference, all nations agreed to ``The  completion by the
>>Conference on Disarmament of the  negotiations on a universal and
>>internationally and  effectively verifiable Comprehensive
>>Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty  no later than 1996.'' Ratification of the CTBT
>>would further legitimize U.S. non-proliferation efforts and lay the
>>basis for universal enforcement of the CTBT, even against the few
>>nations that may not sign.
>>
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>>
>[THE NPT IS UNRAVELING ALREADY because of the deathpile skewership deal
Clinton made for the CTBT.  Mexico said it may withdraw from the NPT in 2000
if we go ahead with computer simulations and sub-criticals; India refused to
sign the CTBT because of "loopholes" which permit the further development of
new nukes by the more technologically advanced countries.]
>
>>    4. Nuclear testing is not necessary to maintain the safety and
>>reliability of the U.S. arsenal The U.S. has a solid and proven warhead
>>surveillance and maintenance program to preserve the safety and
>>reliability of  the U.S. nuclear deterrent without nuclear test
>>explosions  and this program is being augmented through the
>>Science-Based Stockpile Stewardship Program (SBSS). Although some of the
>>projects that are part of the SBSS program are not essential  to the
>>maintenance of the stockpile, many objective experts-- both critics and
>>supporters of the program--agree that the program can ensure the safety
>>and reliability of the U.S.   nuclear stockpile without resorting to
>>nuclear explosive testing.
>
>[WHAT ABOUT SUB-CRITICALS??!?  What about the explosions in the NIF?
What's safety?  Why do we need reliability -- unless we are still
threatening to use them first?  After all, what nation would try to attack
us on the off chance that our weapons are unreliable?]
>
>>       All operational U.S. nuclear weapons are already ``one-point
>>safe'' against accidental detonation of the warhead's 
>>high explosives, making even low-yield nuclear explosions, 
>>known as ``hydronuclear'' tests unnecessary. in addition, the 
>>nuclear warhead designs of operational U.s. nuclear weapons 
>>incorporate additional modern safety features. Since 
>>instituting a new annual warhead safety and reliability 
>>certification process in 1995, U.S. nuclear weapons have been 
>>twice certified without nuclear test explosions.
>
>[THEN WHY deathpile skewership for "safety"?]
>>
>>      5. The CTBT is effectively verifiable
>>
>>       The CTBT would put into place an extensive, global array of 170
>>seismic monitoring stations, 80 radionuclide monitoring 
>>stations, 11 hydroacoustic monitoring stations, and 60 
>>infrasound monitoring stations to detect and deter possible 
>>nuclear test explosions. Monitoring capabilities would be 
>>especially sensitive at and around the established nuclear 
>>test sites. With this monitoring system, the CTBT would--with 
>>high confidence--be able to detect nuclear test explosions 
>>that are militarily significant. In addition, the CTBT
>>would provide an additional deterrent against potential 
>>test ban violations by establishing on-site inspection 
>>(OSI) rights that could allow detection of the radioactive 
>>gases leaking from an underground nuclear test.
>>
>>[THE ADMINISTRATOR OF THE CTBT in Vienna, Ambassador Wolfgang Hoffman,
told us at a UN panel that the monitoring system is already being installed,
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regardless of whether the CTBT is ratified.  He is also trying to raise $15
million for monitoring whether any one is cheating on underground testing,
while we are funding SS&M at $4.5 bill per year for 13 years.]

>>    6. the ctbt would substantially enhance current u.s. monitoring
>>capabilities Whether or not the CTBT is ratified, U.S. intelligence
>>agencies will be tasked with monitoring nuclear weapons  programs of the
>>nuclear powers and the efforts of non-nuclear states and groups to
>>attain nuclear weapons. The Treaty will make that task easier by
>>establishing a far-reaching 
>>international monitoring system across the globe that would 
>>augment existing national intelligence tools. Clearly, U.S. 
>>intelligence capabilities to detect nuclear tests and nuclear 
>>weapons development programs would be far better with the CTBT
>> 
[SEE ABOVE]

>>   7. the ctbt would enhance the international norm against nuclear
>>testing. If the five declared nuclear weapon states ratify the
>>Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, it will strengthen the global norm
>>against testing and weapons development that helps make  the nuclear
>>``have-not'' nations far less inclined to develop  nuclear weapons. The
>>U.S. has not tested a nuclear weapon since 1992 when Congress passed and
>>President Bush signed the  Hatfield-Exon-Mitchell legislation
>>establishing a moratorium 
>>on nuclear testing. This law, which remains in effect, says 
>>that the U.S. may not conduct a nuclear test explosion unless 
>>another nation conducts a test. CTBT ratification would help 
>>bring other nations in line with U.S. policy.
>>
>>
>[BALONEY!!]  The other nations know we are developing new weapons!!
See NRDC documents.

>>  8. the ctbt is supported by a large majority of the american people 
>>The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty is supported by a large
>>majority of the American people. U.S. public support for a 
>>nuclear weapons test ban has remained consistently high since 
>>the early days of the Cold War. The most recent poll, 
>>conducted in September 1997 by the Mellman Group, revealed 
>>that 70 percent of Americans support United States 
>>ratification of a nuclear test an treaty.
>>
>[AND 87% SUPPORT A TREATY FOR THE ELIMINATION OF NUKES just like we did for
chemical and biological weapons--how come they're not talking about that?!?
And why did the US vote against the Malaysian Resolution in the UN this week
to begin negotiations on a treaty?  Only China, of all places, from the nuke
gang of five, voted in favor of negotiations together with over a 100 other
countries]

>>  9. the ctbt is the longest-sought initiative to help reduce nuclear
>>weapons dangers. The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty marks an historic
>>achievement pursued by Presidents since Dwight D. Eisenhower.   For
>>forty years, Presidents and activists have worked for an end to nuclear
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>>testing. Previous negotiations have been hindered by international
>>incidents, the failure to compromise at key times, and most importantly,
the political dynamics of the Cold War nuclear arms race itself. 
>>Ratification of the CTBT would mark an important milestone in 
>>the effort to end the nuclear arms race.
>>
>[THIS CTBT WITH ITS $60 BILLION DEATHPILE SKEWERSHIP proliferation package,
is not the clean CTBT we all sought for so many years -- a clean CTB that
would really end the nuclear arms race with its spiraling efforts to design
and develop new nukes.]
>
>>
>>10. The ctbt would protect human health and the environment
>>since 1945, six nations have conducted 2,046 nuclear test explosions--an
>>average of one test every nine days. These 
>>tests spread dangerous levels of radioactive fallout downwind 
>>and into the global atmosphere. A 1997 National Cancer 
>>Institute Study estimates that fallout from only 90 U.S.      nuclear
>>test will likely cause 10,000--75,000 additional      thyroid cancers in
>>the U.S. Underground testing also poses     environmental hazards: each
>>blast spreads highly radioactive 
>>material underground; many underground nuclear explosions have 
>>vented radioactive gases. The Energy Department reports that 
>>114 of the 723 U.S. nuclear tests since 1963 released 
>>radioactive material into the atmosphere.
>
>[WHAT ABOUT THE SUB-CRITICAL SPLATTERING of over three pounds of plutonium
in the tunnels 1000 feet beneath the Nevada desert every time a "test" is
exploded on Western Shoshone land?  What about the chemicals they use to
blow up the plutonium?  What venting will they discover some day down the
line, just the way they discovered venting for underground full-scale
nuclear explosions, all the while they were assuring us that underground
testing was OK?]
>
Alice Slater
Global Resource Action Center for the Environment(GRACE)
15 E. 26 St., New York, NY  10010
212-726-9161 (tel)
212-726-9160 (fax)
aslater@igc.apc.org
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Dear Friends,
RE: Land mines Treaty Signing Conference etc

I would like to clarify understanding about the events taking place in
Ottawa December 2-7 1997 around the sigjning of the treaty to ban landmines.
Among many other events (governemnts signing ceremony, peoples' treaty
signing, panels, ngo forum, benefit concert etc etc) on December 5th there
will be a forum to examine the Ottawa Process specifically. This is as a
result of the great interest in how this process worked. Gov't, NGO and
international agencies (UN, ICRC) representatives will present papers and
key respondents will reply. This is being organized by the Dept. of Foreign
Affairs. There is currently background work being done by the Norman
Paterson School of INternational Affairs at Carleton University in
preparation for the Forum. The focus of the forum is to examine the unique
experience of this fast track approach which has resulted in the ban treaty.
Elements to it being: unprecedented ngo-gov't collaboration, middle power
countries working together as a core group, the impact of civil society in
influencing foreign policy in a post-cold war environment, can this approach
be applied to other issues.

Space for Dec 5 is VERY, in fact EXTREMELY, limited. There will be present a
number of Canadian groups (PGS, Pugwash, Ploughshares) who work both on land
mines and nuclear weapons abolition as well representatives from IPPNW.  An
academic book will be published, by the Norman Paterson School, of papers
presented and other interventions made. There will also be a video produced
which will outline, in a more popular version, how the Ottawa Process has
worked, interviews etc. These materials will be available probably in the
Spring/Summer of 1998. 

I put up this message so people will know that these discussions around the
Ottawa Process will be made available to a wide audience and that nuclear
abolitionists at the Forum will be keeping in mind how lessons learned from
this process could be applied to other issues.
Debbie Grisdale

*******
Debbie Grisdale
Physicians for Global Survival (Canada)
#208-145 Spruce St.,
Ottawa ON K1R 6P1
Tel: 613 233 1982
Fax: 613 233 9028
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To: dce@wcc-coe.org
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Events at PrepCom
Cc: dgracie@afsc.org, crramey@igc.org, dave@paxchristiusa.org, atwood@pop.unicc.org
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Dwain:

We appreciate your positive response to the proposal to bring the religious community into events at the NPT PrepCom 
in Geneva next April and May.  I have shared your communication with David Gracie of AFSC, Clayton Ramey of 
FOR, and Dave Robinson of Pax Christi USA, who with myself are functioning as an informal "steering committee" for 
the U.S. end of this undertaking.  I also shared a copy with David Atwood in Geneva.

1.  We definitely would like to have some kind of gathering at the ecumenical center some time after 16:00 on Monday, 
April 27, so go ahead and reserve space.  We are pleased that Konrad Raiser is willing to participate and make 
substantive welcoming remarks.  We want to talk through who else might participate and what shape the gathering will 
take.

The Abolition 2000 NPT Working Group has requested Ambassador Tadeusz Strulak, chair of the PrepCom, for an 
opportunity to have NGO presentations during the opening debate at a regular session of the PrepCom. This Working 
Group has suggested a two hour time allocation for 15 NGO speakers for eight minutes each. If it happens, there might 
be one or two speakers from the religious community, but various other viewpoints from the NGO community will want 
to address the PrepCom.  Whether Ambassador Strulak will agree remains to be seen.

Another possibility would be to have a half-dozen or so persons from different faiths address the PrepCom, say on 
Monday afternoon, to make the moral case for nuclear disarmament.  Then at another session, say on Tuesday, other 
NGO representatives could lay out more technical aspects of nuclear disarmament in more detail.  At the moment I don't 
want to become competitive with the broader NGO community for PrepCom time, so I don't want to request a separate 
bloc of time for the religious community.  But we can see what unfolds.

But since none of this is under our control and probably won't be known for a while, we should plan now for what we 
can control, that is, a gathering that includes a reception at the ecumenical center on Monday, April 27 late afternoon or 
early evening.  We need to ask ourselves: What is workable?  How do we attract delegates?  Could we have a not-too-
lengthy forum with a speaker from each major faith? If so, is there an auditorium available?  Would we do better with 
only a reception with a series of welcoming remarks from different faith representatives?  Either way we could have a 
joint statement that would be released that day or in advance.  We would be interested in your observations on what 
experience shows to be most workable.

With any of these alternatives, we would want a reception "with wine, soft drinks, and elegant sandwiches."  We are 
prepared to raise funds for it.  How much would it cost?  That would, of course, depend on how many delegates 
attended and how many other persons.  Do delegates bring spouses and staff to such receptions?  We would want to 
invite NGO representatives and will need to figure how who and how many.  If necessary, we can pay for somebody in 
Geneva to handle the logistics.  So we would appreciate a rough estimate of costs so that we can start raising funds.

2.  Within the next week or two I will lay out some ideas on what might go into a joint statement.  If we get a first draft 
ready by early January, that should give us time to circulate it to potential signers and participants and make necessary 
revisions.

3. We would like to arrange for an ecumenical worship service during the second week of the conference.  What time of 
day do you think would be best?  Is there any preferred day, or any day that would not be possible?  As for identifying 
participants and working out details, I believe that we should first get participants for the April 27 gathering.  After that 
we can discuss the worship service, but we can collect ideas in the meantime.
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4. What religious representatives will participate may be influenced by the nature of the event.  For instance, a top-level 
faith leader might be willing to go to Geneva to address a plenary session of the PrepCom if we have that opportunity 
but not go only to make a few remarks at a reception.  We will need to make soundings before all answers are known.

We will welcome suggestions from Genevans regarding Muslim and Jewish representation; also, Buddhist. What other 
faiths should be involved?  How can we involve people of color?  What about women?

 What's the situation with Orthodox Christians?  I realize that they are part of WCC, but they hold a special place in the 
spectrum of religions.  Along those lines I saw a statement that the Russian Orthodox Church has issued a pamphlet that 
says: "We demand the adoption of government programs preserving nuclear weapons....It is our debt to the nation...to 
avoid the destruction of the nuclear complex."  We are checking this out and wonder what you know about it.

It would be nice that before Christmas or by mid-January at latest we can work out the shape of the Monday evening 
gathering and reception and determine who will speak and/or be introduced. Then we can move on to other aspects. 
We'll keep in close touch with you.

With best regards,

Howard W. Hallman
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ATTENTION: ALL ORGANISATIONS AND ACTIVISTS IN NON-NUCLEAR AND NON-NATO
COUNTRIES.

The United States, now supported by other NATO States, has proposed that the
soon-to-be-established International Criminal Court (ICC) include as war
crimes the use of chemical weapons or poisonous gas, but not nuclear weapons,
 thus legitimizing the threat or use of nuclear weapons. This would replace
draft language in the ICC Statute which would make the use of all weapons of
mass destruction a crime.

Please act now to oppose the NATO proposal and ensure that the use of any
weapon of mass destruction is considered a war crime and a crime against
humanity (See Action below).

 Introduction

An international diplomatic conference is scheduled to be held in Rome in
June 1998 to formally establish an International Criminal Court (ICC). The
ICC will have the power to try individuals charged with the commission of
serious international crimes including genocide, crimes against humanity and
war crimes. 

The ICC differs from the International Court of Justice (ICJ), which hears
cases between countries  but has no power to try individuals. And, unlike the
ad hoc courts which were established at the end of World War II to try German
and Japanese criminals and the recently established tribunals for Rwanda and
the former Yugoslavia, the ICC will be permanent and not restricted to any
one region or dispute.

The creation of an International Criminal Court was proposed at the United
Nations more than 45 years ago, but it has only been since the tragedies of
Bosnia and Rwanda that enough political pressure has accumulated to make this
vision a reality.

A series of preparatory and intersessional meetings have been held over the
past two years to draft the Statute of the ICC. Two more meetings are planned
for December and March before a draft Statute is forwarded to the diplomatic
conference.

The key issues for the drafters are trigger mechanisms (how a case is brought
to the court), complementarity (the relationship between national courts and
the ICC) and scope (which crimes will be covered).
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 War Crimes

There is a large body of international law which greatly restricts behavior
permissable during wartime. The humanitarian law of warfare, codified in such
international treaties as the Geneva and Hague Conventions, makes it illegal,
among other things, to use weapons or tactics which :
 * fail to discriminate between combatants and    civilians
 * cause unnecessary suffering
 * use poisonous or analogous substances
 * violate neutral states
 * cause long-term and severe damage to the environment 

The Nuremburg Principles, which were used to convict German War Criminals,
affirm that individuals cannot escape responsibility for such actions even if
they are condoned by their respective governments. The Rwanda and Yugoslavia
Tribunals are using this law in the trials of individuals who committed,
ordered or condoned atrocities in these countries. The ICC Draft Statute thus
includes a section which would provide for the prosecution of individuals for
war crimes.

 Weapons of mass destruction

The U.S. has proposed that the use of biological and chemical, but not
nuclear, weapons be included as a war crime in the ICC Statute. Syria has
proposed that the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons also be included. 

Aotearoa-New Zealand and Switzerland have proposed an alternative formulation
drafted by the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), which
includes as a crime "employing weapons, projectiles and material and methods
of warfare of such a nature as to cause superfluous injury or unnecessary
suffering or [being] inherently indiscriminate." This formulation would give
the Court greater scope and more flexibility to prosecute individuals for the
use of a wide range of weapons possibly including chemical, biological and
nuclear weapons.

All three proposals are currently in the draft Statute as bracketted text,
i.e. text which has not yet been agreed upon. The US and other NATO states
are now lobbying to remove both the ICRC formulation and the reference to
nuclear weapons. 

We must ensure that the ICRC wording, followed by specific inclusion of
chemical, biological AND nuclear weapons, be kept in the draft Statute. The
Lawyers' Committee on Nuclear Policy calls on all disarmament, peace and
human rights activists and organizations to support this.

  Nuclear Weapons

The threat or use of nuclear weapons should be included in the ICC Statute as
a war crime. Repeated UN resolutions have declared the use of nuclear weapons
to be a violation of the UN Charter and a crime against humanity.  The
International Court of Justice, in an advisory opinion delivered on July 8,
1996, affirmed that the threat or use of nuclear weapons would generally be
contrary to the rules of international law. 
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Failure to include nuclear weapons in the ICC Statute, while including
chemical and biological weapons, could legitimize the threat and use of
nuclear weapons. This would fly in the face of the International Court of
Justice decision and hinder efforts to achieve the global elimination of such
weapons, which was ordered by the Court.

 Timeline

The war crimes text will be discussed at the next ICC preparatory committee
meeting in New York, December 1-12, 1997.  The NATO States are pushing for
the  reference to nuclear weapons to be removed at this meeting. 

 Action

* Contact your Minister of Foreign Affairs and urge that your country support
keeping the ICRC formulation, and  the reference to nuclear weapons threat or
use as a war crime, in the draft text of the ICC Statute at the ICC
preparatory committee meeting in December. Please send us any responses you
may receive.

* Come to New York in December to observe the meeting. The pro-nuclear states
will find it more difficult to lobby for their untenable position if they are
being watched, and other countries which are struggling to keep the reference
to nuclear weapons in the draft Statute need support. 

For further information, including how to get a UN Pass for December,
contact;

Lawyers' Committee on Nuclear Policy
666 Broadway #625, New York, NY 10012. 
Phone (1) 212 674 7790. Fax (1) 212 674 6199. 
Email lcnp@aol.com
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Tue, 18 Nov 1997 10:53:26 -0800 (PST)
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: NPT PREPCOM, preparations for
To: abolition-caucus@igc.org
X-Sender: mupj@pop.igc.org

Dear Abolitionists:

I would like to discuss our preparations for the NPT PrepCom, scheduled to
meet in Geneva from April 27 to May 8, 1998.

1.  The Religious Working Group for Nuclear Abolition has initiated an
effort to bring world religious leaders to Geneva at that time to make the
religious and moral case for nuclear abolition and to urge delegates to set
in motion processes that will lead to attaining that goal.  The World
Council of Churches has offered space at the Ecumenical Center, located near
the United Nations, for a gathering and reception for delegates for late
afternoon or early evening, Monday, April 27.  Dr. Konrad Raiser, general
secretary of the World Council of Churches, has consented to make
substantive welcoming remarks.  Pax Christi is working to obtain Catholic
participation.  We are seeking participation of representatives of other
major faiths.  Conceivably one or more religious leaders could be among NGO
representatives addressing PrepCom delegates at a plenary session, as has
been requested by the Abolition 2000 Working Group for the NPT, but it
remains to be seen whether the PrepCom provides this opportunity.  Whether
or not this occurs, we are going ahead with preparations for the reception
on Monday, April 27 some time after 16:00.  The Working Group for the NPT
has agreed to put this event on its schedule of activities.

We will develop a joint statement for religious leaders to be released at
the PrepCom.  We are also giving consideration to having an ecumenical
religious service during the second week of the PrepCom meeting.  Delegates
and NGO representatives would be invited to participate.  The chapel of the
Ecumenical Center would be available for this purpose.  Similar religious
services have been conducted during other conferences, such as the land
mines gathering.

Anyone with suggestions about these events should get in touch with me.

2.  Communications from the Working Group for the NPT have stressed the
importance of influencing governments before the PrepCom.  I agree.
Therefore, I intend to work with others in the U.S. religious community to
seek to influence the U.S. position at the NPT PrepCom.  This will be
coordinated with other nuclear abolition supporters in the United States.  I
hope that religious organizations in other countries will likewise be part
of efforts to influence their government's policy going into the PrepCom.

3.  As we launch this effort, I believe that we in the Abolition 2000
movement need to sharpen our focus on precisely what we want our governments
to support at the PrepCom.  As I re-read the e-mail correspondence since
August, I note a variety of suggestions but not a complete, working consensus.
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The Working Group for the NPT and most correspondents have emphasized the
Abolition 2000 goal of achieving a nuclear weapons convention.  For the
PrepCom this is translated into a proposal to establish an intersessional
working group to start the process of negotiating such a convention.  This
seems appropriate for our top priority.

Beyond that are suggestions for other agenda items, including no first use,
negative security assurances, laboratory testing, nuclear free zones,
cut-off of nuclear weapons usable material.  I would add taking nuclear
forces off alert and removal of warheads from delivery vehicles, as
recommended by the Canberra Commission (which also favors mutual no first
use). All of these are suitable topics for forums, but I believe that we
should settle on one or two of these in our advanced campaign to influence
governments between now and the PrepCom.

4.  Whatever our priorities, we need to step up our campaign to influence
governments.  For purpose of discussion, let's assume that the recent
committee vote on the Malaysian resolution reflects the way governments feel
about moving toward negotiations for a nuclear weapons convention.  A
careful analysis of this vote is needed and strategies developed for
different blocs, such as UK and France with new governments, other NATO
countries, the C.I.S. states, etc.  Presumably Abolition 2000 affiliates in
each country will have major responsibility for influencing their own
governments, but perhaps our European colleagues could devise and carry out
a shared European strategy.  There might be other regional groupings.  And
we might also devise an outreach strategy for regions where Abolition 2000
doesn't have much participation.

We need some kind of feedback and information sharing on activities in
different countries and some kind of vote count.  I'm not sure who should
have this responsibility.

We could also benefit from shared material that makes the case for our
recommendations.

5.  Finally I would like to offer an approach for making the case for
PrepCom action to start the process of developing a nuclear weapons convention.

Psalm 24, sacred to Jews and Christians, states: "The earth is the Lord's
and the fulness thereof, the world and those who dwell therein; for the Lord
has founded it upon the seas, and established it upon the rivers."  Genesis
2:15 indicates that Planet Earth (symbolized as the Garden of Eden) is
available to humankind to till and keep, that is, to use for mutual benefit
and to preserve.  It follows that we have responsibility be good stewards of
Earth during our lifetimes.  (Humanists who prefer to skip the theological
beginning can agree with this last point.)

Weapons of mass destruction are contrary to our stewardship responsibility
because they have potential of doing grave harm to Earth and its
inhabitants.  Therefore, all of us have an obligation to rid Earth of this
perilous threat. Nuclear weapons states have special responsibilities to
dismantle their nuclear arsenal.  Therefore, it is appropriate for the two
largest possessors, Russia and the United States, to negotiate for mutual
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reduction. But when the best they can project is retention of 2,000 to 2,500
strategic warheads on each side ten years from now, other nations have a
responsibility to intervene and insist that this is not good enough.
Nuclear abolition is necessary for the good of Earth and its people and
cannot wait for the nuclear weapons states to accomplish at their leisure,
if and when they choose

Accordingly, it is appropriate for a world body, such as the NPT Preparatory
Committee, to initiate a process that sets the course for ridding the world
of nuclear weapons.  It is also appropriate for the PrepCom to instruct
nuclear weapon states to take interim steps, such as  adopting a no first
use policy and  taking nuclear weapons off alert by separating warheads from
delivery vehicles.  Such measures would provide protection from the use of
nuclear weapons by accident, design, or miscalculation during the period of
dismantlement.

Non-nuclear weapon states shouldn't be shy in speaking out to the possessors
of nuclear weapons.  It is their Earth and their people who are endangered
by continued deployment of nuclear weapons.  If the nuclear weapon states
don't want to work out an agreement for total elimination of all nuclear
weapons, then other nations should devise a program for systematic nuclear
disarmament that is fair, safe, and complete.  If the nuclear weapon states
are not persuaded to go along with this plan, other nations can use various
sanctions, such as those developed and applied to other rogue nations.  For
instance, since international trade is highly treasured by the United States
(note dealings with China), there might be a boycott of American products,
starting with coca cola, pepsi, and McDonald's.  

In sum, in our efforts to influence governments to support abolitionist
policies at the NPT PrepCom, we need to persuade governmental leaders to
cease their subservience to the nuclear weapon states and to press for a
nuclear disarmament process that is good for all the people of Earth.

I would appreciate your response to my ideas.

With best regards,

Howard W. Hallman, Chair
Methodists United for Peace with Justice
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Sun, 16 Nov 1997 22:35:54 +0100
From: Ak Malten <A.Malten@net.HCC.nl>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Re: A book on ICJ's Ad Op on nukes?
To: okamoto mitsuo <okamoto@shudo-u.ac.jp>, abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-Sender: amalten@pop4.inter.nl.net

Dear Professor Mitsuo and other Abolition 2000 Friends,

I can not offer you and other Abolition 2000 Friends the ICJ
Advisory Opinion on Nuclear Weapons, including the individual
opinions in book form, which I regret!

But I can offer you and other Abolition 2000 Friends copies
of the three original disks, I got from the ICJ itself on 
8th July 1996 (handed to me via IALANA). The contain the
complete opinion including the separate opinions in WP 5.1-
format. Which you of course could print out.

For those who want to put it on their website I also can offer
the complete bundle on 2 floppies in HTML-format.

Either one or both offers can be send by mail upon request against
cost price of the floppies, postage and a small amount for handling.

An other possibility of course is to contact the ICJ itself and ask
if they still have and could send you the advisory opinion and
separate opinions as a hard copy.
Their address is:

ICJ Secretary, Arthur Witteveen,
Internationaal Gerechtshof,
Vredes Paleis,
Carnegieplein 2,
2517 Den Haag,
Nederland
tel +31 70 302 2336
fax +31 70 364 9928

Glad to be of service.

Peace,
or saved by
the pigeon,

Ak Malten,

Global Anti-Nuclear Alliance

---***---
At 10:10 AM 11/16/97 -0500, okamoto mitsuo wrote:
>Dear Abolitionists,
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>
>Does any one of you out there know about the complete documentation of the
>ICJ' Advisory Opinion on nuclear weapons in a BOOK form (inclusive of
>individual opinions)?  
>
>I am aware of its availability in websites (like the one by Al Maltens),
>but it would be more convenient, at least for me, if I have it in a BOOK
form.
>
>Thanks in advance for your information.
>
>Mitsuo
>*************************************************************
>Mitsuo Okamoto (Professor, Hiroshima Shudo University)
>Human Rights Program (Visiting Fellow)
>Harvard Law School(Pound Hall 401)
>1563 Massachusetts Avenue
>Cambridge, MA 02138 USA
>Email okamoto@shudo-u.ac.jp 
>
>Tel +1-617-496-2824 (office, direct)
>Tel +1-617-661-6609 (residence)
>--------------------------------------------------------------
>If you want peace, prepare for peace (Si vis pacem para pacem).
>--------------------------------------------------------------
>**************************************************************
>
>

---end---

=============================================================
  The Global Anti-Nuclear Alliance (GANA) -- is a member of    
  The Abolition 2000 Network, A Global Network to Eliminate 
  Nuclear Weapons

Address: c/o Ak Malten        
        Irisstraat 134          Tel:+31.70.3608905
        2565TP The Hague        Fax:+31.70.3608905
        The Netherlands         E-Mail: A.Malten@net.HCC.nl

GANA's website:  

       http://www.inter.nl.net/hcc/A.Malten/welcome.html

The ICJ Advisory Opinion on Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons, 
 **including ALL the Separate Opinions of ALL the Judges**,
    the Canberra Report, the CTBT Text and Protocol and 
the MODEL Nuclear Weapons Convention (*new*) can be found at: 

       http://www.inter.nl.net/hcc/A.Malten/docs.html
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=============================================================
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Mon, 17 Nov 1997 10:39:10 +0100
From: Lysiane Alezard <mvtpaix@globenet.org>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: France : national conference of peace activists
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-Sender: mvtpaix@globenet.org

Dear abolitionists on five continents,

please find enclosed information about the national conference of peace
activists to be held near Paris on Nov. 28-30, 1997. On Friday night, we
shall hold an international forum for "A Europe of peace, open onto the
world", with 3 successive round tables on the elimination of nuclear
weapons, security in Europe without NATO, cooperation with the East and the
South. Participants will from from 10 European countries and the US, as weel
as from Abolition 2000 (Europe), International peace bureau, World peace
council.
Please feel free to attend, or to send messages of support.
tel. 33 1 40 12 09 12 fax 33 1 40 11 57 87. E mail mvtpaix@globenet.org.

NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF PEACE ACTIVISTS

initiated by the Mouvement de la Paix
Gennevilliers (near Paris)
November 28-29-30, 1997.

The Mouvement de la Paix will convene a national conference of peace
activists, which will be the last assembly of that kind by the year 2000. As
peace activists, we are faced with major challenges : shall we finally get
rid of all nuclear weapons? Can we do without a security based on the use of
force ? How shall we promote a culture of peace ?

Based on these crucial questions, our intention is to bring together a broad
variety of individuals, of personalities to discuss with them and work
towards building a world without nuclear weapons, without violence and wars.
Our invitation will also reach all these organizations which work on one of
these issues - peace groups, unions, development institutes.

Saturday morning and afternoon, as well as Sunday morning will be devoted to
forums and workshops introduced by one or two persons likely to make an
important contribution to our common reflection.

On Friday night, before the Conference actually starts, we would like to
focus on the question of European security. "How can we build a peaceful
Europe, open onto the world ?"  This will consist of an international panel
of activists from the whole continent, as well as from the United States. We
are also inviting representatives from three major international NGOs
working on peace issues : Abolition 2000, International Peace Bureau, and
the World Peace Council.

We would be most honored and pleased to host you on that occasion. We can
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cover accommodation and food expenses during your stay in France. Languages
will be French and English.
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To: abolition-caucus
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: A2000, Religious Working Group established
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

To Abolitionists:

During the past year a Religious Working Group for Nuclear Abolition has started functioning.  It formed in the United 
States but is open to all persons and organizations throughout the globe who approach the abolition of nuclear weapons 
from a religious perspective.  Co-conveners include David Gracie of American Friends Service Committee, Clayton 
Ramey of Fellowship of Reconciliation, and myself, Howard Hallman of Methodists United for Peace with Justice. 

The Religious Working Group will serve as a forum for sharing information, producing joint material such as worship 
services and church bulletin inserts, and undertaking special projects.   During the past 18 months persons affiliated with 
the Religious Working Group developed worship and commemorative material to mark the signing of the 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty in September 1996.  This material was adapted for use during the Sabbath weekend 
that marked the inauguration of President Clinton for his second term and also the Martin Luther King, Jr. birthday 
observance in January 1997.  We are now considering the possibility of getting out material to churches, synagogues, 
and other local religious organizations to encourage planting sunflowers in the spring of 1998 as part of the broader 
campaign to use sunflowers as the symbol of nuclear abolition.  We are also working on plans to bring world religious 
leaders to Geneva when the NPT PrepCom meets in April-May 1998.  This is discussed more fully in a separate e-mail 
message.

To facilitate communication, the Religious Working Group has set up a list-serve, intended to supplement the abolition-
caucus list-serve.  It is open to religious organizations and persons approaching nuclear abolition from a religious 
perspective.  Such organizations and persons may subscribe by sending a message to <majordomo@igc.org> with these 
words in the body of the text: subscribe abolition-religious.

If you wish further information, you may contact me at mupj@igc.org or call me at 301 896-0013.

With best regards,

Howard W. Hallman, Chair
Methodists United for Peace with Justice
Washington, DC
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To: abolition-religious
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Sunflower campaign
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

To: Religious Working Group for Nuclear Abolition

In past months we have talked about the possibility of encouraging churches, synagogues, and other religious 
organizations to plant sunflowers as a symbol of nuclear abolition.  This would be part of the broader sunflower-
planting program of Abolition 2000.

The spring of 1998 would be a good time for sunflower planting.  That means we need to start developing information 
and distributing it.

Who would be interested in working on this project?  What ideas do you have to implement it?

Please let me know your interest and ideas.

With best regards,

Howard Hallman, Chair
Methodists United for Peace with Justice
mupj@igc.org    phone/fax: 301 896-0013

Hallman is co-convener of the Religious Working Group for Nuclear Abolition along with David Gracie of AFSC and 
Clayton Ramey of FOR.
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-religious@igc.org>
Date: Mon, 17 Nov 1997 07:51:43 -0800 (PST)
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Sender: owner-abolition-religious@igc.org
Subject: Sunflower campaign
To: abolition-religious@igc.org
X-Sender: mupj@pop.igc.org

To: Religious Working Group for Nuclear Abolition

In past months we have talked about the possibility of encouraging churches,
synagogues, and other religious organizations to plant sunflowers as a
symbol of nuclear abolition.  This would be part of the broader
sunflower-planting program of Abolition 2000.

The spring of 1998 would be a good time for sunflower planting.  That means
we need to start developing information and distributing it.

Who would be interested in working on this project?  What ideas do you have
to implement it?

Please let me know your interest and ideas.

With best regards,

Howard Hallman, Chair
Methodists United for Peace with Justice
mupj@igc.org    phone/fax: 301 896-0013

Hallman is co-convener of the Religious Working Group for Nuclear Abolition
along with David Gracie of AFSC and Clayton Ramey of FOR.
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Return-Path: <owner-ctbt-organize@igc.org>
Date: Mon, 17 Nov 1997 09:35:07 -0500 (EST)
From: dkimball@clw.org (Daryl Kimball)
Sender: owner-ctbt-organize@igc.org
Subject: Ohio activities
To: ctbt-organize@igc.org
X-Sender: dkimball@[204.245.159.2]

TO: CTBT friends
FR: Daryl Kimball, Executive Director of the Coalition to Reduce Nuclear Dangers

RE: Ohio CTBT report, for your information

The following is a memo sent out by one of the key grassroots organizers in
Ohio to other Ohio activists which describes some of the CTBT activities
going on in Ohio. It might provide some useful ideas for work in your state.

DK

******************

Thu, 13 Nov 1997 

TO:  All contacts in Ohio's peace action network (Cleveland, Toledo, Akron,
Youngstown,
Columbus, Lancaster, Dayton, Athens, Oxford, and Cincinnati PLUS college
student contacts and peace group contacts in Wilmington, Yellow Springs,
Logan, and other parts of Ohio)

FR:  Linda Musmeci Kimball/Oxford Citizens for Peace & Justice
(kimbaljp@muohio.edu)

RE: Grassroots campaign for ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty
cc:  Daryl Kimball, Coalition to Reduce Nuclear Dangers, Washington, D.C.

As some of you know, the grassroots campaign for ratification of the CTBT
has begun in
earnest--here and all over the country.  I needn't tell you how important
the CTB is: most of
you have been working toward it for a long time, even with now broader local
agendas.  Now the time has come to "make it so."  Our task quite simply is
to make enough of an impression on our Senator Mike DeWine to secure his
vote FOR ratification of the treaty when it reaches the Senate floor for the
vote sometime in spring '98 (Jesse Helms' attempts at obstruction
notwithstanding).  Preliminary conspiratorial work for the lobbying campaign
targetting DeWine took shape when Tracy Moavero (Cleveland Peace Action),
Ellen Robinson(Youngstown Peace Action Council), and I agreed to serve as
Ohio contacts/point-persons on the CTBT for those national organizations
working in coalition with others on the CTBT campaign and providing some
helpful resources.  Our loyalties to any one or more of these organizations
is not the issue here; the CTBT is.  (By the way, in case you weren't aware,
John Glenn has spoken out firmly in favor of the CTBT--since 1994.)
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With nests of activists all over Ohio and our recent regrouping as a
statewide network, the
potential for our making a BIG impression on DeWine is big, and so I have
been thinking big. 

I have proposed a three-pronged strategy, which I believe is do-able and, if
achieved, will
make an extraordinary impression on the junior Senator from Ohio.  The goal
is to mobilize
CTBT supporters--and there are thousands in Ohio in addition to our own
onstituencies--to lobby DeWine.  That will require a bit of peace-work focus
on CTBT ratification, but what else do you have to do?  (You're not busy,
are you?)  I hope you can help (we counting on it) with the following:

        1) Generate many hundreds of calls, letters, e-mail messages, and
faxes to DeWine
on the CTBT.  Utilize the ready-made, informational postcards produced by
20/20 Vision and supplied to us at no cost (although you pay the postage to
mail them to your own lists).  
The goal is to get these postcards into responsive hands--the hands of
people who will likely call, write, or e-mail DeWine.  Think big yourself:
contact organizational allies in your city--group affiliates of national
peace, environmental, religious, professional, veterans, and civic
organizations with stated positions in support of the CTB--and urge them to
mail the action->request postcard to their members or lists, adding their
names to the card as local endorsers of the action.  You order the postcards
you and other groups in your city need from me; I send you all; you mail
yours and deliver the others to our CTB allies for them to mail.  
For example, with national action endorsers like Church Women United, PSR,
the League of
Women Voters, and every mainline church, I will approach the local Church
Women United
group, the chairs of the peace committees in Oxford's local churches and in
the Jewish
community, the state board member of the LWV who lives in Oxford, the
Women's Political
Caucus at Miami University, Miami Students for Peace, College Democrats,
even the local
relatively progressive chapter of the Audubon Society to urge their adoption
of the action and the use of the postcard for their mailing.  (To date, my
success rate is 50%, but then I've only contacted half of my wish list.)
Imagine what lobbying goldmines you big-city folks might find!

My original order of postcards from 20/20 Vision was for 2000.  They're all
gone--mailed out to many of you and perhaps now in responsive hands in your
city.  Even though I haven't received orders from all you "likely suspects,"
I am in fact short--Sister Alice Gerdeman in Cincinnati will have to wait
for the 1000 she ordered for a statewide mailing, until I get the additional
1500 I ordered from 20/20.  Now if only half the people who receive these
postcards act on them, wouldn't that make an impression on DeWine?

Please get your postcard order to me as soon as possible.  20/20 Vision must
print up 
more for Ohio's DeWine, and I would like to give them a somewhat final
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number.  The cards
should be mailed out for action responses before the end of the year.

        2) Organize CTBT lobbying delegations from different parts of the
state for visits
>to all 5 of DeWine's Ohio offices--Toledo, Cleveland, Columbus, Xenia, and
Cincinnati.  (If
>any of us have scheduled a trip to DC anytime between now and mid-February,
we should not miss the opportunity to do some CTBT lobbying at his
Washington office, too.)

The strategy here is to demonstrate the breadth of interest and support for
the CTBT--statewide.  (It is less likely to appear as orchestrated visits by
the "usual suspects" if we act in our own regions and pull together
delegation members wearing different "hats," not solely Peace Action or
peace group representatives.  Let's be realistic: Peace Action does not have
the clout one might like it to have with Ohio legislators, certainly not
with DeWine.  If DeWine suspects orchestration, so what?  If the number of
calls, letters, lobbying delegations is high and come from many quarters,
then he may wonder if the effort was organized, but he couldn't wonder about
the strength of the support for the CTB--no one could force a caller or
other lobbyist to make the effort if support for the CTB wasn't there.)

As Ellen put it, DeWine and his staff (and we should be making appointments
with his
highest-ranking staff persons or legislative/policy aides, if we cannot see
the Senator himself) will have been "softened up" by the number of
communications he has received on the CTBT; so, our well-planned visits
should build on that quite effectively.  Again, the trick with these
delegations is in the forming of them--reaching for representatives of
allied groups as well as individuals with some degree of standing.  We've
used the strategy before; most of us remember the lobbying tips we've picked
up in training, the manuals, and our own experience.
 
This, too, would take a bit of focused effort, but I'm hoping you're game to
form your own
lobbying delegation in your own area.  We're still planning for a statewide
delegation to lobby
at DeWine's Columbus office in January.

Resource packets containing fact sheets, talking points, statements of endorsing
>organizations, published op-eds, sample op-eds, and more.  I'm putting
these together and will get copies out to you at your request, to assist you
and members of your delegation, whatever its size.

        3)  Media work: letters-to-the-editor, guest columns, op-eds.  This,
too, is important lobbying effort, with which most of us are very familiar.
DeWine's support for the CTBT is still the target for the media work we do.
Here again, I'm hoping that we can amplify our voices with a media campaign
for the CTBT.  This is where you're needed to place letters and columns in
Ohio's major dailies especially.  More on this later.

We'll be in contact with you again and soon.  I know these are offers you
can hardly refuse. 
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Let's take this one home!  Thanks in advance for whatever you can do to work
with us on this.
___________________________________
Coalition to Reduce Nuclear Dangers
at Council for a Livable World Education Fund
110 Maryland Ave. NE #201
Washington  DC 20002
p: (202)546-0795;    fax: (202)546-5142
website: http://www.clw.org/pub/clw/coalition/
___________________________________
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Return-Path: <owner-ctbt-organize@igc.org>
Date: Mon, 17 Nov 1997 08:23:02 -0800 (PST)
From: Geoffrey Sea <invivo@igc.apc.org>
Sender: owner-ctbt-organize@igc.org
Subject: Nazarbaev in DC
To: dkimball@clw.org (Daryl Kimball), ctbt-organize@igc.org
X-Sender: invivo@pop.igc.apc.org

This is just a heads up that Nursultan Nazarbaev, president of Kazakhstan,
will be in Washington the next few days for meetings with Clinton, etc.
It's likely too late to do anything, but a call to the Kazakhstan embassy to
let them know that the CTBT is coming up for Senate ratification might
result in Nazarbaev making a pitch at his press conference.  As you know,
Kazakhstan and Nazarbaev are very much supportive of the CTBT.
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Mon, 17 Nov 1997 07:51:40 -0800 (PST)
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: A2000, Religious Working Group established
To: abolition-caucus@igc.org
X-Sender: mupj@pop.igc.org

To Abolitionists:

During the past year a Religious Working Group for Nuclear Abolition has
started functioning.  It formed in the United States but is open to all
persons and organizations throughout the globe who approach the abolition of
nuclear weapons from a religious perspective.  Co-conveners include David
Gracie of American Friends Service Committee, Clayton Ramey of Fellowship of
Reconciliation, and myself, Howard Hallman of Methodists United for Peace
with Justice. 

The Religious Working Group will serve as a forum for sharing information,
producing joint material such as worship services and church bulletin
inserts, and undertaking special projects.   During the past 18 months
persons affiliated with the Religious Working Group developed worship and
commemorative material to mark the signing of the Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty in September 1996.  This material was adapted for use during the
Sabbath weekend that marked the inauguration of President Clinton for his
second term and also the Martin Luther King, Jr. birthday observance in
January 1997.  We are now considering the possibility of getting out
material to churches, synagogues, and other local religious organizations to
encourage planting sunflowers in the spring of 1998 as part of the broader
campaign to use sunflowers as the symbol of nuclear abolition.  We are also
working on plans to bring world religious leaders to Geneva when the NPT
PrepCom meets in April-May 1998.  This is discussed more fully in a separate
e-mail message.

To facilitate communication, the Religious Working Group has set up a
list-serve, intended to supplement the abolition-caucus list-serve.  It is
open to religious organizations and persons approaching nuclear abolition
from a religious perspective.  Such organizations and persons may subscribe
by sending a message to <majordomo@igc.org> with these words in the body of
the text: subscribe abolition-religious.

If you wish further information, you may contact me at mupj@igc.org or call
me at 301 896-0013.

With best regards,

Howard W. Hallman, Chair
Methodists United for Peace with Justice
Washington, DC
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Return-Path: <DCulp@nrdc.org>
Date: Mon, 17 Nov 1997 08:57:51 -0500
From: DCulp@nrdc.org (David Culp)
Subject: Congress: CTBTO  Funding
To: DCulp@nrdc.org (David Culp)
Content-Description: cc:Mail note part

Last week in one of the last bills to pass before adjournment, 
Congress funded the new organization set up to implement the nuclear 
test ban.

The Vienna-based organization, the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban 
Treaty Organization (CTBTO), was allocated $12 million from the 
Commerce-Justice-State appropriations bill. In addition, the State 
Department will be allowed to transfer another $1 million to the 
agency from other accounts.  In the earlier House and Senate 
versions of the bill, Republicans had left the agency unfunded.

In total, the CTBTO will receive $13 million from the U.S. for fiscal 
year 1998, which was the Clinton administration's request.

The heroes in this behind-the-scences battle were House appropriations 
committee chair David Obey (D-Wis.) and Rep. David Skaggs (D-Colo.). 
Within the administration, ACDA was the lead agency defending the 
budget.

|    David Culp                   |    E-mail:  dculp@nrdc.org       |
|    Plutonium Challenge          |    Tel.  +1 (202) 289-2388       |
|    Washington, D.C.             |    Fax   +1 (202) 289-1060       |
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Mon, 17 Nov 1997 14:16:32 -0600
From: "Boyle, Francis" <FBOYLE@LAW.UIUC.EDU>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Sean MacBride: History of World Court Project
To: "'abolition-caucus@igc.org'" <abolition-caucus@igc.org>
X-MIME-Autoconverted: from quoted-printable to 8bit by igc7.igc.org id MAA17981

Dear Friends:
 For what it is worth, in light of the earlier non-post on the
History of the World Court Project, here are responses I gave to Kate
Dewes  concerning  Sean MacBride's idea to request an Advisory Opinion
from the International Court of Justice on The Legality of Nuclear
Weapons. If others have more information or different recollections, I
would be happy to hear them. These are to the best of my recollection
without consulting my notes and files which are in storage and thus not
readily available.
 Francis Boyle

> ----------
> From:  Boyle, Francis
> Sent:  Sunday, November 16, 1997 8:47 AM
> To:  'Kate Dewes'
> Subject:  RE: History of World Court Project
> Importance:  High
> 
> Dear Kate:
>  About 1986 or so Sean had just returned from Moscow where he met
> with Alexander Sukharev, then head of the Association of Soviet
> Lawyers and later the Procurator General for Gorbachev. I was with him
> at his home, Roebuck House, Dublin. He was very excited. He told me
> about this Appeal that he and Sukharev had authored for endorsement by
> Lawyers all over the world. The idea, according to Sean, would be to
> have the Appeal signed by tens of thousands of lawyers all over the
> world, and then to submit it to the United Nations General Assembly in
> support for his planned request for an Advisory Opinion from the
> International Court of Justice on the Legality of Nuclear Weapons.
> (This was after the London Nuclear Warfare Tribunal, where Sean was a
> Judge with Dick Falk et al., and I gave testimony against the legality
> of nuclear deterrence.) He showed me the document and asked me to sign
> it. I read it first, as a lawyer would do, and then signed it. The
> first two were MacBride and Sukharev. Lord Tony Gifford was the third
> name on there. I was the fourth. Sean then asked me to agree to work
> for the Appeal in the United States, which I said I would. He later
> got the International Peace Bureau to formally pick it up worldwide. 
>  In the Fall before he died Sean had me negotiating with UN
> Secretary General Perez de Cuellar's Secretary  for a meeting and
> press conference  at UN Headquarters with Sean, Sukharev, Ramsey Clark
> and me to announce the project and the establishment of an
> international organization of lawyers against nuclear weapons. I had
> obtained a tentative date of February for the meeting with the SG  and
> the press conference. Sean died in January. And the meeting never came
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> to pass. But of course others picked up where Sean left off. But here
> was Sean fighting nuclear weapons with every breath in his body. I
> remember walking around New York with him to find an inhalator that
> his doctor in Dublin prescribed for him to get and use. What a man!
>  Best regards,
>  Francis.
> 
> Kate: Well, there is not much in there beyond what I told you. I do
> not believe Sean had envisioned the request for the Advisory Opinion
> as of the London Nuclear Warfare Tribunal in 1985. At least, he did
> not mention it to me. But by the summer of 1996, he had already put
> his plan into operation. Sean figured that with the endorsement of
> Sukharev, he would have the de facto support of the Soviet
> government--the only other superpower at that time. And everyone would
> see it that way, which they did. Hence, he was careful to have it
> known as the MacBride-Sukharev Appeal, though clearly it was Sean's
> idea. The Soviets and Sukharev adored Sean and would do anything for
> him. With their support, Sean knew he would get all the Socialist
> countries too. Sean also knew that with his name alone, he could get
> the Third World countries behind it, using the IPB to organize them.
> Sean also knew that with his name alone, he could get the UN Secretary
> General and therefore the UN behind his proposal. Of course, he was
> right on all that too. But Sean wanted the proposal to go out to
> lawyers groups all over the world. His theory would be to have the
> lawyers groups all over the world endorse his proposal and then
> approach their governments for support. When all that was in place, he
> would have it presented to the General Assembly for their endorsement
> and the request for the Advisory Opinion. Sean also did not want the
> effort lead by Soviet and American lawyers, but by lawyers from the
> Third World. Of course, on that he was right too. At least, that is
> the strategy as he explained it to me in the summer of 1986 at his
> home right after the meeting with Sukharev. I started working with him
> on the project from then until his death in January of 1988.
>  Best regards,
>  Francis.
> 
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Tue, 18 Nov 1997 11:58:35 +1300
From: Kate Dewes <katie@chch.planet.org.nz>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Book on ICJ decision
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-Sender: katie@mail.chch.planet.org.nz

>
>Dear Friends,
>Okamoto Mitsuo asked if there was a BOOK giving the complete decision of
>the ICJ. Yes there is: it is called "NUCLEAR WEAPONS ARE ILLEGAL: The
>Opinions and Story behind the Historic Decision of the World Court" and is
>edited with an introduction by Ann Fagan Ginger.  For your information here
>is a copy of the promotional flier for the book.
>
>Best wishes,
>Kate Dewes
>
>In July 1996, the ICJ made history by declaring nuclear weapons illegal.
>Here is the complete decision of the Court, including the separate opinions
>and dissents of the individual judges. Also included are an introduction
>putting this historic decision in its broader political and legal context,
>an account of how a combination of non-governmental organisations and
>governments worked together to make it happen, questions for discussion, a
>glossary of terms, texts of relevant treaties, and a complete index.
>
>This decision is must reading for every thinking and feeling person,
>whether scholar, student, lawyer, judge, activist, or citizen.  It belongs
>ont he shelves of every public and university library, every corporation
>and union, and every NGO. The format in this book enhances its
>accessibility for non-specialist readers and makes it ideally suited for
>courses in international relations, international law, contemporary
>politics, US foreign policy, conflict resolution, disarmament and many
>other subjects.  THE APEX PRESS, Summer 1997, Approx 320pp, Illus with
>index. ISBN 0-945257-85-6 $22.50
>
>                            ORDER FORM
>
>TO ORDER CALL 1-800 316 APEX(2739) or fill in the form below and return it
>with your remittance to The Apex Press, 777 United Nations Plaza, Suite 3C,
>New York, NY 10017. Email: cipany@igc.apc.org
>Payment must accompany all orders of less than five copies. Please add
>$3.50 for shipping and handling for one copy; $1.00 each additional.
>
>Please send            copy(ies) of Nuclear Weapons Are Illegal .............
>                                    Shipping and Handling:
>                                     TOTAL:
>
>
>I enclose check or money order  ...Mastercard  ...VISA  ....AMEX
>       Card No: ____________________ Expiry Date________________
>
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>Signature___________________________ Send to:______________________________
>
>                                      ______________________________________
>Tel: ______________________________   ______________________________________
>
>
>
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Cc: FBOYLE@LAW.UIUC.EDU, napf@silcom.com
Date: Tue, 18 Nov 1997 11:55:49 +1300
From: Kate Dewes <katie@chch.planet.org.nz>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: WCP HISTORY
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-Sender: katie@mail.chch.planet.org.nz

Dear Friends,
I am loathe to clog up the abolition-caucus with this dialogue between me
and Francis Boyle, but following David Krieger's "non-post" a few days ago
and the request from Mitsuo Okomato re a book on the WCP, I feel it is
important that 
I make some comment and let the caucus see my mail to Francis. 

I am nearing completion of a PhD thesis on the history of the WCP which
includes extensive research including the papers of Erich Geiringer,George
Salmond, Harold Evans and Ted St John; interviews with
politicians,diplomats and officials from many countries; Richard Falk, Saul
Mendlovitz, Peter Weiss, Alyn Ware, Michael Christ, Colin Archer, MajBritt
Theorin, Hilda Lini, Willemijn Straeter, Keith Mothersson, George
Farebrother, Jo Vallentine and nearly all the other key players.  I hope to
research Sean MacBride's papers held at IPB early next year in an effort to
clarify his crucial role.  

It is my hope that the PhD will be submitted mid-1998 and a book will
follow. In the meantime, I would also appreciate hearing from anyone with
early recollections who I have not yet contacted. 

Yesterday I posted the promotional flier for Ann Fagan Ginger's book
"Nuclear Weapons are Illegal" on the caucus. It includes a chapter on the
history written by myself and Rob Green which refers to Sean's role. This
can also be accessed on Ross Wilcock's website.  

For those of you wishing to publish articles on the history I recommend
that you check your draft with us for comment as this is a very complicated
story with many strands from all over the world. 

With best wishes,
Kate Dewes ( and Rob Green)
Members of the World Court Project International Steering Committee 1992-1996

>> 
>> Dear Francis,
>> Many thanks for this... it confirms what I already knew. Sean wanted
>> to
>> build up a movement amongst lawyers, then go for governments. Harold Evans
>> went
>> for the governments in 1986 while also building up support from
>> lawyers and
>> a wide range of groups. By the way, Falk mentioned using the advisory
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>> opinion in 1984 in Dublin - he confirmed that Sean was not at that
>> meeting,
>> but Erich Geiringer read the speech and reprinted the idea in his 1985
>> book
>> "Malice in Blunderland". When I interviewed Rikki Jaipal ( former
>> Under Sec
>> of the Conference on Disarmament and Indian Ambassador to the UN) in
1988 at the UNSSOD III he confirmed
>> that
>> he, Nagendra Singh and other lawyers in India had tried to convince
>> Indira
>> Gandhi to run with it as early as 1981.  So, there are lots of strands
>> to
>> this story. I certainly give Sean credit for setting the groundwork
>> for the
>> ICJ initiative.
>> Thanks again,
>> Best wishes, Kate
>> 
>> 
>> >> ----------
>> >> From:  Kate Dewes[SMTP:katie@chch.planet.org.nz]
>> >> Sent:  Monday, November 17, 1997 6:04 AM
>> >> To:  FBOYLE@LAW.UIUC.EDU
>> >> Subject:  Thanks
>> >> 
>> >> Dear Francis,
>> >> Many thanks for your precis of the early history and the copy of
>> your
>> >> intro
>> >> to your second book. I already had this off the internet and
>> wondered
>> >> if it
>> >> was any different from what you describe in your book " The Future
>> of
>> >> International law and American Foreign Policy" where you describe
>> this
>> >> history. There doesn't seem to be anything on the WCP history in
>> the
>> >> Intro
>> >> to your book "Defending Civil Resistance Under International Law". 
>> >> I already have a lot of information about the Lawyer's Appeal by
>> >> MacBride.
>> >> Harold Evans was the NZ contact for him collecting signatures in
>> this
>> >> region and there was some correspondence between them outlining his
>> >> vision
>> >> to present the APPEAL.
>> >> His attempts to include nuclear as well as Chem and Biol weapons in
>> >> the
>> >> update of the Geneva Protocols between 1968 - 1974. This is well
>> >> documented
>> >> in Keith Suter's book " An International Law of Guerrilla Warfare:
>> The
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>> >> Global Politics of law-Making", 1984, Francis Pinter Ltd, London.
>> ISBN
>> >> 0-86187 -289-4. He surely was an amazing man.
>> >> Look forward to hearing if have a copy of the section referred to
>> >> above re
>> >> WCP history.
>> >> Many thanks,
>> >> Kate
>> >> 
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Cc: tomatompn+@igc.org, ssmmpn+@igc.apc.org, bfinamore@nrdc.org,
        cpaine@nrdc.org, mmckinzie@nrdc.org, tcochran@nrdc.org,
        DOWDENL@spiegel.becltd.com, lcnp@aol.com,
        Bruce.Hall@wdc.greenpeace.org, shundahai@saltmine.radix.net,
        jcaseber@compuserve.com, mduckles@aol.com, bdunkiel@foe.org,
        geoedb@idiom.com
Date: Mon, 17 Nov 1997 16:54:18 -0800 (PST)
From: Jackie Cabasso <wslf@igc.apc.org>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: USA/ICJ opinion/book announcement
To: abolition-caucus@igc.org
X-Sender: wslf@pop.igc.org (Unverified)

Dear friends,  I'm pleased to announce the imminent publication of an
important new book, "The (Il)legality of Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons: A
Guide to the Historic Opinion of the International Court of Justice," by my
colleague John Burroughs. Order your copy now, at the special
pre-publication price, from Western States Legal Foundation.  A preview and
ordering information follow. -- Jackie Cabasso

********** AVAILABLE SOON! ***** ORDER NOW!!
**************************************************************

"Five countries cannot arrogate to themselves forever the exclusive
privilege of having their fingers on the nuclear trigger.... If the laws of
humanity and the dictates of the public conscience demand the prohibition of
such weapons, the five nuclear-weapon states, however powerful, cannot stand
against them." -- Razali Ismail, Permanent Representative of Malaysia to the
United Nations, to the International Court of Justice, 7 Nov. 1995

THE (IL)LEGALITY OF THREAT
 OR USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS 

A GUIDE TO THE HISTORIC OPINION OF
THE INTERNATIONAL COURT OF JUSTICE

By John Burroughs

Forward by Phon van den Biesen

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
LAWYERS AGAINST NUCLEAR ARMS

Publication date: November 1997, Lit Verlag

****************************************************************************
***************************
The 20th century has been defined in large part by the unleashing of the
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terrible destructive power of the atom, and the subsequent struggle to
overcome the threat of nuclear annihilation.  If humankind survives, the 8
July 1996 Advisory Opinion of the International Court of Justice, and the
extraordinary process that led up to it, will have played an essential role.
The (Il)legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons is a concise yet
thorough guide to the case. In straightforward language, it describes the
history of this unprecedented initiative and summarizes and explains states'
arguments to the Court, the Court's findings, and the separate statements of
the judges. The author provides cogent expert analysis and, most
importantly, reveals how the opinion imparts hope and points the way to the
future: "The Court has authoritatively interpreted law which states
acknowledge they must follow, including humanitarian law protecting
civilians from indiscriminate effects of warfare, the United Nations
Charter, and the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. The implications are
profound: abandonment of reliance on the threatened use of nuclear weapons
as an instrument of national policy, and expeditious elimination of nuclear
arsenals.  The opinion can be cited as an authoritative statement of the law
in any political or legal setting -- including the United Nations and
national courts and parliaments -- in which nuclear weapon policies are
challenged."

John Burroughs, an attorney with the non-profit Western States Legal
Foundation in California, served as legal coordinator for the World Court
Project/International Association of Lawyers Against Nuclear Arms at the
November 1995 hearings before the International Court of Justice.

****************************************************************************
***************************
"The threat or use of nuclear weapons would generally be contrary to the
rules of international law applicable in armed conflict, and in particular
the principles and rules of humanitarian law ... There exists an obligation
to pursue in good faith and bring to a conclusion negotiations leading to
nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and effective
international control." - Advisory Opinion of the International Court of
Justice, 8 July 1996

     
"This book shows how courageous states from the developing world, working in
concert with visionary lawyers, physicians and other sectors of
international civil society, boldly obtained astonishing results from the
highest court in the world. The World Court clearly ruled that the threat or
use of nuclear weapons is illegal in almost all conceivable circumstances.
The Court further underlined the unconditional obligation of the nuclear
weapon states to begin and conclude negotiations on nuclear disarmament in
all its aspects. It is now up to all of us to determine the follow-up,
whatever the opposition. We cannot end this century without clear
commitments and steps to eliminate nuclear weapons." - Razali Ismail,
Permanent Representative of Malaysia to the United Nations, President of the
United Nations General Assembly, 1996-1997

"It is not often that a judicial opinion on a given question is both hailed
and criticized by participants on all sides of the question. This book,
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written by a leading member of the team that helped to prepare the case on
the illegality of the threat and use of nuclear weapons, explains succinctly
what the World Court, and the judges in their separate statements, did and
did not say. In so doing, it makes a compelling case for the proposition
that the Opinion represents a milestone on the road to nuclear abolition."
- Peter Weiss, 
Co-President, International Association of Lawyers Against Nuclear Arms

****************************************************************************
*******************************

*************** ORDER FORM ***************

THE (IL)LEGALITY OF THREAT
OR USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

A GUIDE TO THE HISTORIC OPINION OF
THE INTERNATIONAL COURT OF JUSTICE

Available from Western States Legal Foundation

Pre-publication price $8*(includes shipping)

Number of copies: _______________________________

Name: __________________________________________

Address: ________________________________________
 
         ________________________________________

Amount enclosed: $ ______________________________
 
Please make check payable to Western States Legal Foundation.   Include this
form.  Mail to: 

Western States Legal Foundation
1440 Broadway, Suite 500
Oakland, California USA 94612
Phone: (510) 839-5877 ( Fax: (510) 839-5397
E-mail: WSLF@igc.apc.org

Western States Legal Foundation is part of Abolition 2000,
A Global Network to Eliminate Nuclear Weapons

*Book price subject to change after publication
   ********************************************
       WESTERN STATES LEGAL FOUNDATION
           1440 Broadway, Suite 500
             Oakland, CA USA 94612
              Tel: (510)839-5877
              Fax: (510)839-5397
               wslf@igc.apc.org
   ********** Part of ABOLITION 2000 **********
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   Global Network to Eliminate Nuclear Weapons 
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Tue, 18 Nov 1997 11:59:05 +1300
From: Kate Dewes <katie@chch.planet.org.nz>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Pope's Representative Calls for N-Abolition
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-Sender: katie@mail.chch.planet.org.nz

>
>Dear Abolitionists,
> 
>On 29 October, the Vatican's newspaper "L'Osservatore Romano" published the
>following statement given by Archbishop Renato Martino, the Holy See's
>Permanent Observer at the UN, to the First Committee on 15 October. This
>powerful new call for nuclear abolition (especially in the last few
>paragraphs) needs to be promulgated as widely as possible, especially
>through Catholic outlets such as national newspapers, journals, newsletters
>etc. Please do what you can to help. 
>
>Best wishes,
>
>Kate Dewes and Rob Green
>
>* * *
>
>"NUCLEAR WEAPONS CANNOT BE JUSTIFIED AND DESERVE CONDEMNATION: GRAVE
>CONSEQUENCES LIE AHEAD IF THE WORLD IS RULED BY THE MILITARISM OF NUCLEAR
ARMS
>
>Mr Chairman,  
>
>The Holy See joins in the congratulations extended to you on your election
>to chair this important committee.  We also extend our best wishes to other
>members of the bureau.  
>
>As the world approaches the millenium, many people and organisations are
>already casting their vision towards the opening years of the 21st century.
>Will the next century be a time of peace, the fruit of the blossoming of
>human intelligence and human love? Or will the world sink once again into
>the morass of wars as we have witnessed in the death-filled 20th century?
>The essential questions of war and peace preoccupy humanity and deserve the
>utmost introspection of this committee. 
>
>We can draw a measure of hope that peace will be our accomplishment in the
>years ahead because of the achievements of the past few years: the ending
>of the Cold War, reductions of military forces in Europe, the Chemical
>Weapons Treaty, reductions of nuclear weapons by the two foremost nuclear
>weapons States, the indefinite extension of the Non-Proliferation Treaty,
>the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, and the adoption of the convention on
>anti-personnel land-mines.  These achievements are steps that have moved
>the world closer to peace and the First Committee has played a role in this
>success. 
>
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>But can we say that the course to peace in its entirety is clear?
>Unfortunately, we cannot. Every day conflict and violence still produce
>victims. Genocide, the slaughter of innocents, and attacks on vulnerable
>populations continue to scar the landscape.  The arms trade, particularly
>of conventional weapons, only adds to the bloodshed in many warring
>countries.  Indeed, in recent conflicts, more people are killed by
>short-range weapons than by weapons of mass destruction.  The tragedy of
>this trend is that more human beings, including children, are forced to
>wage war.  In addition, these wars are often prolonged by short-ranged
>weapons. Most developing countries where conflict situations exist are
>abundantly supplied with such weapons. In spite of this fact, weapons of
>mass destruction are still produced in great quantity.  Nuclear weapons,
>aptly described as " the ultimate evil" are still possessed by the most
>powerful States which refuse to let them go. 
>
>We Cannot Simultaneously Pay for War and Peace
>
>These searing facts of militarism remind us of how far the world still has
>to go to claim a universal peace.  The world is paying a high price for the
>"culture of war" that has characteristed the 20th century.  Even now,
>nearly a decade after the end of the Cold War, the world's governments
>spend more than $800 billion a year to sport military forces of more than
>27 million soldiers. While this is a decline in spending since the Cold War
>high in 1987, most of the decline has come from the sharp drop in spending
>by the former Warsaw Pact countries.  Despite the end of the Cold War,
>developed nations, other than the East European countries, spend only 10%
>less than they did in 1987. Military expenditures of the NATO countries are
>now more than 10 times the expenditures of the former Warsaw Pact
>countries.  Not only are the developed countries big military spenders,
>they are also responsible for 90% of the $22 billion annual arms trade.
>The dangerous global proliferation of arms and weapons technology has
>contributed to inciting and prolonging armed conflicts raging in different
>locations around the world.
>
>For their part, the developing countries currently spend $221 billion on
>armed forces.  This spending is a considerable drain on these nations'
>already limited resources: new weapons procurement and larger armies mean
>less funds to invest in health, education, economic development and other
>urgent social needs of large and vulnerable populations.  Some 1.3 billion
>people are so poor that they cannot meet their basic needs for food and
>shelter. Sixty per cent of humanity lives on less than $2 a day.  Despite
>some remarkable success in human development in some fast-growing
>economies, more than 100 countries are worse off today than they were 15
>years ago.  Each year between 13 and 18 million people, most of them
>children, die from hunger and poverty-related causes.
>
>Sustainable development needs huge amounts of investment in scientific
>research, technological development, education and training, infrastructure
>development and the transfer of technology.  Investment in these structural
>advances is urgently needed to stop carbon dioxide poisoning of the
>atmosphere and the depletion of the earth's biological resources such as
>the forests, wetlands and animal species now under attack.  But the goals
>for sustainable development set out in the 1992 Earth Summit's major
>document Agenda 21, are blocked by political intertia, which countenances
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>continued high military spending.
>
>It is clear, as the Director-General of UNESCO put it, that "we cannot
>simultaneously pay the price of war and the price of peace".  Budgetary
>priorities need to be realigned in order to direct financial resources to
>enhancing life, not producing death. A transformation of political
>attitudes is needed to build a " culture of peace".  A new political
>attitude would say no to investment in arms and destruction and yes to
>investment in the construction of peace. The relationship between
>disarmament and development, given short shrift by governments since the
>international conference of 1987, must be emphasised anew. In that
>relationship, a process of disarmament, providing security and
>progressively lower levels of armaments, could allow more resources to be
>devoted to development; correspondingly, the development process enhances
>security and can promote disarmament. 
>
>Nuclear Arms are Incompatible with the Peace We Seek
>
>Such an approach to human security by governments would lead to the
>fulfilment of the right to peace, which every person in every culture can
>claim. No lesser goal than the right to live in peace will suffice for the
>new millenium.
>
>The international community, when awakened, has shown that it can indeed
>move to strengthen human security.  The work fostered by the Ottawa Process
>in producing a treaty banning the production, export and use of
>anti-personnel land-mines reflects the strengths of compassion and
>political action. The Holy See commends this initiative and urges universal
>support for the treaty. Pope John Paul II has appealed for the " definitive
>cessation" of the manufacture and use of such "insidious arms" which strike
>cruelly and indiscriminately at civilian populations.  Signing the new
>treaty will not be enough, however. Equal attention should be given to the
>detection and removal of the 100 million deployed land-mines that continue
>to kill and maim 28,000 innocents every year. More resources should be
>devoted to demining efforts.
>
>If biological weapons, chemical weapons and now land-mines can be done away
>with, so too can nuclear weapons. No weapon so threatens the longed-for
>peace of the 21st century as the nuclear. Let not the immensity of this
>task dissuade us from the efforts needed to free humanity from such a
>scourge.  With the valuable admonition offered in the Advisory Opinion of
>the International Court of Justice, the international community can see how
>the legal and moral arguments against nuclear weapons intertwine with the
>strategic: since nuclear weapons can destroy all life on the planet, they
>imperil all that humanity has ever stood for and indeed humanity itself.
>During the acrimonious years of the Cold War with the emphasis on the
>military doctrine of nuclear deterrence as a constant justification for the
>nuclear arms build-up the international community felt powerless to stop
>the relentless build-up of nuclear weapons. But now, in the post-Cold War
>era characterized by new partnerships, the international community cannot
>shield itself from the assault on life itself that nuclear weapons
represent. 
>
>The work that this Committee has done in calling for negotiations leading
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>to a Nuclear Weapons Convention must be increased.  Those nuclear weapons
>States resisting such negotiations must be challenged, for, in clinging to
>their outmoded rationales for nuclear deterrence, they are denying the most
>ardent aspirations of humanity as well as the opinion of the highest legal
>authority in the world.  The gravest consequences for mankind lie ahead if
>the world is to be ruled by the militarism represented by nuclear weapons
>rather than the humanitarian law espoused by the International Court of
>Justice. 
>
>Nuclear weapons are incompatible with the peace we seek for the 21st
>century. They cannot be justified. They deserve condemnation.  The
>preservation of the Non Proliferation Treaty demands an unequivocal
>commitment to their abolition.
>
>The Holy See has previously stated in this Committee: "The world must move
>to the abolition of nuclear weapons through a universal, non-discriminatory
>ban with intensive inspection by a univeral authority".  Today we repeat
>those words, conscious that that there is a gathering momentum of world
>opinion in support of the complete elimination of nuclear weapons.  This is
>a moral challenge, a legal challenge and a political challenge.  That
>multiple based challenge must be met by the application of our humanity.
>
>ENDS
>
>
>
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Return-Path: <peacewk@jet.laker.net>
Date: Mon, 17 Nov 1997 22:47:24 -0500
X-Sender: peacewk@laker.net
To: mupj@igc.apc.org
From: Steven Handwerker <peacewk@jet.laker.net>
Subject: Memo to "Abolitionists"

Dear Howard:
I received a message on "A2000, Religious Working Group Established" from
Anne Anderson today and I have some questions I would appreciate answers on:

What are the special projects you undertake?

What are the worship services about?

What is "the religious perspective" you are referring to, exactly?

 Also, I am interested, as Co-Chairman of the Division 48 (APA) Working
Group - Peace and Spirituality, and as Membership Chair of Div 48, in
possibly attending the Geneva Conference ( NPT Prepcom), please send me some
information on its goals/propgrams/ schedule/ etc.  Thank you.

Thank you for your efforts.

Peace to You! and In Peace,
Steve
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Cc: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
Date: Tue, 18 Nov 1997 01:16:28 -0500
From: okamoto mitsuo <okamoto@shudo-u.ac.jp>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Re: WCP HISTORY
To: Kate Dewes <katie@chch.planet.org.nz>
X-Sender: mokam@pop4.ibm.net

Dear Kate,

I trust you mentioned in your Ph.D. dissertation the verdict pronounced at
Tokyo District Court in 1955 that the existing humanitarian laws of war
were enough to make the use of nuclear weapons illegal, albeit there was no
specific international treaty prohibiting it.

Attacks on civilians, the use of weapons of mass destruction, and
imposition of unnecessary human suffering brought about in Hiroshima and
Nagasaki by the atomic bombs were pointed out as constituting a serious
breach of the international law recognized by the most western countries.

Mayor of Hiroshima, Takashi Hiraoka, then a journalist of the Chugoku
Shimbun, was present at the court when the verdict was pronounced.  His
testimony at the ICJ reflects much of the arguments propounded in Tokyo.

Best wishes,

*************************************************************
Mitsuo Okamoto (Hiroshima Shudo University)
Human Rights Program (Visiting Fellow until March)
Pound Hall 401
Harvard Law School
1563 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02138 USA
Email okamoto@shudo-u.ac.jp 

Tel +1-617-496-2824 (office, direct)
Tel +1-617-661-6609 (residence)
--------------------------------------------------------------
If you want peace, prepare for peace (Si vis pacem para pacem).
--------------------------------------------------------------
**************************************************************
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Tue, 18 Nov 1997 13:53:55 +0100
From: Ak Malten <A.Malten@net.HCC.nl>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: GANA's URL for: Pope's Representative Calls for N-Abolition
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-Sender: amalten@pop4.inter.nl.net

Dear Abolition 2000 Friends,

This statement of the Pope's Representative Calls for N-Abolition can
be found on GANA's website under the following address:

http://www.inter.nl.net/hcc/A.Malten/pope_nw.html

or via the manifesto-index:

http://www.inter.nl.net/hcc/A.Malten/manifest.html

Thanks to Kate Dewes and Rob Green how posted the text on the listserver.

Peace,
or saved by
the pigeon,

Ak Malten,

Global Anti-Nuclear Alliance

At 11:59 AM 11/18/97 +1300, Kate Dewes wrote:
>>
>>Dear Abolitionists,
>> 
>>On 29 October, the Vatican's newspaper "L'Osservatore Romano" published the
>>following statement given by Archbishop Renato Martino, the Holy See's
>>Permanent Observer at the UN, to the First Committee on 15 October. This
>>powerful new call for nuclear abolition (especially in the last few
>>paragraphs) needs to be promulgated as widely as possible, especially
>>through Catholic outlets such as national newspapers, journals, newsletters
>>etc. Please do what you can to help. 
>>
>>Best wishes,
>>
>>Kate Dewes and Rob Green
>>
>>* * *
>>
>>"NUCLEAR WEAPONS CANNOT BE JUSTIFIED AND DESERVE CONDEMNATION: GRAVE
>>CONSEQUENCES LIE AHEAD IF THE WORLD IS RULED BY THE MILITARISM OF NUCLEAR
>ARMS
>>
>>Mr Chairman,  
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>>
>>The Holy See joins in the congratulations extended to you on your election
>>to chair this important committee.  We also extend our best wishes to other
>>members of the bureau.  
>>
>>As the world approaches the millenium, many people and organisations are
>>already casting their vision towards the opening years of the 21st century.
>>Will the next century be a time of peace, the fruit of the blossoming of
>>human intelligence and human love? Or will the world sink once again into
>>the morass of wars as we have witnessed in the death-filled 20th century?
>>The essential questions of war and peace preoccupy humanity and deserve the
>>utmost introspection of this committee. 
>>
etc.

=============================================================
  The Global Anti-Nuclear Alliance (GANA) -- is a member of    
  The Abolition 2000 Network, A Global Network to Eliminate 
  Nuclear Weapons

Address: c/o Ak Malten        
        Irisstraat 134          Tel:+31.70.3608905
        2565TP The Hague        Fax:+31.70.3608905
        The Netherlands         E-Mail: A.Malten@net.HCC.nl

GANA's website:  

       http://www.inter.nl.net/hcc/A.Malten/welcome.html

The ICJ Advisory Opinion on Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons, 
 **including ALL the Separate Opinions of ALL the Judges**,
    the Canberra Report, the CTBT Text and Protocol and 
the MODEL Nuclear Weapons Convention (*new*) can be found at: 

       http://www.inter.nl.net/hcc/A.Malten/docs.html
=============================================================
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>From epf  Tue Nov 18 05:57:51 1997
Return-Path: <epf@igc.apc.org>
Date: Tue, 18 Nov 1997 05:57:47 -0800 (PST)
X-Sender: epf@pop.igc.org
To: mupj@igc.apc.org, abolition-religious@igc.org
From: "Mary H. Miller" <epf@igc.apc.org>
Subject: Re: Sunflower campaign
Sender: epf@igc.org

At 07:51 AM 11/17/97 -0800, mupj@igc.apc.org wrote:
>To: Religious Working Group for Nuclear Abolition
>
>In past months we have talked about the possibility of encouraging churches,
>synagogues, and other religious organizations to plant sunflowers as a
>symbol of nuclear abolition.  This would be part of the broader
>sunflower-planting program of Abolition 2000.
>
>The spring of 1998 would be a good time for sunflower planting.  That means
>we need to start developing information and distributing it.
>
>Who would be interested in working on this project?  What ideas do you have
>to implement it?
>
>Please let me know your interest and ideas.
>
>With best regards,
>
>Howard Hallman, Chair
>Methodists United for Peace with Justice
>mupj@igc.org    phone/fax: 301 896-0013
>
>
>Hallman is co-convener of the Religious Working Group for Nuclear Abolition
>along with David Gracie of AFSC and Clayton Ramey of FOR.
>
Howard and all,

I want very much to have information on the sunflower program to publish in
EPF's Lent Newsletter. Our absolute copy deadline for that is February 1st.
Seems to me that getting something together to get into the national Church
newspaper (EPISCOPAL LIFE) and Episcopal News Service in a timely fashion
makes a lot of sense too.  If this is a set of goals for others in our mix,
let's work toward it with our several deadlines in mind.

It'll be a little tough for me to work on much before Christmas except via
e-mail - but not impossible.  Before Thanksgiving isn't very realistic (but
see below).

I can imagine my own urban parish having a sunflower garden quite visible
from one or more of the streets on the corner we've claimed in West
Baltimore.  And if I have even vague information to take to the quarterly
EPF Chapter meeting in Baltimore on Monday, December 1st, it'll give us
another very concrete thing to do, possibly asking allies from the diocesan
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Environmental Justice Committee to join us in the project.

Guess my mind is working this morning after all...

peace and struggle,

Mary Miller, Episcopal Peace Fellowship
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Cc: "'abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org'" <abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org>
Date: Tue, 18 Nov 1997 06:41:25 -0600
From: "Boyle, Francis" <FBOYLE@LAW.UIUC.EDU>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: RE: WCP HISTORY
To: "'okamoto mitsuo'" <okamoto@shudo-u.ac.jp>

Dick Falk wrote an excellent analysis of this decision in the American
Journal of International Law. I did an extended analysis of the bombings
of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in my book, The Future of International Law
and American Foreign Policy (Transnational:1989) based upon the latest
historical research at that time. My conclusion was that the bombings
violated basic norms of international law that had been fully subscribed
to by the United States government as of 1945 and were therefore war
crimes and  Nuremberg Crimes. FAB.

> ----------
> From:  okamoto mitsuo[SMTP:okamoto@shudo-u.ac.jp]
> Sent:  Tuesday, November 18, 1997 12:16 AM
> To:  Kate Dewes
> Cc:  abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
> Subject:  Re: WCP HISTORY
> 
> Dear Kate,
> 
> I trust you mentioned in your Ph.D. dissertation the verdict
> pronounced at
> Tokyo District Court in 1955 that the existing humanitarian laws of
> war
> were enough to make the use of nuclear weapons illegal, albeit there
> was no
> specific international treaty prohibiting it.
> 
> Attacks on civilians, the use of weapons of mass destruction, and
> imposition of unnecessary human suffering brought about in Hiroshima
> and
> Nagasaki by the atomic bombs were pointed out as constituting a
> serious
> breach of the international law recognized by the most western
> countries.
> 
> Mayor of Hiroshima, Takashi Hiraoka, then a journalist of the Chugoku
> Shimbun, was present at the court when the verdict was pronounced.
> His
> testimony at the ICJ reflects much of the arguments propounded in
> Tokyo.
> 
> Best wishes,
> 
> 
> *************************************************************
> Mitsuo Okamoto (Hiroshima Shudo University)
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> Human Rights Program (Visiting Fellow until March)
> Pound Hall 401
> Harvard Law School
> 1563 Massachusetts Avenue
> Cambridge, MA 02138 USA
> Email okamoto@shudo-u.ac.jp 
> 
> Tel +1-617-496-2824 (office, direct)
> Tel +1-617-661-6609 (residence)
> --------------------------------------------------------------
> If you want peace, prepare for peace (Si vis pacem para pacem).
> --------------------------------------------------------------
> **************************************************************
> 
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To: Steven Handwerker <peacewk@jet.laker.net>
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Re: Memo to "Abolitionists"
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

At 10:47 PM 11/17/97 -0500, you wrote:
>Dear Howard:
>I received a message on "A2000, Religious Working Group Established" from
>Anne Anderson today and I have some questions I would appreciate answers on:
>
>What are the special projects you undertake?
>   Our initial projects were described in my memo, such as, commemoration of signing of CTBT.  We are now 
considering tying in with the sunflower campaign by having churches, synagogues, and other places of worship plant 
sunflowers as symbol of nuclear abolition.  We are working on a plan to bring world religious leaders to the NPT 
PrepCom in Geneva.  I have in the works a memo that lays out our plan and will post it to abolition-caucus.

>What are the worship services about?
     The worship material is designed to fit into local services at the user's discretion.  There are prayers, responsive 
readings, etc.

What is "the religious perspective" you are referring to, exactly?
     We are not prescriptive but rather seek to draw together persons and organizations which try to apply their religious 
beliefs to the matter of nuclear weapons and related issues. Examples are how U.S. Catholic bishops spoke out on 
nuclear weapons in 1983, how United Methodist bishops did likewise in 1986, the recent statement of the papal 
representative to the United Nations.  

> Also, I am interested, as Co-Chairman of the Division 48 (APA) Working
>Group - Peace and Spirituality, and as Membership Chair of Div 48, in
possibly attending the Geneva Conference ( NPT Prepcom), please send me some
>information on its goals/propgrams/ schedule/ etc.  
     The PrepCom will meet from April 27 to May 8, 1998.  The Abolition 2000 Working Group on the NPT is planning 
NGO activities, starting with an orientation session on Sunday afternoon, April 20.  Alice Slater (aslater@igc.apc.org) is 
one of the co-chairs and can provide more information.  As noted above, I will be posting information on plans of the 
Religious Working Group.

I have questions for you: What is Division 48 (APA) Working Group - Peace and Spirituality? Where are you located?

With best regards,

Howard W. Hallman

Thank you.
>
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>Thank you for your efforts.
>
>Peace to You! and In Peace,
>Steve
>
>
>
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To: support
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: bounced message
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

As "owner" of abolition-religious, I received a bounce notice, saying that the message was too long.  I don't want to 
forward it because it seems inappropriate for our list-serve.  How do I handle it?  That is, disapprove or remove it from 
our mailbox.

Thanks for your assistance.

Howard Hallman
301 896-0013
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Return-Path: <FBOYLE@LAW.UIUC.EDU>
From: "Boyle, Francis" <FBOYLE@LAW.UIUC.EDU>
To: "'mupj@igc.apc.org'" <mupj@igc.apc.org>
Subject: FW: Criminality of Nuclear Deterrence
Date: Tue, 18 Nov 1997 14:21:46 -0600
Return-Receipt-To: "Boyle, Francis" <FBOYLE@LAW.UIUC.EDU>
X-MIME-Autoconverted: from quoted-printable to 8bit by igcb.igc.org id MAA13612

Francis A. Boyle
Law Building
504 E. Pennsylvania Ave.
Champaign, Ill. 61820
Phone: 217-333-7954
Fax: 217-244-1478
fboyle@law.uiuc.edu

> ----------
> From:         Boyle, Francis[SMTP:FBOYLE@LAW.UIUC.EDU]
> Reply To:     kanakamaoliallies-l@hawaii.edu
> Sent:         Tuesday, November 18, 1997 2:11 PM
> To:   'kanakamaoliallies-l@hawaii.edu'
> Subject:      Criminality of Nuclear Deterrence
> 
> 
> > ----------
> > From:       Anderson, Bonnie
> > Sent:       Tuesday, November 18, 1997 9:53 AM
> > To:         Boyle, Francis
> > Subject:    Criminality of Nuclear Deterrence
> > 
> > 
> > 
> > 
> > THE CRIMINALITY OF NUCLEAR DETERRENCE*
> > by
> > Francis A. Boyle
> > Professor of International Law
> > 
> > Introduction
> >     In my book The Future of International Law and American Foreign
> > Policy (Transnational Publishers Inc.: 1989), I traced the origins
> of
> > the idea to request an Advisory Opinion on the Legality of Nuclear
> > Weapons from the International Court of Justice--the so-called World
> > Court of the United Nations System--to the late Sean MacBride, the
> > International Peace Bureau, the Lawyers Committee on Nuclear Policy,
> > the International Association of Lawyers Against Nuclear Arms
> > (IALANA), and others.  This suggestion was formally taken up and
> > consolidated into a Joint Project launched by the International
> > Association of Lawyers Against Nuclear Arms, the International Peace
> > Bureau, and the International Physicians for the Prevention of
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> Nuclear
> > War, and was then entitled The World Court Project on Nuclear
> Weapons
> > and International Law.  These anti-nuclear ideas, sentiments and
> > efforts eventually bore fruit--not surprisingly--among the member
> > states of the United Nations General Assembly constituting the
> > Non-Aligned Movement.  At their initiative, on 15 December 1994, the
> > General Assembly adopted 
> >                       
> > *©COPYRIGHT 1997 BY FRANCIS A. BOYLE.  ALL RIGHTS RESERVED.
> > 
> > Resolution 49/75K, requesting the International Court of Justice
> > "urgently" to render its Advisory Opinion on the following question:
> > "Is the threat or use of nuclear weapons in any circumstances
> > permitted under international law?"  (Emphasis added.)  Resolution
> > 49/75K was adopted by 78 votes in favor, to 43 against, with 38
> > abstentions.
> >  In response thereto, on 8 July 1996, the International Court of
> > Justice issued its Advisory Opinion entitled Legality of the Threat
> or
> > Use of Nuclear Weapons.  It is not my purpose here to provide a
> > detailed, comprehensive analysis of this World Court Advisory
> Opinion,
> > together with its appended Declarations by five Judges, its appended
> > Separate Opinions by three Judges, and its appended Dissenting
> > Opinions by six Judges.  That endeavor would require the publication
> > of an entire book.  Rather, it is my precise purpose here to explain
> > how this World Court Advisory Opinion on nuclear weapons can be used
> > by lawyers in order to defend anti-nuclear resisters from criminal
> > prosecution on the basis of international law.  Furthermore, this
> > analysis has also been written for the express purpose of providing
> > some guidance to pro se anti-nuclear resisters who seek to defend
> > themselves from criminal prosecution by using international law
> > without the assistance of an attorney.
> >  For these reasons, I have decided to quote verbatim and in
> > extenso key portions of the World Court's Advisory Opinion on the
> > legality of the threat or use of nuclear weapons here.  I am not
> doing
> > this for the simplistic purpose of filling up space and thus cutting
> > down trees.  Rather, I want anti-nuclear resisters to be able to
> read
> > the exact language of the World Court's Advisory Opinion itself.
> That
> > way, at trial the anti-nuclear resister can truthfully testify that
> he
> > or she had read the relevant provisions of the Advisory Opinion by
> the
> > World Court on nuclear weapons, and then testify as to the contents
> as
> > well as the meaning of the Advisory Opinion for the nuclear weapons
> > system at issue.  In this fashion, the reading of this analysis can
> > become yet another technique to get the international law on nuclear
> > weapons admitted into evidence and considered by the jury at the
> trial
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> > of an anti-nuclear resister.
> > Authority of the World Court's Advisory Opinion
> >  Before I analyze the substance of the World Court's Advisory
> > Opinion on the Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons, I
> > believe it would be important here first to discuss the legal
> > authority of this Opinion and its bearing upon a criminal proceeding
> > in a federal or a state court in the United States.  The same
> > principles of analysis would also apply to any judicial or
> > administrative proceeding of a quasi-criminal nature (e.g.,
> > deportation proceedings, sentencing hearings, student disciplinary
> > proceedings, etc.).  Basically, these strategies have been used
> > successfully in a variety of criminal, quasi-criminal, and
> > administrative proceedings around the United States and abroad
> during
> > the past decade.  The same principles of analysis can also be
> > applied--and have been successfully applied--pari passu by lawyers
> and
> > anti-nuclear resisters in criminal proceedings in other states
> around
> > the world.  For the purpose of convenience, I will hereinafter refer
> > to the above-mentioned Opinion as "the Opinion" or "the Advisory
> > Opinion" or "the World Court's Advisory Opinion" without further
> > identification.
> >  The United Nations Charter is a "Treaty" that has received the
> > advice and consent of the United States Senate.  Therefore it is
> "the
> > supreme Law of the Land" under Article VI of the United States
> > Constitution, the so-called Supremacy Clause:
> > Article VI
> > 
> >   ....
> > 
> >   This Constitution and the Laws of the United States
> > which shall be made in Pursuance thereof; and all Treaties made, or
> > which shall be made, under the Authority of the United States, shall
> > be the supreme Law of the Land; and the Judges in every State shall
> be
> > bound thereby, any Thing in the Constitution or Laws of any State to
> > the Contrary notwithstanding.
> > 
> >   ....
> > 
> > In other words, every judge, jury, and government official in the
> > United States of America is constitutionally obligated to pay
> > attention to the provisions of the United Nations Charter.
> >  Congress has authorized the United States to participate in the
> > United Nations Organization by means of adopting the United Nations
> > Participation Act of 1945, as currently amended, as well as by means
> > of Congress's supposed appropriations toward that end.  Hence the
> > United Nations Charter constitutes a "Treaty" that, in addition, has
> > also been expressly authorized and continually implemented by the
> > "Laws of the United States" within the meaning of those terms as
> used
> > by Article VI of the United States Constitution.  On both accounts,
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> > therefore, the United Nations Charter is "the supreme Law of the
> > Land."
> >  Article 7 of the U.N. Charter established the International
> > Court of Justice as one of the six "principal organs of the United
> > Nations."  According to Article 92 of the U.N. Charter, the
> > International Court of Justice "shall be the principal judicial
> organ
> > of the United Nations."  The Statute of the International Court of
> > Justice (ICJ) has been annexed to the United Nations Charter.
> > According to Article 92 of the U.N. Charter, the ICJ Statute "forms
> an
> > integral part of the present Charter."
> >  In particular, Article 92 of the U.N. Charter expressly provides
> > as follows:
> > Chapter XIV
> > 
> > THE INTERNATIONAL COURT OF JUSTICE
> > 
> > Article 92
> > 
> >  The International Court of Justice shall be the principal
> > judicial organ of the United Nations.  It shall function in
> accordance
> > with the annexed Statute, which is based upon the Statute of the
> > Permanent Court of International Justice and forms an integral part
> of
> > the present Charter.
> > 
> > Since the ICJ Statute is "an integral part of" the United Nations
> > Charter, the ICJ Statute is an integral part of a "Treaty" that has
> > received the advice and consent of the United States Senate, and has
> > also been implemented by an Act passed by both Houses of the U.S.
> > Congress.  For both of these reasons, the ICJ Statute is therefore
> > "the supreme Law of the Land" under Article VI of the United States
> > Constitution.
> >  U.N. Charter Article 93(1) makes this point very clear in the
> > following language: "All members of the United Nations are ipso
> facto
> > parties to the Statute of the International Court of Justice."  Once
> > again, therefore, the Statute of the International Court of Justice
> is
> > a "Treaty" and therefore "the supreme Law of the Land" under Article
> > VI of the United States Constitution.
> >  Thus, the International Court of Justice is not a "foreign
> > court."  Rather the World Court has been duly authorized and
> > established pursuant to the Constitution, a "Treaty," and the "Laws
> of
> > the United States."  For this reason every judge, jury and
> government
> > official subject to the jurisdiction of the United States of America
> > is obligated to pay attention to what the International Court of
> > Justice says.
> >  Article 65(1) of the ICJ Statute empowers the World Court to
> > render an Advisory Opinion in the following words: "The Court may
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> give
> > an advisory opinion on any legal question at the request of whatever
> > body may be authorized by or in accordance with the Charter of the
> > United Nations to make such a request."  Article 96(1) of the United
> > Nations Charter empowers the U.N. General Assembly to request an
> > Advisory Opinion from the International Court of Justice in the
> > following language: "The General Assembly or the Security Council
> may
> > request the International Court of Justice to give an advisory
> opinion
> > on any legal question."
> >  Therefore, in rendering its Advisory Opinion on The Legality of
> > the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons, the International Court of
> > Justice was discharging its solemn obligations under the terms of
> the
> > United Nations Charter and the Statute of the International Court of
> > Justice, which are both "the supreme Law of the Land" under Article
> VI
> > of the United States Constitution.  For this reason, every judge,
> jury
> > and government official in the United States is obligated to take
> into
> > account what the World Court said in this Advisory Opinion.
> >  Furthermore, since the United Nations Charter established the
> > International Court of Justice as "the principal judicial organ of
> the
> > United Nations," the World Court is the chief organ for  the
> > interpretation of international law for the entirety of the United
> > Nations System and thus for all states of the world community
> itself,
> > including therein the United States of America.  Hence, the World
> > Court's Advisory Opinion sets forth an authoritative declaration of
> > what are the requirements of international law with respect to the
> > threat and use of nuclear weapons.  In other words, the World
> Court's
> > Advisory Opinion on the Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear
> > Weapons constitutes the reigning customary international law on
> > nuclear weapons.
> >  In this regard, customary international law is part of the
> > common law of the United States of America as well as the common law
> > of all States of the Union.  For this reason as well, therefore,
> every
> > judge, jury, and government official in the United States is bound
> to
> > pay attention to the World Court's Advisory Opinion.  The World
> > Court's Advisory Opinion sets forth what is the customary
> > international law, and thus the federal common law and the state
> > common law, with respect to the threat and use of nuclear weapons.
> >  At a minimum, therefore, the World Court's Advisory Opinion
> > should be admitted into evidence at the trial of any anti-nuclear
> > resister so that it can be considered by the jury or finder of fact.
> > In any event, once an anti-nuclear resister reads the exact language
> > taken from the World Court's Advisory Opinion on nuclear weapons set
> > forth below, he or she should certainly have the right to explain to
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> a
> > jury at a criminal trial (1) that they had read the relevant
> portions
> > of the Opinion; and (2) what the relevant portions of the Opinion
> > said; and (3) what the Advisory Opinion meant for the particular
> > nuclear weapons system at issue.  Such testimony would also set the
> > stage for calling an expert witness on nuclear weapons and
> > international law in order to corroborate the anti-nuclear
> resister's
> > reasonable and good faith beliefs as to the requirements of
> > international law with respect to the threat and use of nuclear
> > weapons.  Once again, in this fashion the anti-nuclear resister can
> > pave the way for such international law evidence to be admitted at
> > trial and considered by the jury.
> > Summary of the World Court's Advisory Opinion
> >  Before I begin my extended analysis of the relevant portions of
> > the Advisory Opinion, I thought it would be helpful to present a
> brief
> > summary of the key points of the holding by the World Court taken
> from
> > the Dissenting Opinions by Judge Weeramantry and Judge Koroma,
> > respectively.  This should provide the reader with a pretty good
> idea
> > of what the Court actually held as well as its significance.  Also,
> > since Judge Koroma and Judge Weeramantry wrote Dissenting Opinions
> > that were appended to the Advisory Opinion by the Court, these
> > excerpts provide an authoritative interpretation of the meaning of
> the
> > Advisory Opinion itself.
> >  Prior to joining the World Court, Judge Christopher George
> > Weeramantry from Sri Lanka was a member of IALANA, had written quite
> > extensively on nuclear weapons and international law, and was
> already
> > generally considered to be one of the world's leading experts on
> that
> > subject.  Let me quote from the following preliminary observations
> on
> > the Advisory Opinion made by Judge Weeramantry in his Dissenting
> > Opinion appended thereto:
> >   ....
> > 
> >  (b) The positive aspects of the Court's Opinion
> > 
> >   This Opinion represents the first decision of this
> > Court, and indeed of any international tribunal, that clearly
> > formulates limitations on nuclear weapons in terms of the United
> > Nations Charter.  It is the first decision which expressly addresses
> > the contradiction between nuclear weapons and the laws of armed
> > conflict and international humanitarian law.  It is the first such
> > decision which expresses the view that the use of nuclear weapons is
> > hemmed in and limited by a variety of treaty obligations.
> > 
> >   In the environmental field, it is the first Opinion
> > which expressly embodies, in the context of nuclear weapons, a
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> > principle of "prohibition of methods of warfare which not only are
> > intended, but may also be expected to cause" widespread, long-term
> and
> > severe environmental damage, and "the prohibition of attacks against
> > the natural environment by way of reprisals" (para. 31).
> > 
> >   In the field of nuclear disarmament, it also reminds all
> > nations of their obligation to bring these negotiations to their
> > conclusion in all their aspects, thereby ending the continuance of
> > this threat to the integrity of international law.
> > 
> >   Once these propositions are established, one needs only
> > to examine the effects of the use of nuclear weapons to conclude
> that
> > there is no possibility whatsoever of a use or threat of use that
> does
> > not offend these principles.  This Opinion examines at some length
> the
> > numerous unique qualities of the nuclear weapon which stand in
> > flagrant contradiction of the basic values underlying the United
> > Nations Charter, international law, and international humanitarian
> > law.  In the light of that information, it becomes demonstrably
> > impossible for the weapon to comply with the basic postulates laid
> > down by the Court, thus rendering them illegal in terms of the
> > unanimous finding of the Court.
> > 
> >   In particular, I would mention the requirement, in
> > Article 2(4) of the Charter, of compliance with the Purposes of the
> > United Nations.  Those Purposes involve respect for human rights,
> and
> > the dignity and worth of the human person.  They also involve
> friendly
> > relations among nations, and good neighbourliness (see Art. 1
> > (Purposes and Principles) read with the Preamble).  The linkage of
> > legality with compliance with these principles has now been
> judicially
> > established.  Weapons of warfare which can kill a million or a
> billion
> > human beings (according to the estimates placed before the Court)
> show
> > scant regard for the dignity and worth of the human person, or for
> the
> > principle of good neighbourliness.  They stand condemned upon the
> > principles laid down by the Court.
> > 
> >   Even though I do not agree with the entirety of the
> > Court's Opinion, strong indicators of illegality necessarily flow
> from
> > the unanimous parts of that Opinion.  Further details of the total
> > incompatibility of the weapons with the principles laid down by the
> > Court appear in the body of this Opinion.
> > 
> >   It may be that further clarification will be possible in
> > the future.
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> > 
> >   ....
> > 
> >   See Dissenting Opinion of Judge Weeramantry, at pp. 1-2.
> > 
> > These comments by Judge Weeramantry constitute an authoritative
> > interpretation of the meaning and significance of the Advisory
> Opinion
> > itself.
> >  To the same effect are the following portions of Judge Koroma's
> > Dissenting Opinion from pages 6 to 8, 11, and 17:
> >   ...
> > 
> >   The Court also identified the cardinal principles
> > constituting the fabric of international humanitarian law, the first
> > of which is aimed at the protection of the civilian population and
> > civilian objects and establishes the distinction between combatants
> > and non-combatants. According to those principles, States are
> obliged
> > not to make civilians the object of attack and must consequently not
> > use weapons that are incapable of distinguishing between civilian
> and
> > military targets.  Secondly, it is prohibited to cause unnecessary
> > suffering to combatants and, accordingly, it is prohibited to use
> > weapons causing them needless harm or that uselessly aggravate their
> > suffering.  In this regard, the Court noted that States do not have
> > unlimited freedom of choice in the weapons they can use.
> > 
> >   The Court also considered applicable to the matter the
> > Martens Clause, first enunciated in the Hague Convention of 1899
> with
> > respect to the laws and customs of war on land, a modern version of
> > which has been codified in Article 1, paragraph 2, of Additional
> > Protocol I of 1977, and reads as follows:
> > 
> >     "In cases not covered by this Protocol
> > or by other international agreements, civilians and combatants
> remain
> > under the protection and authority of the principles of
> international
> > law derived from established custom, from the principles of humanity
> > and from the dictates of public conscience."
> > 
> >  The Court noted that the principles embodied in the Clause are
> > principles and rules of humanitarian law and, together with the
> > principle of neutrality, apply to nuclear weapons.
> > 
> >   It was in the light of the foregoing that the Court
> > recognized that humanitarian law does prohibit the use of certain
> > types of weapons either because of their indiscriminate effect on
> > combatants and civilians or because of the unnecessary and
> superfluous
> > harm caused to combatants.  The Court accordingly held that the
> > principles and rules of international humanitarian law are
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> obligatory
> > and binding on all States as they also constitute intransgressible
> > principles of customary international law.
> > 
> >   With regard to the applicability of Additional Protocol
> > I of 1977 to nuclear weapons, the Court recalled that even if not
> all
> > States are parties to the Protocol, they are nevertheless bound by
> > those rules in the Protocol which, when adopted, constituted an
> > expression of the pre-existing customary law, such as, in
> particular,
> > the Martens Clause, which is enshrined in Article I of the Protocol.
> > 
> >   The Court observed that the fact that certain types of
> > weapons were not specifically mentioned in the Convention does not
> > permit the drawing of any legal conclusions relating to the
> > substantive issues raised by the use of such weapons.  It took the
> > view that there can be no doubt that the principles and rules of
> > humanitarian law, which are enshrined in the Geneva Conventions of
> > 1949 and the Additional Protocols of 1977, are applicable to nuclear
> > weapons.  Even when it observed that the Conferences of 1949 and
> 1977
> > did not specifically address the question of nuclear weapons, the
> > Court stated that it cannot be concluded from this that the
> > established principles and rules of humanitarian law applicable in
> > armed conflict do not apply to nuclear weapons, as such a conclusion
> > would be incompatible with the intrinsically humanitarian character
> of
> > the legal principles in question which permeate the entire law of
> > armed conflict and apply to all forms of warfare and to all kinds of
> > weapons.
> > 
> >   The Court agreed with the submission that:
> >     "In general, international humanitarian
> > law bears on the threat or use of nuclear weapons as it does of
> other
> > weapons.
> > 
> >     International humanitarian law has
> > evolved to meet contemporary circumstances, and is not limited in
> its
> > application to weaponry of an earlier time.  The fundamental
> > principles of this law endure:  to mitigate and circumscribe the
> > cruelty of war for humanitarian reasons."  (New Zealand, Written
> > Statement, p. 15.)
> > 
> >   The Court also observed that none of the States
> > advocating the legality of the use of nuclear weapons under certain
> > circumstances, including the "clean" use of smaller, low-yield,
> > tactical nuclear weapons, had indicated that the principles of
> > humanitarian law do not apply to nuclear weapons, noting that, for
> > instance, the Russian Federation had recognized that "restrictions
> set
> > by the rules applicable to armed conflicts in respect of means and
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> > methods of warfare definitely also extend to nuclear weapons"; that
> > for the United States, "the United States has long shared the view
> > that the law of armed conflict governs the use of nuclear weapons -
> > just as it governs the use of conventional weapons"; while for the
> > United Kingdom, "so far as the customary law of war is concerned,
> the
> > United Kingdom has always accepted that the use of nuclear weapons
> is
> > subject to the principles of the jus in bello".
> > 
> >   With regard to the elements of fact advanced in its
> > findings, the Court noted the definitions of nuclear weapons
> contained
> > in various treaties and instruments, including those according to
> > which nuclear explosions are "capable of causing massive
> destruction,
> > generalized damage or massive poisoning" (Paris Accords of 1954), or
> > the preamble of the Tlatelolco Treaty of 1967 which described
> nuclear
> > weapons "whose terrible effects are suffered, indiscriminately and
> > inexorably, by military forces and civilian population alike, [and
> > which] constitute through the persistence of the radioactivity they
> > release, an attack on the integrity of the human species and
> > ultimately may even render the whole earth uninhabitable".  It also
> > took note of the fact that nuclear weapons release not only immense
> > quantities of heat and energy, but also powerful and prolonged
> > radiation; that the first two causes of damage are vastly more
> > powerful than such causes of damage in other weapons of mass
> > destruction, and that the phenomenon of radiation is said to be
> > peculiar to nuclear weapons.  These characteristics, the Court
> > concluded, render nuclear weapons potentially catastrophic; their
> > destructive power cannot be contained in either space or time, and
> > they have the potential to destroy all civilization and the entire
> > ecosystem of the planet.
> > 
> >   With regard to the elements of fact, the Court noted
> > that the radiation released by a nuclear explosion would affect
> > health, agriculture, natural resources and demography over a wide
> area
> > and that such weapons would be a serious danger to future
> generations.
> > It further noted that ionizing radiation has the potential to damage
> > the future environment, food and marine ecosystems, and to cause
> > genetic defects and illness in future generations.
> > 
> >   ....
> > 
> >  [See Dissenting Opinion of Judge Koroma, at pp. 6-8.]
> > 
> >   ....
> > 
> >   In the light of the foregoing the Court, as well as
> > taking cognizance of the unique characteristics of nuclear weapons
> > when used, reached the following conclusions:  that nuclear weapons



1118.10.txt[5/3/2017 10:48:45 AM]

> > have a destructive capacity unmatched by any conventional weapon;
> that
> > a single nuclear weapon has the capacity to kill thousands if not
> > millions of human beings; that such weapons cause unnecessary
> > suffering and superfluous injury to combatants and non-combatants
> > alike; and that they are unable to distinguish between civilians and
> > combatants.  When recourse is had to such weapons, it can cause
> damage
> > to generations unborn and produce widespread and long-term effects
> on
> > the environment, particularly in respect of resources necessary for
> > human survival.  In this connection, it should be noted that the
> > radioactive effects of such weapons are not only similar to the
> > effects produced by the use of poison gas which would be in
> violation
> > of the 1925 Geneva Gas Protocol, but are considered even more
> harmful.
> > 
> >   ....
> > 
> >  [See Dissenting Opinion of Judge Koroma, at p. 11.]
> > 
> >   ....
> > 
> >   Be that as it may, the Advisory Opinion cannot be
> > considered as entirely without legal merit or significance.  The
> > positive findings it contains should be regarded as a step forward
> in
> > the historic process of imposing legal restraints in armed
> conflicts.
> > Some of those restraints as they relate to nuclear weapons have now
> > found expression in the opinion of the Court.  For the first time in
> > its history, indeed in the history of any tribunal of similar
> > standing, the Court has declared and confirmed that nuclear weapons
> > are subject to international law; that a threat or use of force by
> > means of nuclear weapons that is contrary to Article 2, paragraph 4,
> > of the United Nations Charter, and that fails to meet the
> requirements
> > of Article 51 is unlawful.  The Court has also held that any threat
> or
> > use of nuclear weapons that is incompatible with the requirements of
> > international law applicable in armed conflict, particularly those
> of
> > the principles of humanitarian law as well as specific obligations
> > under the treaties or other undertakings, dealing expressly with
> > nuclear weapons, would be unlawful.  Inferentially, it is because
> > recourse to nuclear weapons could not meet the aforementioned
> > requirements that the Court has found "that the threat or use of
> > nuclear weapons would generally be contrary to the rules of
> > international law applicable in armed conflict, and in particular
> the
> > principles and the rules of humanitarian law".  This finding, though
> > qualified, should be regarded as of normative importance, when taken
> > together with the other conclusions reached by the Court.  Among
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> other
> > things, it is a rejection of the argument that since humanitarian
> law
> > pre-dated the invention of nuclear weapons, it could not therefore
> be
> > applicable to those weapons.  On the contrary, the Court has found
> > that given the intrinsic character of the established principles and
> > rules of humanitarian law, it does apply to them.
> > 
> >   ....
> > 
> >  See Dissenting Opinion of Judge Koroma, at p. 17.
> > 
> >  Of course, I plan to offer my own interpretation of the meaning
> > and significance of the World Court's Advisory Opinion on the threat
> > and use of nuclear weapons below.  But the above interpretations
> > rendered by two of the dissenting World Court Judges stand on a
> > different and more authoritative level.  Indeed, since Judge
> > Weeramantry was already generally considered to be one of the
> world's
> > leading experts on nuclear weapons and international law before he
> > joined the World Court, the reader would be well advised to read the
> > entire text of his Dissenting Opinion that was appended to the
> > Advisory Opinion.
> >  The above-quoted excerpts taken from the Dissenting Opinions by
> > Judge Weeramantry and Judge Koroma should also provide the reader
> with
> > a basic understanding of the monumental importance of the Advisory
> > Opinion itself:  For almost all intents and purposes, the World
> Court
> > found that the threat and use of nuclear weapons are illegal.  In
> > other words, nuclear deterrence itself is illegal as well.
> > The Criminality of the Threat and Use of Nuclear Weapons
> >  Of course the World Court did not directly get into the question
> > of the criminality of the threat and use of nuclear weapons.  This
> is
> > because of the precise nature of the question posed to the Court by
> > the General Assembly:  "Is the threat or use of nuclear weapons in
> any
> > circumstances permitted under international law?"  In Paragraph 20
> of
> > the Advisory Opinion, the Court--for its own reasons--decided to
> > reformulate this question as follows:  "Its real objective is clear:
> > to determine the legality or illegality of the threat or use of
> > nuclear weapons."  As reformulated, this is the basic question about
> > nuclear weapons that the World Court set out to answer during the
> > remainder of the Opinion:  determining their legality or illegality,
> > not their criminality.
> >  Nevertheless, in regard to this latter point, Paragraph 499 of
> > the United States Department of the Army Field Manual 27-10:  The
> Law
> > of Land Warfare (1956) has the following to say on the subject:
> >  499.War Crimes
> >   The term "war crime" is the technical expression for a
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> > violation of the law of war by any person or persons, military or
> > civilian.  Every violation of the law of war is a war crime.
> > 
> > In other words, violations of the laws and customs of warfare are
> not
> > simply "illegal" or "unlawful", but are also "criminal."
> >  Therefore, during the course of my analyzing the World Court's
> > Advisory Opinion, whenever the Court discusses violations of the
> laws
> > and customs of war; or violations of the Hague Conventions and
> > Regulations; or violations of the Geneva Conventions and Protocols;
> or
> > violations of international humanitarian law, etc. with respect to
> the
> > threat and use of nuclear weapons, the reader must understand that
> > such violations are not just "illegal" and "unlawful" but are also
> > "war crimes" and thus "criminal" under basic principles of
> > international law that have been fully subscribed to by the United
> > States government itself.  Hence my basic conclusions (1) that both
> > the threat and use of nuclear weapons are criminal; and (2) that
> > nuclear deterrence itself is criminal.
> >  Moreover, Paragraph 498 of Field Manual 27-10 (1956) makes it
> > clear that any person, whether a member of the armed forces or a
> > civilian, who commits an act which constitutes a crime under
> > international law is responsible therefore and liable to punishment.
> > Such offenses in connection with war comprise crimes against peace,
> > crimes against humanity, and war crimes.  Here the Field Manual
> > basically incorporated the triumvirate of international crimes
> > recognized by the Nuremberg Charter, the Nuremberg Judgment, and the
> > Nuremberg Principles.
> >  Furthermore, Paragraph 500 of Field Manual 27-10 (1956)
> > explicitly recognizes the existence of inchoate crimes with respect
> to
> > such grievous international crimes.  It provides that conspiracy,
> > direct incitement, and attempts to commit, as well as complicity in
> > the commission of crimes against peace, crimes against humanity, and
> > war crimes are crimes in their own right and thus punishable.
> > Certainly, nuclear deterrence as currently practiced by all the
> > world's nuclear weapons states constitutes a conspiracy to commit
> > Nuremberg crimes against peace, Nuremberg crimes against humanity,
> and
> > Nuremberg war crimes.
> >  Paragraph 501 of Field Manual 27-10 (1956) recognizes the
> > existence of and standard for vicarious responsibility on the part
> of
> > commanders for acts of their subordinates.  Any military commander
> or
> > civilian official is responsible for the commission of international
> > crimes "if he has actual knowledge, or should have knowledge,
> through
> > reports received by him or through other means, that troops or other
> > persons subject to his control are about to commit or have committed
> a
> > war crime and he fails to take the necessary and reasonable steps to
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> > insure compliance with the law of war or to punish violators
> thereof."
> > (Emphasis added.)  Here Field Manual 27-10 (1956) essentially
> > incorporated the test of vicarious criminal responsibility
> enunciated
> > by the United States Supreme Court in its seminal decision
> Application
> > of Yamashita, 327 U.S. 1 (1946).
> >  Field Manual Paragraph 509 denies an alleged war criminal the
> > defense of superior orders, whether miliary or civil, unless the
> > individual did not know and could not reasonably have been expected
> to
> > know that the act ordered was unlawful, though superior orders may
> be
> > considered in mitigation of punishment.  Paragraph 510 provides that
> > the fact that a person who committed an act which constitutes an
> > international crime acted as head of state or as a responsible
> > government official does not relieve him from responsibility for his
> > act.  On these as in other matters, the Field Manual once again
> > generally incorporated the terms of the Nuremberg Charter, the
> > Nuremberg Judgment, and the Nuremberg Principles.
> >  Hence, according to the U.S. Army Field Manual itself, all U.S.
> > civilian government officials and military officers who exercise any
> > degree of "control" over U.S. nuclear forces, and know or should
> know
> > that such forces are designed for the purpose of committing
> Nuremberg
> > crimes against peace, or Nuremberg crimes against humanity, or
> > Nuremberg war crimes, and have failed to do anything about it, are
> > themselves responsible for the commission of inchoate Nuremberg
> > crimes.  In the United States this category of officialdom would
> > typically include the following individuals and their immediate
> > subordinates, at a minimum:  the President and Vice-President; the
> > Secretary of Defense; Members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; the
> > Secretary of State; the Director of Central Intelligence; the
> National
> > Security Advisor; other Members of the National Security Council,
> etc.
> > The same principles of law would also apply to the equivalent
> civilian
> > officials and military officers in the other nuclear weapons states.
> > Certainly every citizen of the world community has both the right
> and
> > the duty under international law to prevent the commission of
> inchoate
> > Nuremberg crimes by these operative government officials--both
> > civilian and military--in the nuclear weapons states.
> > The Importance of Paragraph 104 of the Advisory Opinion
> >  At the outset of my commentary upon the World Court's Advisory
> > Opinion on nuclear weapons, I thought it would be worthwhile to
> > reproduce here the Court's own statement as to how the text of the
> > Opinion itself must be interpreted, and its relationship to what is
> > called the "dispositif," which is the ultimate holding of the Court
> > found in Paragraph 105 of the Opinion.  I will return to Paragraph
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> 105
> > later on.  For the time being, let me quote Paragraph 104 of the
> > Opinion here:
> >   104. At the end of the present Opinion, the Court
> > emphasizes that its reply to the question put to it by the General
> > Assembly rests on the totality of the legal grounds set forth by the
> > Court above (paragraphs 20 to 103), each of which is to be read in
> the
> > light of the others.  Some of these grounds are not such as to form
> > the object of formal conclusions in the final paragraph of the
> > Opinion; they nevertheless retain, in the view of the Court, all
> their
> > importance.
> > 
> > In other words, the dispositif set forth in Paragraph 105 of the
> > Advisory Opinion can only be read and interpreted by reference to
> > Paragraphs 20 to 103 of the Advisory Opinion.  Therefore, it would
> be
> > an incorrect interpretation of the Opinion simply to focus upon the
> > dispositif found in Paragraph 105.  Rather, the entirety of the
> > Advisory Opinion--including the dispositif found in Paragraph
> > 105--must be considered together.
> > Burden of Proof
> >  Starting with the Paragraph 20 of the Advisory Opinion mentioned
> > above in Paragraph 104, the first substantive issue dealt with by
> the
> > World Court was the procedural question of the so-called burden of
> > proof with respect to establishing the legality or the illegality of
> > the threat and use of nuclear weapons.  Simply put:   Was the burden
> > of proof upon the nuclear weapons states to establish their
> legality,
> > or conversely upon the non-nuclear weapons states to establish their
> > illegality?  To make a long story short, the Court brushed aside
> these
> > intricate questions related to the burden of proof as "...without
> > particular significance for the disposition of the issues before the
> > Court."  (Advisory Opinion, Paragraph 22.)  In this regard, the
> Court
> > offered the following factual observation:
> >   22. The Court notes that the nuclear-weapon States
> > appearing before it either accepted, or did not dispute, that their
> > independence to act was indeed restricted by the principles and
> rules
> > of international law, more particularly humanitarian law (see below,
> > paragraph 86), as did the other States which took part in the
> > proceedings.
> > 
> >   ....
> > 
> > Thus, all of the states taking part in the World Court proceedings
> on
> > nuclear weapons, including and especially the nuclear weapons states
> > themselves, either explicitly or else implicitly operated upon the
> > basic assumption that the threat and use of nuclear weapons was
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> > subject to and restricted by the rules of international law.  No
> state
> > dared to argue that international law simply did not apply to the
> > threat and use of nuclear weapons.  In other words, no state, and
> > especially no nuclear weapons state, embraced legal nihilism when it
> > comes to the threat and use of nuclear weapons.
> >  Clearly, that represents a major concession by the nuclear
> > weapons states, though it is consistent with their historical
> position
> > maintaining the legality of nuclear weapons.  Generally put, the
> > nuclear weapons states have taken the position that although there
> is
> > no formal prohibition derived from treaty or customary international
> > law on the threat and use of "nuclear weapons" as such by that name,
> > nevertheless the threat and use of nuclear weapons still remain
> > subject to the rules of international law, and in particular to the
> > laws of war and international humanitarian law.  Hence, in Paragraph
> > 23 of the Opinion the Court states that it must proceed to analyze
> > "the great corpus of international law norms available to it."
> > The Right to Life
> >  In Paragraph 25 of the Opinion, the World Court holds that:  "In
> > principle, the right not arbitrarily to be deprived of one's life
> > applies also in hostilities."  The Court derives this conclusion
> from
> > Article 6 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political
> Rights,
> > to which the United States is now a contracting party:
> >   Every human being has the inherent right to life.  This
> > right shall be protected by law.  No one shall be arbitrarily
> deprived
> > of his life.
> > 
> >  I might add to the Court's analysis that Article 6 was based
> > upon Article 3 of the 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights
> > (UDHR):  "Everyone has the right to life, liberty and security of
> > person."  Historically the United States government has been in the
> > vanguard of the international movement to proclaim such fundamental
> > provisions of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights to
> constitute
> > customary international law.  Hence the United States government is
> > bound by UDHR Article 3, which in turn is part of U.S. federal
> common
> > law and the common law of the States of Union.
> >  The Court points out in Paragraph 25 that "what is an arbitrary
> > deprivation of life" contrary to Article 6 of the Covenant must be
> > determined by "the law applicable in armed conflict which is
> designed
> > to regulate the conduct of hostilities."  Since, as we shall see
> > below, in the Opinion of the Court, almost all uses of nuclear
> weapons
> > would violate some provision of the laws of war, the conclusion
> > becomes inexorable that almost all conceivable uses of nuclear
> weapons
> > would violate Covenant Article 6 and, I would add, UDHR Article 3.
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> >  Furthermore, I would also point out that the threat to use
> > nuclear weapons, including therein nuclear deterrence itself,
> violates
> > the right to the "security of person" guaranteed by the above-quoted
> > UDHR Article 3.  In addition to setting forth the requirements of
> > customary international law, UDHR Article 3 became the basis for the
> > first sentence of Article 9(1) of  the aforementioned International
> > Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, to which the United States
> is
> > now a party:  "Everyone has the right to liberty and security of
> > person."  Thus it is fair to conclude from reading the World Court's
> > Advisory Opinion that the threat to use nuclear weapons, including
> > therein nuclear deterrence itself, would violate the right to
> > "security of person" recognized by customary international law and
> by
> > a treaty to which the United States government is a party.  In other
> > words, the threat to use nuclear weapons, including therein nuclear
> > deterrence itself, violates "the supreme Law of the Land" according
> to
> > Article VI of the United States Constitution as well as U.S. federal
> > common law and state common law.
> > Genocide
> >  Next, in Paragraph 26 of the Opinion, the Court deals with the
> > question whether the use of nuclear weapons would violate  the 1948
> > Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of
> Genocide,
> > to which the United States is now a contracting party.  The Court
> said
> > that liability depended upon the state using nuclear weapons having
> > the requisite "intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national,
> > ethnical, racial or religious group, as such" that is required by
> > Article II of the Convention:
> >   The Court would point out in that regard that the
> > prohibition of genocide would be pertinent in this case if the



1118.11.txt[5/3/2017 10:48:46 AM]

> > recourse to nuclear weapons did indeed entail the element of intent,
> > towards a group as such, required by the provision quoted above.  In
> > the view of the Court, it would only be possible to arrive at such a
> > conclusion after having taken due account of the circumstances
> > specific to each case.
> > 
> > This holding by the Court lends support to the proposition that
> under
> > certain circumstances the use of nuclear weapons could indeed
> > constitute the international crime of genocide.
> >     For example, the so-called "counter-ethnic" destruction of
> > civilian population centers because of their constituent ethnicity
> > alone would clearly constitute genocide.  Also, the so-called
> > "counter-value" destruction of civilian population centers produces
> a
> > similar conclusion.  It is a "general principle[s] of law recognized
> > by civilized nations" (vide ICJ Statute Article 38(1)(c)) that a
> > person is presumed to intend the necessary and foreseeable
> > consequences of his or her actions.  As Judge Weeramantry pointed
> out
> > at page 50 in his Dissenting Opinion:
> >             ....
> > 
> >             ...However, having regard to the ability of nuclear
> > weapons to wipe out blocks of population ranging from hundreds of
> > thousands to millions, there can be no doubt that the weapon
> targets,
> > in whole or in part, the national group of the State at which it is
> > directed.
> >             Nuremberg held that the extermination of the civilian
> > population in whole or in part is a crime against humanity.  This is
> > precisely what a nuclear weapon achieves.
> > 
> > Needless to say, the 1948 Genocide Convention attempted to codify
> the
> > Nuremberg "crime against humanity" into positive treaty form.
> >     Even the fairly conservative Judge Stephen Schwebel from the
> > United States, who was then Vice President and later President of
> the
> > International Court of Justice, offered the following condemnation
> of
> > the so-called counter-value use of nuclear weapons on page 7 of his
> > Dissenting Opinion:
> >     ...It cannot be accepted that the use of nuclear weapons on a
> > scale which would--or could--result in the deaths of many millions
> in
> > indiscriminate inferno and by far-reaching fallout, have profoundly
> > pernicious effects in space and time, and render uninhabitable much
> or
> > all of the earth, could be lawful.
> > 
> >     Judge Schwebel was elected to the World Court in 1981 in order
> > to replace my teacher, Judge Richard R. Baxter, who had died
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> > prematurely from cancer.  Before his election to the Court, Judge
> > Schwebel was Deputy Legal Adviser to the United States Department of
> > State during the Reagan Administration--hardly a hotbed of
> radicalism
> > there.  In other words, the Reagan administration was behind Judge
> > Schwebel's election to the World Court.  Despite these impeccably
> > conservative credentials, Judge Schwebel condemned the counter-value
> > use of nuclear weapons in no uncertain terms.
> >     Here I would add to the Court's analysis the fact that Article
> > III of the Genocide Convention also prohibits and requires the
> > punishment of (a) genocide; (b) conspiracy to commit genocide; (c)
> > direct and public incitement to commit genocide; (d) attempt to
> commit
> > genocide; and (e) complicity in genocide.  I would argue that the
> > counter-ethnic targeting of civilian population centers, as well as
> > the counter-value targeting of civilian population centers, by
> United
> > States government officials each constitute a separate conspiracy to
> > commit genocide in violation of Genocide Convention Article III(b)
> and
> > are therefore inchoate crimes that are still taking place today.
> > Certainly, an anti-nuclear resister has the right under a treaty,
> "the
> > supreme Law of the Land," Article VI of the U.S. Constitution,
> > customary international law, and the common law of the United States
> > and of the States of the Union to take whatever necessary and
> > reasonable steps he or she can in order to terminate such ongoing
> > criminal activity.
> >     Furthermore, according to Article V of the Genocide Convention,
> > the Contracting Parties undertake to enact, in accordance with their
> > respective Constitutions, the necessary legislation to give effect
> to
> > the provisions of the Genocide Convention and, in particular, to
> > provide effective penalties for persons guilty of genocide or of any
> > of the other acts enumerated in Article III.
> >     Pursuant to Article V, the Congress of the United States of
> > America adopted what is called domestic implementing legislation for
> > the Genocide Convention that makes genocide a crime under U.S.
> federal
> > criminal law.  Basically following the terms of the Genocide
> > Convention, this Genocide Convention Implementation Act of 1987
> > (codified at Title 18 of the United States Code) defines the crime
> of
> > "genocide" as follows:
> >     § 1901. Genocide
> >   (a)  BASIC OFFENSE.--Whoever, whether in time of peace
> > or in time of war, in a circumstance described in subsection (d) and
> > with the specific intent to destroy, in whole or in substantial
> part,
> > a national, ethnic, racial, or religious group as such--
> > 
> >   (1) kills members of that group;
> >   (2) causes serious bodily injury to members of that
> > group;
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> >   (3) causes the permanent impairment of the mental
> > faculties of members of the group through drugs, torture, or similar
> > techniques;
> >   (4) subjects the group to conditions of life that
> > are intended to cause the physical destruction of the group in whole
> > or in part;
> >   (5) imposes measures intended to prevent births
> > within the group; or
> >   (6) transfers by force children of the group to
> > another group;
> > 
> >    or attempts to do so, shall be punished as
> > provided in subsection (b).
> > 
> >  According to subsection (d), the basic offense must be committed
> > either within the United States, or by a national of the United
> > States.  The penalty for violating subsection (a)(1) where death
> > results, is death or imprisonment for life and a fine of not more
> than
> > $1 million.  The penalty for any other violation is a fine of not
> more
> > than $1 million or imprisonment for not more than twenty years, or
> > both.  Certainly, an anti-nuclear resister has the right under
> > international law and United States domestic law to take necessary
> and
> > reasonable steps in order to terminate an ongoing criminal
> conspiracy
> > by U.S. government officials to commit genocide in violation of the
> > Genocide Convention Implementation Act of 1987 and the Genocide
> > Convention of 1948.
> > Environmental Protection
> >  Most significantly, the World Court devotes seven paragraphs of
> > its Opinion (paragraphs 27 to 33) to discussing the international
> > environmental law applicable to the use of nuclear weapons.  The
> Court
> > begins its environmental analysis by enunciating the following
> > principle of customary international law: "The existence of the
> > general obligation of States to ensure that activities within their
> > jurisdiction and control respect the environment of other States or
> of
> > areas beyond national control is now part of the corpus of
> > international law relating to the environment."  (Advisory Opinion,
> > Paragraph 29.)  It is fair to conclude from this general principle
> > that since the use of nuclear weapons would necessarily entail the
> > release of radioactive fall-out into areas beyond the control of the
> > user and its adversary, the use of nuclear weapons would violate
> this
> > basic principle of customary international law.
> >  The Court notes that states undoubtedly have the right to
> > self-defense:  "...Nonetheless, States must take environmental
> > considerations into account when assessing what is necessary and
> > proportionate in the pursuit of legitimate military objectives.
> > Respect for the environment is one of the elements that go to
> > assessing whether an action is in conformity with the principles of
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> > necessity and proportionality."  (Advisory Opinion, Paragraph 30.)
> > Personally, I have never seen any evidence to believe that the
> United
> > States government, or for that matter, any other nuclear weapons
> > state, has ever taken into account any environmental considerations
> > when it comes to formulating their plans for the threat and use of
> > nuclear weapons, including therein nuclear deterrence.  All the
> > nuclear weapons states stand in breach of this fundamental
> requirement
> > of customary international law as articulated by the World Court in
> > this Advisory Opinion.
> >  The Court then comes to its critical holding on international
> > environmental law with respect to the threat and use of nuclear
> > weapons in Paragraph 31 of the Opinion by means of employing the
> > following language:
> >   31. The Court notes furthermore that Articles 35,
> > paragraph 3, and 55 of Additional Protocol I provide additional
> > protection for the environment.  Taken together, these provisions
> > embody a general obligation to protect the natural environment
> against
> > widespread, long-term and severe environmental damage; the
> prohibition
> > of methods and means of warfare which are intended, or may be
> > expected, to cause such damage; and the prohibition of attacks
> against
> > the natural environment by way of reprisals.
> > 
> >   These are powerful constraints for all the States having
> > subscribed to these provisions.
> > 
> >  In particular, Article 35(3) of Additional Protocol I of 1977 to
> > the Four Geneva Conventions of 1949 states quite clearly:  "It is
> > prohibited to employ methods or means of warfare which are intended,
> > or may be expected, to cause widespread, long-term and severe damage
> > to the natural environment."  And Article 55 of Geneva Protocol I
> > expressly provides as follows:
> >  Article 55 -- Protection of the natural environment
> > 
> >    1. Care shall be taken in warfare to
> > protect the natural environment against widespread, long-term and
> > severe damage.  This protection includes a prohibition of the use of
> > methods or means of warfare which are intended or may be expected to
> > cause such damage to the natural environment and thereby to
> prejudice
> > the health or survival of the population.
> > 
> >    2. Attacks against the natural environment
> > by way of reprisals are prohibited.
> > 
> > Obviously, none of the nuclear weapons states has ever taken any
> care
> > to protect the natural environment against widespread, long-term and
> > severe damage when it comes to drawing up their current plans for
> the
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> > threat and use of nuclear weapons, including therein nuclear
> > deterrence.  In addition, all of their longstanding plans for the
> > threat and use of nuclear weapons are obviously "expected to cause
> > such damage to the natural environment and thereby to prejudice the
> > health or survival of the population."  For the reasons mentioned
> > above, violations of Geneva Protocol I are not simply illegal, but
> are
> > also war crimes and thus criminal.
> >  The United States government signed Geneva Protocol I, but for
> > reasons unrelated to nuclear weapons, the Reagan administration
> > formally decided not to ratify it.  Nevertheless, the Reagan
> > administration simultaneously announced its willingness to be bound
> by
> > those provisions of Geneva Protocol I that enunciate basic rules of
> > customary international law.  Certainly, whatever their status might
> > have been in 1977, as of today Article 35(3) and Article 55 of
> Geneva
> > Protocol I enunciate basic rules of customary international law.
> > Hence by means of its longstanding plans to use nuclear weapons that
> > thoroughly disregard any considerations of respect for the
> > environment, the United States government stands in anticipatory
> > breach of its obligations set forth in Article 35(3) and Article 55
> of
> > Geneva Protocol I and general principles of customary international
> > law relating to the environment.  Once again, yet another variant of
> > ongoing criminal activity that any anti-nuclear resister has the
> right
> > to prevent under international law, the U.S. Constitution, U.S.
> > federal common law, and state common law.
> >  The Court concludes its international environmental law analysis
> > concerning the threat and use of nuclear weapons in Paragraph 33 as
> > follows:
> >   33. The Court thus finds that while the existing
> > international law relating to the protection and safeguarding of the
> > environment does not specifically prohibit the use of nuclear
> weapons,
> > it indicates important environmental factors that are properly to be
> > taken into account in the context of the implementation of the
> > principles and rules of the law applicable in armed conflict.
> > 
> > Once again, to the best of my knowledge, not even one nuclear
> weapons
> > state has ever taken into account "important environmental factors"
> > when it comes to its planning for the threat and use of nuclear
> > weapons, including therein nuclear deterrence.  All of the nuclear
> > weapons states have breached their solemn obligation "'to respect
> and
> > protect the natural environment'," which the Court says in Paragraph
> > 32 of the Advisory Opinion applies to the actual use of nuclear
> > weapons in warfare as well as to nuclear testing.
> >  Quite obviously, any use of nuclear weapons would "...constitute
> > a catastrophe for the environment," as the Court expressly
> recognized
> > in Paragraph 29 of the Opinion.  In this regard, the Court also
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> makes
> > the following findings of fact concerning the use of nuclear weapons
> > with respect to the environment in Paragraph 35 of the Advisory
> > Opinion:
> >   ....
> > 
> >   ...These characteristics [i.e., (1) heat, (2) energy,
> > and (3) radiation] render the nuclear weapon potentially
> catastrophic.
> > The destructive power of nuclear weapons cannot be contained in
> either
> > space or time.  They have the potential to destroy all civilization
> > and the entire ecosystem of the planet.
> > 
> >   The radiation released by a nuclear explosion would
> > affect health, agriculture, natural resources and demography over a
> > very wide area.  Further, the use of nuclear weapons would be a
> > serious danger to future generations.  Ionizing radiation has the
> > potential to damage the future environment, food and marine
> ecosystem,
> > and to cause genetic defects and illness in future generations.
> > 
> > During the course of trying an anti-nuclear resister, any judge in a
> > domestic criminal proceeding should be able to take judicial notice
> of
> > these facts as authoritatively determined by the International Court
> > of Justice on the basis of exhaustive judicial proceedings with the
> > participation of the acknowledged nuclear weapons states.
> > Violations of the United Nations Charter
> >  The Court then turns to the question "of the legality or
> > illegality of recourse to nuclear weapons in the light of the
> > provisions of the Charter relating to the threat and use of force."
> > In particular, U.N. Charter Article 2(4) contains the following
> > prohibitions:
> >   All Members shall refrain in their international
> > relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial
> > integrity or political independence of any State, or in any other
> > manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the United Nations.
> > 
> >  Certainly, Article 51 of the Charter recognizes that a state has
> > the right to individual and collective self-defense.  But as the
> Court
> > points out in Paragraph 39 of the Opinion:  These principles "apply
> to
> > any use of force, regardless of the weapons employed....A weapon
> that
> > is already unlawful per se...does not become lawful by reason of its
> > being used for a legitimate purpose under the Charter."  The Court's
> > implication is obvious:  The threat and use of nuclear weapons
> cannot
> > be justified simply by arguing that they are necessary for
> > self-defense, as the nuclear weapons states have historically and
> > consistently maintained.  Likewise, therefore, nuclear deterrence
> > itself cannot be justified under the United Nations Charter by
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> simply
> > arguing that it is necessary for self-defense, as the nuclear
> weapons
> > states have historically and consistently maintained.
> > The Principles of Necessity and Proportionality
> >  The Court then points out in Paragraph 41 of the Opinion that
> > the exercise of the right of self-defense is subject "to the
> > conditions of necessity and proportionality" as required by
> customary
> > international law.  As the Court says:  "This dual condition applies
> > equally to Article 51 of the Charter, whatever the means of force
> > employed."  (Advisory Opinion, Paragraph 41.)  Certainly, today's
> > nuclear weapons states pay little if any attention at all to the
> > principles of necessity and proportionality when it comes to their
> > longstanding plans for the threat and use of nuclear weapons,
> > including therein nuclear deterrence.  Indeed, the entire theory of
> > nuclear deterrence as currently practiced by the world's nuclear
> > weapons states is premised upon the strategic uncertainty and total
> > disproportionality of their threat to use nuclear weapons.  For this
> > reason as well, therefore, nuclear deterrence is clearly illegal
> and,
> > I might add, criminal too.
> >  Even if the use of nuclear weapons were to be in legitimate
> > self-defense and satisfy the requirements of necessity and
> > proportionality, such use "...must, in order to be lawful, also meet
> > the requirements of the law applicable in armed conflict which
> > comprise in particular the principles and rules of humanitarian
> law."
> > (Advisory Opinion, Paragraph 42.)  Quite obviously, it would be
> > well-nigh impossible for almost any use of nuclear weapons as
> > currently contemplated by the world's nuclear weapons states to
> > fulfill all of these conditions for the legality of the threat and
> use
> > of nuclear weapons.  Hence, my conclusion once again that the
> current
> > plans for the threat and use of nuclear weapons as practiced by the
> > world's nuclear weapons states are clearly illegal and, I might add
> to
> > the Court's analysis, criminal as well.
> > Nuclear Escalation
> >  In Paragraph 43 of the Opinion, the World Court specifically
> > addresses the legality vel non of nuclear escalation within the
> > context of the requirement of proportionality as follows:
> >   ...it suffices for the Court to note that the very
> > nature of all nuclear weapons and the profound risks associated
> > therewith are further considerations to be borne in mind by States
> > believing they can exercise a nuclear response in self-defence in
> > accordance with the requirements of proportionality.
> > 
> > Once again, to the best of my knowledge, no nuclear weapons state
> has
> > ever taken into account "the profound risks associated" with the use
> > of nuclear weapons producing nuclear escalation when drawing up
> their
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> > plans for the threat and use of nuclear weapons, including therein
> > nuclear deterrence, at least in the sense intended by the World
> Court.
> > To the contrary, the nuclear weapons states have indeed taken into
> > account "the profound risks associated" with the use of nuclear
> > weapons producing nuclear escalation in the totally perverse sense
> of
> > deliberately exploiting, compounding, and perpetuating these
> "profound
> > risks" as the very basis of nuclear deterrence.  As currently
> > practiced by today's nuclear weapons states, nuclear deterrence is
> > purposefully based upon the calculated risk of escalation into
> all-out
> > strategic nuclear warfare.  For this reason as well, therefore,
> > nuclear deterrence is illegal and, I might add, criminal.
> > Reprisals
> >  The Court then turned to another alleged justification for the
> > threat and use of nuclear weapons put forth by the nuclear weapons
> > states:  reprisal.  Even then, the Court pointed out, any reprisal
> in
> > wartime is still "...governed inter alia by the principle of
> > proportionality."  (Advisory Opinion, Paragraph 46.)  Once again,
> > however, there is no evidence to believe that any one of the nuclear
> > weapons states has ever drawn up its current plans for the threat
> and
> > use of nuclear weapons in alleged reprisal in order to take into
> > account the principle of proportionality.  Indeed, the entire system
> > of nuclear deterrence is premised in part upon the gross
> > disproportionality of the threatened response to the first use of
> > nuclear weapons by an adversary.  For this reason as well, the
> current
> > plans for the threat and use of nuclear weapons by the nuclear
> weapons
> > states, including therein nuclear deterrence, are illegal and, I
> might
> > add, criminal.
> > The Illegality of Nuclear Deterrence
> >  In this regard, because of its critical importance to
> > establishing the illegality of nuclear deterrence, I am going to
> quote
> > the full text of Paragraph 47 of the Advisory Opinion here:
> >   47. In order to lessen or eliminate the risk of unlawful
> > attack, States sometimes signal that they possess certain weapons to
> > use in self-defence against any State violating their territorial
> > integrity or political independence.  Whether a signalled intention
> to
> > use force if certain events occur is or is not a "threat" within
> > Article 2, paragraph 4, of the Charter depends upon various factors.
> > If the envisaged use of force is itself unlawful, the stated
> readiness
> > to use it would be a threat prohibited under Article 2, paragraph 4.
> > Thus it would be illegal for a State to threaten force to secure
> > territory from another State, or to cause it to follow or not follow
> > certain political or economic paths.  The notions of "threat" and
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> > "use" of force under Article 2, paragraph 4, of the Charter stand
> > together in the sense that if the use of force itself in a given
> case
> > is illegal -- for whatever reason -- the threat to use such force
> will
> > likewise be illegal.  In short, if it is to be lawful, the declared
> > readiness of a State to use force must be a use of force that is in
> > conformity with the Charter.  For the rest, no State -- whether or
> not
> > it defended the policy of deterrence -- suggested to the Court that
> it
> > would be lawful to threaten to use force if the use of force
> > contemplated would be illegal.
> > 
> > This is one of the most important passages in the entire Opinion.
> It
> > directly calls into question the whole basis of so-called nuclear
> > deterrence as being lawful.  Briefly put:  Since the commission of
> > mass extermination is clearly illegal and criminal, therefore, the
> > threat to commit mass extermination is likewise clearly illegal and
> > criminal.  Hence, nuclear deterrence itself is clearly illegal and
> > criminal.
> >  Notice the key sentence:  "If the envisaged use of force is
> > itself unlawful, the stated readiness to use it would be a threat
> > prohibited under Article 2, paragraph 4."  Thus, since the
> > annihilation of cities and the mass extermination of millions of
> human
> > beings would clearly be illegal, then it is also illegal for a state
> > to threaten to do this.  That is precisely what nuclear deterrence
> as
> > currently practiced by the world's nuclear weapons states is all
> > about:  Mutual Assured Destruction or MAD.
> >  Paragraph 47 continues:  "The notions of 'threat' and 'use' of
> > force under Article 2, paragraph 4, of the Charter stand together in
> > the sense that if the use of force itself in a given case is illegal
> > -- for whatever reason -- the threat to use such force will likewise
> > be illegal."  Thus, once again, since the mass extermination of
> > millions of human beings is clearly illegal, then the threat of mass
> > extermination is also illegal.  Here, the Court is once again
> > implicitly condemning nuclear deterrence as such.
> >  Paragraph 47 then continues:  "In short, if it is to be lawful,
> > the declared readiness of a State to use force must be a use of
> force
> > that is in conformity with the Charter."  But once again, the threat
> > of mass extermination that lies at the very heart of nuclear
> > deterrence clearly is not compatible with the Charter.
> >  The Court then concludes:  "For the rest, no State -- whether or
> > not it defended the policy of deterrence -- suggested to the Court
> > that it would be lawful to threaten to use force if the use of force
> > contemplated would be illegal."  Once again, a state cannot threaten
> > to use force that would clearly be illegal if it were to be used.
> And
> > no state argued to the contrary despite the opportunity to do so.
> In
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> > essence, the World Court found that the nuclear weapons states are
> > effectively estopped to deny the validity of this proposition
> > concerning the illegality of nuclear deterrence.  Nuclear deterrence
> > is illegal and criminal because it is based upon a credible threat
> to
> > do something that has been illegal and criminal since at least the
> > time of the 1945 Nuremberg Charter:  the mass extermination of
> > civilian population centers.
> > Possession of Nuclear Weapons
> >  Paragraph 48 of the Advisory Opinion deals with the question of
> > the legality or illegality of possessing nuclear weapons in the
> > following language:
> >   48.  Some States put forward the argument that
> > possession of nuclear weapons is itself an unlawful threat to use
> > force.  Possession of nuclear weapons may indeed justify an
> inference
> > of preparedness to use them.  In order to be effective, the policy
> of
> > deterrence, by which those States possessing or under the umbrella
> of
> > nuclear weapons seek to discourage military aggression by
> > demonstrating that it will serve no purpose, necessitates that the
> > intention to use nuclear weapons be credible.  Whether this is a
> > "threat" contrary to Article 2, paragraph 4, depends upon whether
> the
> > particular use of force envisaged would be directed against the
> > territorial integrity or political independence of a State, or
> against
> > the Purposes of the United Nations or whether, in the event that it
> > were intended as a means of defence, it would necessarily violate
> the
> > principles of necessity and proportionality.  In any of these
> > circumstances the use of force, and the threat to use it, would be
> > unlawful under the law of the Charter.
> > 
> >  Quite obviously, the Court deals with the question of the
> > possession of nuclear weapons within the context of nuclear
> > deterrence.  This makes sense.  Namely, the nuclear weapons states
> > simply do not have nuclear weapons stored in an underground
> warehouse
> > somewhere.  Rather, their nuclear weapons are actually deployed on
> > highly accurate and sophisticated delivery systems whereby they can
> be
> > launched within about a 15 minute timeframe from when the order to
> do
> > so is given.  Such imminence of the threat to use nuclear weapons is
> > yet another critical component of the doctrine of strategic nuclear
> > deterrence.  Under these imminent and dangerous circumstances, the
> > possession of nuclear weapons is illegal.
> >  It is the conclusion of the World Court, then, that the
> > possession of nuclear weapons would violate the terms of the United
> > Nations Charter in the event that the threatened use of nuclear
> > weapons (1) would be directed against the territorial integrity of a
> > State; or (2) would be directed against the political independence



1118.11.txt[5/3/2017 10:48:46 AM]

> of
> > a State; or (3) would be directed against the Purposes of the United
> > Nations; or (4) even when intended as a means of legitimate
> > self-defense, would violate the principles of necessity and
> > proportionality.  "In any of these circumstances the use of force,
> and
> > the threat to use it, would be unlawful under the law of the
> Charter."
> > (Advisory Opinion, Paragraph 48 (emphasis added).)
> >  But certainly, almost all of the contemplated uses of nuclear
> > weapons currently threatened by the nuclear weapons states pursuant
> to
> > their doctrine of nuclear deterrence would violate at least one or
> > more or all four of these circumstances.  The Court has already
> > discussed the requirements of necessity and proportionality with
> > respect to the threat and use of nuclear weapons in alleged
> > self-defense, so I will not bother to repeat that analysis here.
> The
> > use of nuclear weapons would also render useless and uninhabitable a
> > substantial section of the territory of the victim state, in
> violation
> > of the first element of Article 2(4) of the United Nations Charter,
> > guaranteeing a state's territorial integrity.  Likewise, the United
> > States has repeatedly threatened to use nuclear weapons in order to
> > coerce the political independence of many states, in violation of
> the
> > second element of U.N. Charter Article 2(4).  Finally, the threat to
> > use nuclear weapons would also be inconsistent with the Purposes of
> > the United Nations and therefore violate this third element of U.N.
> > Charter Article 2(4) as well.
> >  In this regard, let me recall to mind the Purposes of the United
> > Nations as set forth in Article 1 of the Charter:
> > Chapter I
> > 
> > PURPOSES AND PRINCIPLES
> > 
> > Article I
> > 
> >   The Purposes of the United Nations are:
> > 
> >   1.  To maintain international peace and security, and to
> > that end:  to take effective collective measures for the prevention
> > and removal of threats to the peace, and for the suppression of acts
> > of aggression or other breaches of the peace, and to bring about by
> > peaceful means, and in conformity with the principles of justice and
> > international law, adjustment or settlement of international
> disputes
> > or situations which might lead to a breach of the peace;
> > 
> >   2.  To develop friendly relations among nations based on
> > respect for the principle of equal rights and self-determination of
> > peoples, and to take other appropriate measures to strengthen
> > universal peace;
> > 
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> >   3.  To achieve international co-operation in solving
> > international problems of an economic, social, cultural, or
> > humanitarian character, and in promoting and encouraging respect for
> > human rights and for fundamental freedoms for all without
> distinction
> > as to race, sex, language, or religion; and
> > 
> >   4.  To be a centre for harmonizing the actions of
> > nations in the attainment of these common ends.
> > 
> > Certainly, all of these Purposes of the United Nations would be
> > defeated and set at naught in the event that nuclear weapons were
> > actually used.
> >  In the above-quoted Paragraph 48 of the Advisory Opinion the
> > Court appears to condemn nuclear deterrence once again in no
> uncertain
> > terms, and to include within this rubric the possession of nuclear
> > weapons with the intention and imminent capability to use them.
> > Hence, such possession of nuclear weapons is clearly illegal and, I
> > might add, criminal as well.  This conclusion by the World Court as
> to
> > the illegality of the possession of nuclear weapons goes far beyond
> > anything argued in most of the scholarly literature produced on this
> > subject during the past two decades.  For this reason, Paragraph 48
> > stands as a resounding vindication to that handful of courageous
> > scholars who have taken the position that the possession of nuclear
> > weapons is illegal despite enduring the guffaws and ridicule of
> their
> > so-called colleagues.
> > Nuclear Weapons and the Laws of War
> >  In regard to the defense of anti-nuclear resisters, the next
> > critical passage of the World Court's Advisory Opinion becomes
> > Paragraph 77:
> >   77.  All this shows that the conduct of military
> > operations is governed by a body of legal prescriptions.  This is so
> > because "the right of belligerents to adopt means of injuring the
> > enemy is not unlimited" as stated in Article 22 of the 1907 Hague
> > Regulations relating to the laws and customs of war on land.  The
> St.
> > Petersburg Declaration had already condemned the use of weapons
> "which
> > uselessly aggravate the suffering of disabled men or make their
> death
> > inevitable".  The aforementioned Regulations relating to the laws
> and
> > customs of war on land, annexed to the Hague Convention IV of 1907,
> > prohibit the use of "arms, projectiles, or material calculated to
> > cause unnecessary suffering" (Art. 23).
> > 
> > It is clear, therefore, that the laws of war likewise apply to the
> > threat and use of nuclear weapons.
> >  Nuclear weapons are "unlimited" in their effects.  Nuclear
> > weapons also uselessly aggravate the suffering of disabled men and
> > women and make their deaths inevitable.  Nuclear weapons also cause
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> > unnecessary suffering.
> >  Hence, the use of nuclear weapons would violate all three of
> > these basic principles of the laws of war.  The United States
> > government is a contracting party to Hague Convention No. IV of 1907
> > and its annexed Regulations, which constitute a "treaty" and thus
> the
> > "supreme Law of the Land" under Article VI of the United States
> > Constitution.  Therefore, current U.S. nuclear deterrence policies
> > stand in anticipatory breach of Hague Convention No. IV and are
> > therefore illegal and criminal.
> > Nuclear Deterrence and International Humanitarian Law
> >  Paragraph 78 of the Advisory Opinion is directly on point with
> > respect to maintaining the illegality of the threat and use of
> nuclear
> > weapons, including therein nuclear deterrence:
> >   78.  The cardinal principles contained in the texts
> > constituting the fabric of humanitarian law are the following.  The
> > first is aimed at the protection of the civilian population and
> > civilian objects and establishes the distinction between combatants
> > and non-combatants; States must never make civilians the object of
> > attack and must consequently never use weapons that are incapable of
> > distinguishing between civilian and military targets.  According to
> > the second principle, it is prohibited to cause unnecessary
> suffering
> > to combatants:  it is accordingly prohibited to use weapons causing
> > them such harm or uselessly aggravating their suffering.  In
> > application of that second principle, States do not have unlimited
> > freedom of choice of means in the weapons they use.
> > 
> >   The Court would likewise refer, in relation to these
> > principles, to the Martens Clause, which was first included in the
> > Hague Convention II with Respect to the Laws and Customs of War on
> > Land of 1899 and which has proved to be an effective means of
> > addressing the rapid evolution of military technology.  A modern
> > version of that clause is to be found in Article 1, paragraph 2, of
> > Additional Protocol I of 1977, which reads as follows:
> > 
> >     "In cases not covered by this Protocol
> > or by other international agreements, civilians and combatants
> remain
> > under the protection and authority of the principles of
> international
> > law derived from established custom, from the principles of humanity
> > and from the dictates of public conscience."
> > 
> >  In conformity with the aforementioned principles, humanitarian
> > law, at a very early stage, prohibited certain types of weapons
> either
> > because of their indiscriminate effect on combatants and civilians
> or
> > because of the unnecessary suffering caused to combatants, that is
> to
> > say, a harm greater than that unavoidable to achieve legitimate
> > military objectives.  If an envisaged use of weapons would not meet
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> > the requirements of humanitarian law, a threat to engage in such use
> > would also be contrary to that law.
> > 
> >  The World Court clearly said:  "States must never make civilians
> > the object of attack and must consequently never use weapons that
> are
> > incapable of distinguishing between civilian and military targets."
> > Yet, to the contrary, U.S. strategic nuclear weapons systems do
> indeed
> > make civilians the direct object of attack, and because of their
> > incredible explosive power are also incapable of distinguishing
> > between civilians and military targets.
> >  The Court then goes on to say:  "According to the second
> > principle, it is prohibited to cause unnecessary suffering to
> > combatants."  But clearly the use of nuclear weapons would cause
> > unnecessary suffering to both combatants and to civilians, the
> latter
> > of whom remain absolutely protected at all times.  The
> well-documented
> > human suffering in the aftermath of the atomic bombings of Hiroshima
> > and Nagasaki provides conclusive evidence of the validity of this
> > proposition.
> >  The Court concludes Paragraph 78 by stating:  "If an envisaged
> > use of weapons would not meet the requirements of humanitarian law,
> a
> > threat to engage in such use would also be contrary to that law."
> In
> > other words, nuclear deterrence itself is illegal.  For example, a
> > nuclear weapons state such as the United States cannot lawfully
> > threaten mass extermination when mass extermination itself would be
> > clearly illegal and criminal.  Here once again, the World Court
> > implicitly condemns the whole doctrine of nuclear deterrence as
> being
> > illegal and, I might add, criminal.
> >  Referring explicitly to the Hague Conventions and the Geneva
> > Conventions in Paragraph 79 of the Advisory Opinion, the World Court
> > held as follows:  "Further these fundamental rules are to be
> observed
> > by all States whether or not they have ratified the conventions that
> > contain them, because they constitute intransgressible principles of
> > international customary law."  Of course, the United States
> government
> > has ratified Hague Convention No. IV of 1907 and the Four Geneva
> > Conventions of 1949 and so is bound to observe them a fortiori.
> > Nuclear Weapons and Nuremberg Accountability
> >  In this regard, it is also significant that in Paragraph 80 of
> > the Advisory Opinion, the World Court invokes and affirms the
> > authority of the 1945 Nuremberg Judgment during the course of
> > analyzing the legality of the threat and use of nuclear weapons
> under
> > international humanitarian law.  Furthermore, in Paragraph 81 of the
> > Advisory Opinion, the World Court repeats with implicit approval the
> > official assertion by the United Nations Secretary General that the
> > Nuremberg Charter of 8 August 1945, inter alia, represents "'...part
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> > of conventional international humanitarian law which has beyond
> doubt
> > become part of international customary law...'"  Thus, in Paragraphs
> > 80 and 81 of the Advisory Opinion, the World Court deliberately and
> > directly raises the specter of personal criminal responsibility
> under
> > the Nuremberg Charter, the Nuremberg Judgment, and I might add the
> > Nuremberg Principles, for government decision-makers bearing command
> > responsibility, aiding and abetting, or otherwise complicit in their
> > country's plans for the threat and use of nuclear weapons.  Since I
> > have already discussed these matters at great length elsewhere, I
> will
> > not bother to repeat any of that analysis here.
> > Nuclear Weapons and International Humanitarian Law
> >  The Court then turns directly to the question of the
> > applicability of international humanitarian law to the threat and
> use
> > of nuclear weapons and concludes in Paragraphs 85, 86 and 87 that
> the
> > aforementioned principles of international humanitarian law apply to
> > nuclear weapons just as they apply to any other weapon of warfare:
> >   85. ...In the view of the vast majority of States as
> > well as writers there can be no doubt as to the applicability of
> > humanitarian law to nuclear weapons.
> > 
> >   86. The Court shares that view. ...  In this respect it
> > seems significant that the thesis that the rules of humanitarian law
> > do not apply to the new weaponry, because of the newness of the
> > latter, has not been advocated in the present proceedings.  On the
> > contrary, the newness of nuclear weapons has been expressly rejected
> > as an argument against the application to them of international
> > humanitarian law:
> > 
> >    ....
> > 
> >  None of the statements made before the Court in any way
> > advocated a freedom to use nuclear weapons without regard to
> > humanitarian constraints.  Quite the reverse; it has been explicitly
> > stated,
> > 
> >     "Restrictions set by the rules
> > applicable to armed conflicts in respect of means and methods of
> > warfare definitely also extend to nuclear weapons" (Russian
> > Federation, CR 95/29, p. 52);
> > 
> >     "So far as the customary law of war is
> > concerned, the United Kingdom has always accepted that the use of
> > nuclear weapons is subject to the general principles of the jus in
> > bello" (United Kingdom, CR 95/34, p. 45); and
> > 
> >     "The United States has long shared the
> > view that the law of armed conflict governs the use of nuclear
> weapons
> > -- just as it governs the use of conventional weapons" (United
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> States
> > of America, CR 95/34, p. 85.)
> > 
> >   87. Finally, the Court points to the Martens Clause,
> > whose continuing existence and applicability is not to be doubted,
> as
> > an affirmation that the principles and rules of humanitarian law
> apply
> > to nuclear weapons.
> > 
> >  Thus, consistent with its longstanding position going back to
> > the U.S. Army Field Manual 27-10 of 1956, the United States
> government
> > expressly conceded before the World Court that international
> > humanitarian law applies to the use of nuclear weapons.  But as the
> > World Court has consistently pointed out so far in this Advisory
> > Opinion, it would be difficult to imagine any circumstances in which
> > the threat and use of nuclear weapons would not violate
> international
> > humanitarian law.  Once again, the conclusion becomes inexorable
> that
> > the threat and use of nuclear weapons, including therein nuclear
> > deterrence, is illegal and, I might add, criminal.
> > Violation of the International Laws of Neutrality
> >  The World Court then turned to the question of whether or not
> > the threat and use of nuclear weapons violate the international laws
> > of neutrality.  Generally put, the essence of the international laws
> > of neutrality can be found in Hague Convention No. V Respecting the
> > Rights and Duties of Neutral Powers and Persons in Case of War on
> Land
> > of 1907, and Hague Convention No. XIII Respecting the Rights and
> > Duties of Neutral Powers in Naval War of 1907.  The United States
> > government is a contracting party to both Hague Neutrality
> > Conventions.  In addition, both of the Hague Neutrality Conventions
> of
> > 1907 constitute customary international law on the rules of
> neutrality
> > in wartime.
> >  No point would be served by reviewing the contents of these two
> > treaties in detail.  Suffice it to say here that their basic
> > requirement is that belligerents are bound to respect the territory
> > and the sovereign rights of neutral states during wartime.  As
> Article
> > 1 of Hague Convention No. V. Respecting the Rights and Duties of
> > Neutral Powers and Persons in Case of War on Land of 1907 put it:
> > "The territory of neutral Powers is inviolable."  In Paragraph 89 of
> > the Advisory Opinion, the World Court found that these principles of
> > neutrality apply "...to all international armed conflict, whatever
> > type of weapons might be used."  In other words, states must respect
> > the international laws of neutrality and the territory and the
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> > sovereign rights of neutral states when it comes to the threat and
> use
> > of nuclear weapons.
> >     But this simply cannot be done given the devastating effects of
> > nuclear weapons upon the surrounding environment irrespective of
> > national borders; given the transnational effects of nuclear
> fallout;
> > and given the transgenerational effects of nuclear radiation.  In
> any
> > event, it is certainly clear that the nuclear weapons states have
> paid
> > absolutely no attention whatsoever to the customary or conventional
> > international laws of neutrality when it comes to formulating their
> > currently existing plans for the threat and use of nuclear weapons,
> > including therein nuclear deterrence.  In other words, the nuclear
> > weapons states are currently threatening to violate the
> international
> > laws of neutrality and thus stand in anticipatory breach of these
> two
> > Hague Neutrality Conventions and the customary international laws of
> > neutrality.  Once again, this is certainly the type of ongoing
> > inchoate criminal activity that anti-nuclear resisters have the
> right
> > to oppose by necessary and proportionate means.
> >     Furthermore, many states such as the United States have enacted
> > domestic implementing legislation that is purposefully designed to
> > incorporate into their municipal legal systems the customary and
> > conventional international laws of neutrality on pain of criminal
> > penalty for their violation.  Once again, anti-nuclear resisters
> have
> > the right to oppose such ongoing inchoate criminal activities by
> their
> > own government officials acting in gross violation of customary
> > international law, international treaties, and domestic statutes
> that
> > were expressly intended to criminalize such behavior.  Papers to
> that
> > effect have already been drawn up by my friend, former client,
> > Plowshares resister, convicted felon, fellow graduate of the Harvard
> > Law School, fellow attorney, and co-counsel Katya Komisaruk,
> Esquire,
> > of Oakland, California--a real American Hero!
> > Conclusion on International Humanitarian Law and Nuclear Weapons
> >     In Paragraph 91 of the Advisory Opinion, the World Court
> > referred to, but refused to endorse, the legality of even "'...the
> use
> > of a low yield nuclear weapon against warships on the High Seas or
> > troops in sparsely populated areas...'" as advocated by the United
> > Kingdom and the United States during the course of these
> proceedings.
> > And in Paragraph 94 of the Opinion, the World Court even goes so far
> > as to expressly refuse to endorse "...the legality of the use of
> > nuclear weapons under certain circumstances, including the 'clean'
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> use
> > of smaller, low yield, tactical nuclear weapons..."  Here the
> Court's
> > analysis implies that even such "limited" uses of tactical nuclear
> > weapons would have to comply with international humanitarian law and
> > the international laws of neutrality, assuming that could be done.
> > Even then, the legality vel non of the tactical use of low yield
> > nuclear weapons would also depend upon "...whether such limited use
> > would not tend to escalate into the all-out use of high yield
> nuclear
> > weapons."  (Advisory Opinion, Paragraph 94.)  Once again, it is
> > difficult to imagine any such circumstances.
> >     The Court utters its final condemnation of nuclear weapons in
> > Paragraph 95 of the Opinion as follows:
> >     ...Thus, methods and means of warfare, which would preclude any
> > distinction between civilian and military targets, or which would
> > result in unnecessary suffering to combatants, are prohibited.  In
> > view of the unique characteristics of nuclear weapons, to which the
> > Court has referred above, the use of such weapons in fact seem
> > scarcely reconcilable with respect for such requirements. ...
> > 
> > So once again the World Court expressly recognizes the proposition
> > that it is difficult to imagine any circumstances where the threat
> and
> > use of nuclear weapons would be lawful.
> > The World Court's Non-Pronouncement in Paragraph 97
> >     Originally, the General Assembly had asked the World Court to
> > answer the following question: "Is the threat or use of nuclear
> > weapons in any circumstances permitted under international law?"
> > (Emphasis added.)  The World Court finally got around to answering
> > this precise question in Paragraph 95 of the Advisory Opinion by
> > employing the following language:
> >     ...Nevertheless, the Court considers that it does not have
> > sufficient elements to enable it to conclude with certainty that the
> > use of nuclear weapons would necessarily be at variance with the
> > principles and rules of law applicable in armed conflict in any
> > circumstance.  [Emphasis added.]
> > 
> >     For obvious reasons, the World Court could not possibly have
> > envisioned and considered all the circumstances in which nuclear
> > weapons might conceivably be used.  Consequently, the Court observed
> > in Paragraph 97 of the Advisory Opinion that "...it cannot reach a
> > definitive conclusion as to the legality or illegality of the use of
> > nuclear weapons by a State in an extreme circumstance of
> self-defence,
> > in which its very survival would be at stake."  This is because of
> the
> > factual uncertainties surrounding this hypothetical conjecture that
> > had been mentioned in Paragraph 95 of the Advisory Opinion as quoted
> > above.
> >     I will discuss the Court's non-pronouncement mentioned in
> > Paragraph 97 of the Advisory Opinion in more detail below when
> > analyzing the Opinion's dispositif.  Suffice it to say here that in
> > this entire Advisory Opinion, the World Court did not tolerate, or
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> > approve, or sanction, or condone any threat or use of nuclear
> weapons
> > for any reason.  The Court simply refused to express "...a
> definitive
> > conclusion as to the legality or illegality of the use of nuclear
> > weapons by a State in an extreme circumstance of self-defense, in
> > which its very survival would be at stake..." because of the factual
> > uncertainties surrounding this purely hypothetical conjecture.  Like
> > any other court in the world today, the World Court operates on two
> > basic principles, inter alia: Never say never!  And: It all depends
> > upon the facts!
> > Nuclear Disarmament
> >     In Paragraph 99 of the Advisory Opinion, the Court quotes
> > Article VI of the 1968 Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
> > Weapons (NPT) as follows:
> >             "Each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue
> > negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to
> cessation
> > of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear
> disarmament,
> > and on a treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict and
> > effective international control."
> > 
> >     The Court interpreted NPT Article VI to contain a twofold
> > obligation (1) to pursue and (2) to conclude negotiations for
> nuclear
> > disarmament in good faith as follows:
> >     ....
> >     The legal import of that obligation goes beyond that of a mere
> > obligation of conduct; the obligation involved here is an obligation
> > to achieve a precise result -- nuclear disarmament in all its
> aspects
> > -- by adopting a particular course of conduct, namely, the pursuit
> of
> > negotiations on the matter in good faith.
> >     See Advisory Opinion, para. 99.
> > And in Paragraph 100 of the Advisory Opinion, the Court clearly
> states
> > that:  "This twofold obligation to pursue and to conclude
> negotiations
> > formally concerns the 182 States parties to the Treaty on the
> > Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, or, in other words, the vast
> > majority of the international community."  (Emphasis added.)
> >     Since 1968 it cannot be said that the world's nuclear weapons
> > states have ever pursued negotiations on nuclear disarmament in good
> > faith.  Indeed, since 1968, except perhaps for the 1986 Gorbachev
> > proposals, not one of the nuclear weapons states has ever given any
> > serious consideration to their solemn legal obligation of nuclear
> > disarmament, let alone general and complete disarmament, as required
> > and called for by NPT Article VI.  Hence, all of the nuclear weapons
> > states currently stand in material breach of these twin obligations
> > under NPT Article VI and customary international law as
> > authoritatively determined by the World Court itself in Paragraph 99
> > of its Advisory Opinion.
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> > The Dispositif
> >     The Court then issued its formal rulings in Paragraph 105 of the
> > Advisory Opinion, the so-called "dispositif."  I will not bother to
> > repeat or analyze all of its elements here.  But for the purposes of
> > defending anti-nuclear resisters the critical provisions of the
> > dispositif will be discussed below.  For the sake of convenience I
> > will first examine these "unanimous" rulings adopted by the
> > International Court of Justice in the dispositif of this Advisory
> > Opinion.
> > Unanimous Ruling on the U.N. Charter
> >     In Paragraph 105(2)(C) of the Opinion the Court ruled
> > unanimously that:  "A threat or use of force by means of nuclear
> > weapons that is contrary to Article 2, paragraph 4, of the United
> > Nations Charter and that fails to meet all the requirements of
> Article
> > 51, is unlawful;"
> >     In his Dissenting Opinion at page 3, Judge Weeramantry
> > interpreted Paragraph 105(2)(C) of the Advisory Opinion as follows:
> >     (iv)    Paragraph 2(C) - (Unanimous)
> > 
> >             The positive features of this paragraph have already
> > been noted.  The Court, in this paragraph, has unanimously endorsed
> > Charter-based pre-conditions to the legality of nuclear weapons,
> which
> > are diametrically opposed to the results of the use of the weapon.
> I
> > thus read paragraph 1(C) [sic:  must read "2(C)" because there is no
> > 1(C)] of the dispositif as rendering the use of the nuclear weapon
> > illegal without regard [sic:  add "to"] the circumstances in which
> the
> > weapon is used - whether in aggression or in self defence, whether
> > internationally or internally, whether by individual decision or in
> > concert with other nations.  A unanimous endorsement of this
> principle
> > by all the judges of this Court takes the principle of illegality of
> > use of nuclear weapons a long way forward from the stage when there
> > was no prior judicial consideration of legality of nuclear weapons
> by
> > any international tribunal.
> > 
> >             Those contending that the use of nuclear weapons was
> > within the law argued strongly that what is not expressly prohibited
> > to a state is permitted.  On this basis, the use of the nuclear
> weapon
> > was said to be a matter on which the state's freedom was not
> limited.
> > I see the limitations laid down in paragraph 1(C) [sic:  must read
> > "2(C)" because there is no 1(C)] as laying that argument to rest.
> > 
> > In this passage, Judge Weeramantry has provided us with an
> > authoritative interpretation of Paragraph 105(2)(C) not only because
> > he is a sitting Judge of the World Court but also because he is one
> of
> > the world's leading experts on nuclear weapons and international
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> law.
> >     The import of this unanimous ruling by the World Court in
> > Paragraph 105(2)(C) of the Advisory Opinion should be crystal clear
> by
> > now.  It is almost impossible to imagine any threat or use of
> nuclear
> > weapons that would be compatible with Article 2(4) of the United
> > Nations Charter and that meets all the requirements of Article 51,
> > especially the principles of necessity and proportionality.  Indeed,
> > in their current plans for the threat and use of nuclear weapons,
> > including therein nuclear deterrence, the world's nuclear weapons
> > states have paid absolutely no meaningful attention whatsoever to
> the
> > requirements of Article 2(4) and Article 51 of the U.N. Charter, and
> > especially the principles of necessity and proportionality.  Hence,
> > all of the current plans for the threat and use of nuclear weapons
> by
> > the world's nuclear weapons states, including therein nuclear
> > deterrence, are "unlawful" and, I might add, criminal.
> > Unanimous Ruling on International Humanitarian Law
> >     In Paragraph 105(2)(D) of the Opinion's dispositif, the World
> > Court ruled unanimously that:  "A threat or use of nuclear weapons
> > should also be compatible with the requirements of the international
> > law applicable in armed conflict, particularly those of the
> principles
> > and rules of international humanitarian law, as well as with
> specific
> > obligations under treaties and other undertakings which expressly
> deal
> > with nuclear weapons;"
> >     In his Dissenting Opinion at page 3, Judge Weeramantry
> > interpreted Paragraph 105(2)(D) of the Advisory Opinion as follows:
> >     (v)     Paragraph 2(D) - (Unanimous)
> > 
> >             This paragraph, also unanimously endorsed by the Court,
> > lays down the further limitation of compatibility with the
> > requirements of international law applicable in armed conflict, and
> > particularly with the rules of international humanitarian law and
> > specific treaty obligations.
> > 
> >             There is a large array of prohibitions laid down here.
> > 
> >             My Opinion will show what these rules and principles
> > are, and how it is impossible, in the light of the nature and
> effects
> > of nuclear weapons, for these to be satisfied.
> > 
> >             If the weapon is demonstrably contrary to these
> > principles, it is unlawful in accordance with this paragraph of the
> > Court's Opinion.
> > 
> > Once again, in this passage Judge Weeramantry has provided us with
> an
> > authoritative interpretation of Paragraph 105(2)(D) not only because



1118.12.txt[5/3/2017 10:48:46 AM]

> > he is a sitting Judge of the World Court, but also because he is one
> > of the world's leading experts on nuclear weapons and international
> > law.
> >     The import of this unanimous ruling by the World Court in
> > Paragraph 105(2)(D) of the Advisory Opinion should also be crystal
> > clear by now.  It is almost impossible to imagine any threat or use
> of
> > nuclear weapons that would not grossly violate the principles and
> > rules of international humanitarian law, whether customary or
> > conventional.  Indeed, in their current plans for the threat and use
> > of nuclear weapons, including therein nuclear deterrence, the
> nuclear
> > weapons states have paid absolutely no meaningful attention
> whatsoever
> > to the requirements of international humanitarian law, whether
> > customary or conventional.  Hence, all of the current plans for the
> > threat and use of nuclear weapons by the world's nuclear weapons
> > states, including therein nuclear deterrence, are illegal and, I
> might
> > add, criminal.
> > Unanimous Ruling on Nuclear Disarmament
> >     Finally, in Paragraph 105(2)(F) of the Opinion's dispositif, the
> > World Court ruled unanimously:  "There exists an obligation to
> pursue
> > in good faith and bring to a conclusion negotiations leading to
> > nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and effective
> > international control."  Quite obviously, since 1968 not one of the
> > nuclear weapons states has discharged these twin obligations of both
> > customary and conventional international law.  Consequently, all of
> > the world's nuclear weapons states currently stand in material
> breach
> > of NPT Article VI as well as these identical twin obligations under
> > customary international law.
> > The Court's Ruling on the Threat and Use of Nuclear Weapons
> >     The World Court then ruled on the legality of the threat or use
> > of nuclear weapons in Paragraph 105(2)(E) of the Advisory Opinion's
> > dispositif as follows:
> >     E.      By seven votes to seven, by the President's casting
> > vote,
> > 
> >                     It follows from the above-mentioned requirements
> > that the threat or use of nuclear weapons would generally be
> contrary
> > to the rules of international law applicable in armed conflict, and
> in
> > particular the principles and rules of humanitarian law;
> > 
> >    However, in view of the current state of
> > international law, and of the elements of fact at its disposal, the
> > Court cannot conclude definitively whether the threat or use of
> > nuclear weapons would be lawful or unlawful in an extreme
> circumstance
> > of self-defence, in which the very survival of a State would be at
> > stake;
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> > 
> >  IN FAVOUR:  President Bedjaoui; Judges Ranjeva, Herczgh,
> > Shi, Fleischhauer, Vereschetin, Ferrari Bravo;
> > 
> >  AGAINST:  Vice-President Schwebel; Judges Oda, Guillaume,
> > Shahabuddeen, Weeramantry, Koroma, Higgins.
> > 
> >  According to Article 55 of the ICJ Statute, in the event of a
> > tie in the number of votes by the World Court Judges, it is for the
> > President of the Court to cast the deciding vote.  For this reason,
> > President Bedjaoui's separate Declaration appended to the Opinion
> > bears special importance for the interpretation of this component of
> > the dispositif.
> >  According to President Bedjaoui, Paragraph 105(2)(E) of the
> > Advisory Opinion's dispositif must not "in any way be interpreted as
> > leaving the way open to the recognition of the lawfulness of the
> > threat or use of nuclear weapons."  See Declaration of President
> > Bedjaoui, at para. 11.  In this regard, President Bedjaoui drew
> > attention to the fact that in Paragraph 79 of the Advisory Opinion,
> > the Court had already held that the fundamental rules of
> international
> > humanitarian law (i.e., the Hague Conventions and the Geneva
> > Conventions) "...constitute intransgressible principles of
> > international customary law."  In other words, since these
> principles
> > are "intransgressible," to use the precise word of the Court, then
> > they can never be violated, even in extreme circumstances, when the
> > very survival of the state is at stake.  See Declaration of
> President
> > Bedjaoui, at para. 21.
> > The Importance of Paragraph 104
> >  Likewise, in interpreting this element of the dispositif, it is
> > crucial to recall to mind once again the text of Paragraph 104 of
> the
> > Advisory Opinion, which immediately precedes the entirety of the
> > dispositif found in Paragraph 105, as follows:
> >   104. At the end of the present Opinion, the Court
> > emphasizes that its reply to the question put to it by the General
> > Assembly rests on the totality of the legal grounds set forth by the
> > Court above (paragraphs 20 to 103), each of which is to be read in
> the
> > light of the others.  Some of these grounds are not such as to form
> > the object of formal conclusions in the final paragraph of the
> > Opinion; they nevertheless retain, in the view of the Court, all
> their
> > importance.
> > 
> > In other words, the elements of the dispositif set forth in
> Paragraph
> > 105(2)(E) must be read and interpreted by reference to Paragraphs 20
> > to 103 of the Advisory Opinion, which have already been extensively
> > analyzed above.
> >  Therefore, it would be an incorrect interpretation of the
> > Advisory Opinion to focus simply upon Paragraph 105(2)(E) of the
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> > dispositif.  Rather, by means of Paragraph 104 the Court makes it
> > crystal clear that the dispositif, including Paragraph 105(2)(E),
> does
> > not mean to take back or call into question any of its findings set
> > forth in Paragraphs 20 to 103.  Paragraphs 20 to 103 "retain, in the
> > view of the Court, all their importance" despite the
> non-pronouncement
> > found in Paragraph 105(2)(E) of the Advisory Opinion.
> > Interpreting Paragraph 105(2)(E)
> >  In his Dissenting Opinion Judge Weeramantry criticized the
> > entirety of Advisory Opinion Paragraph 105(2)(E) as follows:
> >  (ii) Paragraph 2(E) - (7 votes to 7.  Casting vote in favour
> > by the President)
> > 
> >   I am in fundamental disagreement with both sentences
> > contained within this paragraph.
> > 
> >   I strongly oppose the presence of the word "generally"
> > in the first sentence.  The word is too uncertain in content for use
> > in an Advisory Opinion, and I cannot assent to a proposition which,
> > even by remotest implication, leaves open any possibility that the
> use
> > of nuclear weapons would not be contrary to law in any circumstances
> > whatsoever.  I regret the presence of this word in a sentence which
> > otherwise states the law correctly.  It would also appear that the
> > word "generally" introduces an element of internal contradiction
> into
> > the Court's Opinion, for in paragraphs 2(C) and 2(D) of the Court's
> > Opinion, the Court concludes that nuclear weapons must be consistent
> > with the United Nations Charter, the principles of international
> law,
> > and the principles of humanitarian law, and, such consistency being
> > impossible, the weapon becomes illegal.
> > 
> >   The word "generally" admits of many meanings, ranging
> > through various gradations, from "as a general rule; commonly", to
> > "universally; with respect to all or nearly all".  [Footnote
> omitted.]
> > Even with the latter meaning, the word opens a window of
> > permissibility, however narrow, which does not truly reflect the
> law.
> > There should be no niche in the legal principle, within which a
> nation
> > may seek refuge, constituting itself the sole judge in its own cause
> > on so important a matter.
> > 
> >   The main purpose of this Opinion is to show that, not
> > generally but always, the threat or use of nuclear weapons would be
> > contrary to the rules of international law and, in particular, to
> the
> > principles and rules of humanitarian law.  Paragraph 2(E) should
> have
> > been in those terms, and the Opinion need have stated no more.
> > 
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> >   The second paragraph of 2(E) states that the current
> > state of international law is such that the Court cannot conclude
> > definitely whether the threat or use of the weapon would or would
> not
> > be lawful in extreme circumstances of self defence.  It seems
> > self-evident to me that once nuclear weapons are resorted to, the
> laws
> > of war (the ius in bello) take over, and that there are many
> > principles of the laws of war, as recounted in this Opinion, which
> > totally forbid the use of such a weapon.  The existing law is
> > sufficiently clear on this matter to have enabled the Court to make
> a
> > definite pronouncement without leaving this vital question, as
> though
> > sufficient principles are not already in existence to determine it.
> > All the more should this uncertainty have been eliminated in view of
> > the Court's very definite findings as set out earlier.
> > 
> >  See Dissenting Opinion of Judge Weeramantry, at pp. 2-3.
> > Once again, Judge Weeramantry's comments constitute an authoritative
> > interpretation of Paragraph 105(2)(E) because he is a sitting Judge
> of
> > the World Court and also because he is one of the world's leading
> > experts on nuclear weapons and international law.
> > The First Paragraph of Paragraph 105(2)(E)
> >  Quite obviously, there should not be any problem interpreting
> > the meaning of the first paragraph of Paragraph 105(2)(E):
> >  It follows from the above-mentioned requirements that the threat
> > or use of nuclear weapons would generally be contrary to the rules
> of
> > international law applicable in armed conflict, and in particular
> the
> > principles and rules of humanitarian law;
> > 
> >  ....
> > 
> > Notice that the World Court expressly found that both "the threat or
> > use of nuclear weapons would generally be contrary to the rules of
> > international law..."  (Emphasis added.)  In other words, nuclear
> > deterrence itself "would generally be contrary to the rules of
> > international law applicable in armed conflict, and in particular
> the
> > principles and rules of humanitarian law..."  Here I might add that
> > since nuclear deterrence violates the laws of war and international
> > humanitarian law, nuclear deterrence is thus criminal.
> >  Likewise, in this regard, Judge Shi Jiuyong (from China, a
> > nuclear weapons state) points out in his Declaration that nuclear
> > deterrence has "no legal significance."  Similarly, on page 2 of his
> > Declaration Judge Ferrari Bravo (from Italy, allied with three
> nuclear
> > weapons states in the NATO Alliance) states that nuclear deterrence
> > has no juridical value, and observes:  "On pourrait arriver à dire
> que
> > l'on est en présence d'un anti-droit, si on pense aux effets qu'elle
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> a
> > eus sur la Charte des Nations Unies."  In other words, nuclear
> > deterrence is "anti-law," that is the very negation of international
> > law and especially of the United Nations Charter.
> >  In a similar vein, Judge Fleischhauer (from Germany, allied with
> > three nuclear weapons states in the NATO Alliance) states in
> Paragraph
> > 2 of his Separate Opinion:  "The nuclear weapon is, in many ways,
> the
> > negation of the humanitarian considerations underlying the law
> > applicable in armed conflict and the principle of neutrality."
> >  President Bedjaoui made a similar observation in Paragraph 20 of
> > his Declaration:  "...Nuclear weapons, the ultimate evil,
> destabilize
> > humanitarian law which is the law of the lesser evil.  The existence
> > of nuclear weapons is therefore a challenge to the very existence of
> > humanitarian law. ...Nuclear war and humanitarian law seem by
> > consequence to be two antitheses which exclude each other radically,
> > the existence of the one necessarily supposes the inexistence of the
> > other."  (Emphasis in the original.)
> >  Simply put, nuclear weapons are to international law what the
> > so-called Anti-Christ is to the Christian religion.  Indeed, I
> > personally know many devout Christians who sincerely believe that
> > nuclear weapons are the Anti-Christ.  Typically, anti-nuclear
> > resisters oppose nuclear weapons because of a mixture of religious,
> > moral, and legal considerations.  Their admixture of motivations is
> > given legal significance by the so-called Martens Clause as set
> forth,
> > for example, in the Preamble to Hague Convention No. IV Respecting
> the
> > Laws and Customs of War on Land of 18 October 1907, to which the
> > United States government is a contracting party:
> >   Until a more complete code of the laws of war has been
> > issued, the High Contracting Parties deem it expedient to declare
> > that, in cases not included in the Regulations adopted by them, the
> > inhabitants and the belligerents remain under the protection and the
> > rule of the principles of the law of nations, as they result from
> the
> > usages established among civilized peoples, from the laws of
> humanity,
> > and the dictates of the public conscience.
> > 
> >  Certainly the dictate of the public conscience around the world
> > is against the threat and use of nuclear weapons.  As Judge
> > Shahabuddeen put the matter on page 27 of his Dissenting Opinion:
> >  In the result, on the basis of what the Court finds to be the
> > state of the public conscience, it will be able to say whether the
> > Martens Clause operates to prohibit the use of nuclear weapons in
> all
> > circumstances.  On the available material, it would be open to the
> > Court to hold that the Clause operates to impose such a prohibition.
> > 
> > Interpreting The Second Paragraph of Paragraph 105(2)(E) of the
> > Advisory Opinion
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> >  The real problem with Paragraph 105(2)(E) of the Advisory
> > Opinion comes from the proper interpretation to be accorded its
> second
> > paragraph:
> >   ....
> > 
> >  However, in view of the current state of international law, and
> > of the elements of fact at its disposal, the Court cannot conclude
> > definitively whether the threat or use of nuclear weapons would be
> > lawful or unlawful in an extreme circumstance of self-defence, in
> > which the very survival of a State would be at stake;
> > 
> >  At the very outset of his Dissenting Opinion Judge Koroma (of
> > Sierre Leone) had the following observations to make about the
> second
> > paragraph of Paragraph 105(2)(E):
> >   It is a matter of profound regret to me that I have been
> > compelled to append this Dissenting Opinion to the Advisory Opinion
> > rendered by the Court, as I fundamentally disagree with its finding
> -
> > secured by the President's casting vote - that:
> > 
> >    "in view of the current state of international
> > law, and of the elements of fact at its disposal, the Court cannot
> > conclude definitively whether the threat or use of nuclear weapons
> > would be lawful or unlawful in an extreme circumstance of
> > self-defence, in which the very survival of a State would be at
> > stake".
> > 
> >   This finding, in my considered opinion, is not only
> > unsustainable on the basis of existing international law, but, as I
> > shall demonstrate later, is totally at variance with the weight and
> > abundance of material presented to the Court.  The finding is all
> the
> > more regrettable in view of the fact that the Court had itself
> reached
> > a conclusion that:
> > 
> >    "the threat or use of nuclear weapons would
> > generally be contrary to the rules of international law applicable
> in
> > armed conflict, and in particular the principles and rules of
> > humanitarian law".
> > 
> >   A finding with which I concur, save for the word
> > "generally".  It is my considered opinion based on the existing law
> > and the available evidence that the use of nuclear weapons in any
> > circumstance would be unlawful under international law.  That use
> > would at the very least result in the violation of the principles
> and
> > rules of international humanitarian law, and would therefore be
> > contrary to that law.
> > 
> >   ....
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> > 
> >  See Dissenting Opinion of Judge Koroma, at p. 1.
> >  Likewise, in her Dissenting Opinion at Paragraph 29, Judge
> > Higgins (from the United Kingdom, a nuclear weapons state)
> criticizes
> > the second paragraph of Paragraph 105(2)(E) in the following
> language:
> >   29. ...Through this formula of non-pronouncement the
> > Court necessarily leaves open the possibility that a use of nuclear
> > weapons contrary to humanitarian law might nonetheless be lawful.
> > This goes beyond anything that was claimed by the nuclear weapon
> > States appearing before the Court, who fully accepted that any
> lawful
> > threat or use of nuclear weapons would have to comply with both the
> > jus ad bellum and jus in bello (see para. 86).
> > 
> >  Judge Higgins is certainly correct to point out that the nuclear
> > weapons states are still bound to adhere to their position on this
> > matter that they formally articulated during the course of the World
> > Court proceedings.  It has been the longstanding position of the
> > nuclear weapons states that any threat or use of nuclear weapons
> must
> > comply with both the United Nations Charter (the jus ad bellum, or
> > right to go to war) as well as with the laws of war and
> international
> > humanitarian law (that is, the jus in bello, or laws of war).  The
> > non-pronouncement found in the second paragraph of Paragraph
> 105(2)(E)
> > of this Advisory Opinion did not and indeed could not alter the
> > validity of those legal obligations which flow from both customary
> and
> > conventional international law.
> >  Likewise, in Paragraph 12 of her Dissenting Opinion Judge
> > Higgins stated most emphatically:  "...It is in any event absolutely
> > prohibited to attack civilians, whether by nuclear or other
> weapons."
> > Even when considering attacking legitimate military targets, a state
> > must not attack "if the collateral civilian casualties would be
> > disproportionate to the specific military gain from the attack."
> See
> > Dissenting Opinion of Judge Higgins, at para. 20.  Applying this
> > principle of proportionality to nuclear weapons, Judge Higgins
> opines:
> > "One is inevitably led to the question of whether, if a target is
> > legitimate and the use of a nuclear weapon is the only way of
> > destroying that target, any need can ever be so necessary as to
> > occasion massive damage upon civilians."  See id.
> >  Finally, in Paragraph 23 of her Dissenting Opinion Judge Higgins
> > enunciates a third principle of international humanitarian law with
> > respect to the threat and use of nuclear weapons:  "Very important
> > also in the present context is the requirement of humanitarian law
> > that weapons may not be used which are incapable of discriminating
> > between civilian and military targets."  Once again, it is extremely
> > difficult to conceive of any circumstances surrounding the current
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> > plans for the threat and use of nuclear weapons by the world's
> nuclear
> > weapons states that would not violate any one, or more, or all three
> > of these fundamental principles of international humanitarian law
> that
> > were articulated by Judge Higgins in her Dissenting Opinion.
> > The Dissenters to Paragraph 105(2)(E)
> >  As can be seen from the above analysis, of the seven World Court
> > Judges registering dissenting votes to Paragraph 105(2)(E) of the
> > dispositif of the Advisory Opinion, Judge Weeramantry and Judge
> Koroma
> > dissented because it did not, in their Opinions, go far enough to
> > expressly condemn the threat and use of nuclear weapons in all
> > circumstances.  The same can be said for Judge Shahabuddeen in his
> > Dissenting Opinion.  The grounds for Judge Oda's Dissenting Opinion
> > were that he did not believe the World Court should have responded
> to
> > the General Assembly's Request for this Advisory Opinion in the
> first
> > place.
> >  Therefore, of the seven dissenters to Paragraph 105(2)(E), only
> > Judge Schwebel (from the United States), Judge Higgins (from the
> > United Kingdom) and Judge Guillaume (from France) had any
> substantive
> > problem with its general condemnation of the threat and use of
> nuclear
> > weapons.  Notice that these three dissenters were all from the three
> > nuclear weapons states that are allied with each other by means of
> the
> > NATO Pact.  Thus, it is not surprising that these three Judges voted
> > on Paragraph 105(2)(E) in a manner consistent with the fact that
> their
> > respective states of nationality possess nuclear weapons.  In the
> > practice of the International Court of Justice and its predecessor,
> > the Permanent Court of International Justice, there has always been
> a
> > high degree of correlation between a Judge's vote and the position
> > advocated by his or her state of nationality before the World Court
> > despite the vaunted independence of the World Court from outside
> > political pressures.  Nevertheless, by comparison, Judge Vereschetin
> > from Russia and Judge Shi from China did not dissent from Paragraph
> > 105(2)(E) despite the fact that their respective states of
> nationality
> > were indeed nuclear weapons states.
> >  In light of these three dissenting votes on Paragraph 105(2)(E)
> > by Judges Schwebel, Higgins and Guillaime, let us assume an extreme
> > case of legitimate self-defense under Article 51 of the United
> Nations
> > Charter where a state's "very survival would be at stake."  Even
> then,
> > according to Paragraph 79 of the Opinion, the Hague Conventions and
> > the Geneva Conventions "constitute intransgressible principles of
> > international customary law."  As pointed out by Judge Bedjaoui,
> then
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> > President of the World Court, in his appended Declaration, such
> > intransgressible principles can never be violated, even in extreme
> > circumstances, where the very survival of a state is at stake.  It
> is
> > difficult to imagine any circumstances where the actual use of
> nuclear
> > weapons would not violate either the Hague Conventions or the Geneva
> > Conventions.  In other words, it is difficult to imagine any
> > circumstances where the actual use of nuclear weapons would not
> > violate "intransgressible principles of international customary
> law."
> >  Furthermore, as already noted above, the United States
> > government has ratified Hague Convention No. IV of 1907 and the Four
> > Geneva Conventions of 1949 and so is bound to observe them a
> fortiori
> > and without any exceptions whatsoever.  The same is true for the
> other
> > acknowledged nuclear weapons states:  Britain, China, France and
> > Russia.  The non-pronouncement found in the World Court's Advisory
> > Opinion cannot alter those undeniable facts and the legal
> conclusions
> > that flow inevitably from them.
> > Conclusion
> >  It is obvious from reading the World Court's Advisory Opinion
> > that any currently contemplated threat or use of nuclear weapons by
> > the United States government is illegal under international
> > humanitarian law, and therefore I would add criminal.  Hence all
> that
> > needs to be done in order to defend an anti-nuclear resister is to
> > apply the World Court's Advisory Opinion to the actual nuclear
> weapons
> > system that was the object of the anti-nuclear resister's action.
> By
> > applying the teachings of the World Court's Advisory Opinion to the
> > actual facts of the case, it should become clear that the specific
> > nuclear weapons system and its related strategy are illegal and
> > criminal.
> >  Hence, there is no need to deal with the question of the
> > legality or illegality of nuclear weapons as an abstract
> proposition.
> > Rather, simply apply the language of the Advisory Opinion, together
> > with the analysis of the Opinion as set forth above, to the specific
> > nuclear weapons system that was the object of the anti-nuclear
> > resister's action:  e.g., NAVSTAR/Trident 2/Delta 5.  Once you
> > demonstrate the mission and the capabilities of the specific nuclear
> > weapons system, its illegality and criminality should become
> blatantly
> > obvious to the jury.
> >  Indeed, this contextual approach to the problem coincides quite
> > nicely with the contextual argument twice made by the United States
> > government in its Written Observations on the Request by the General
> > Assembly for an Advisory Opinion that was submitted to the
> > International Court of Justice during the course of the World Court
> > proceedings:
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> >  ...As in the case of other weapons, the legality of use depends
> > on the conformity of the particular use with the rules applicable to
> > such weapons.  This would, in turn, depend on factors that can only
> be
> > guessed at, including the characteristics of the particular weapon
> > used and its effects, the military requirements for the destruction
> of
> > the target in question, and the magnitude of the risk to
> civilians...
> > 
> > By following this contextual approach to the actual nuclear weapons
> > system at issue, you are only taking seriously and applying the
> > contextual approach recommended by the United States government
> itself
> > to the International Court of Justice.  Certainly a judge and a jury
> > anywhere in the United States of America should have the exact same
> > right and duty to take into consideration the entire context
> > surrounding the threat and use of the particular nuclear weapons
> > system that motivated any act of anti-nuclear resistance.
> >  Basically, then, the defense strategy in all these anti-nuclear
> > trials has been to shift the jury's focus of attention away from the
> > act of anti-nuclear resistance over to the specific nuclear weapons
> > system involved.  In other words, put the nuclear weapons system on
> > trial instead of the anti-nuclear resisters.  The critical factor in
> > all these cases has been to get both the legal evidence and the
> > technical evidence about the specific nuclear weapons system
> involved
> > to be considered by the jury.  The precise tactics, theories and
> > strategies whereby this has been done have never mattered so much as
> > whether or not the jury heard this legal evidence and the technical
> > evidence in the first place.
> >  Optimally, the successful defense of an anti-nuclear resister
> > requires testimony at trial and before the jury by two experts:  one
> > on international law, the other on the technical characteristics of
> > the specific nuclear weapons system involved.  Of course, if you
> only
> > have one expert or the judge will permit only one expert witness to
> > testify, then that expert will have to do double duty.  In this
> case,
> > it is probably better to have your international law expert bone up
> on
> > the facts surrounding the specific nuclear weapons system.  You can
> > usually get your international law expert qualified as an expert on
> > nuclear weapons policies as well.  By comparison, you will not be
> able
> > to get your technical expert qualified as an expert on international
> > law.  So when faced with a choice, use the international law expert.
> >  Of course, the judge might decide to strip you of all your
> > expert witnesses, both technical and legal.  If the judge does this,
> > there is a good chance that such a ruling will constitute reversible
> > error on appeal.  Nevertheless, even if you are stripped of all your
> > experts at trial, you must not despair!  There have been several
> > instances of anti-nuclear resisters obtaining hung juries by means
> of
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> > their own testimony.  I know of other cases where different types of
> > protesters have been able to obtain outright acquittals by means of
> > their own testimony alone.
> >  In any event, prior to trial anti-nuclear resisters and their
> > lawyers must spend a good deal of time preparing their testimony in
> > chief.  During the course of their direct testimony, anti-nuclear
> > resisters must explain their basic understanding and knowledge of
> the
> > technical characteristics of the specific nuclear weapons system
> that
> > they acted against.  In addition, they should also try to explain in
> > their own words that at the time they undertook their act of
> > anti-nuclear resistance, this specific nuclear weapons system stood
> in
> > gross violation of the United Nations Charter; the Nuremberg
> Charter,
> > the Nuremberg Judgment, and the Nuremberg Principles; the Genocide
> > Convention and its Implementation Act; the Hague Regulations; the
> > Geneva Conventions and Protocol I; the Hague Neutrality Conventions;
> > U.S. Army Field Manual 27-10 (1956); the 1996 World Court Advisory
> > Opinion; as well as basic principles of international humanitarian,
> > the laws of war, and international environmental law.  Their act of
> > anti-nuclear resistance was intended and designed for the express
> > purpose of terminating ongoing inchoate criminal activity under well
> > recognized principles of international law that have been fully
> > subscribed to by the United States government itself.
> >  Once again, I cannot over-emphasize enough that when facing any
> > serious criminal charges, an anti-nuclear resister is well advised
> to
> > be represented by an attorney.  Even with representation by counsel,
> > it will be difficult enough as it is to set up the defense of an
> > anti-nuclear resister using international law, let alone to pull it
> > off successfully.  Based upon my experience with doing anti-nuclear
> > protest cases since 1982, anti-nuclear resisters do themselves no
> > favor by foregoing the services of an attorney--with all due respect
> > to them.  In some cases, they might even hurt the anti-nuclear cause
> > that they seek to promote by proceeding to trial without adequate
> > counsel and representation by a lawyer.
> >  Quite obviously, there is a lot more I could say about defending
> > anti-nuclear resisters under international law.  But for a variety
> of
> > reasons, I believe I have said enough for the time being.  Good luck
> > to you!
> > 
> >       F.A.B.
> >       14 November 1997
> > 
> > References
> > 
> > 
> 
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To: abolition-caucus
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: NPT PREPCOM, preparations for
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Abolitionists:

I would like to discuss our preparations for the NPT PrepCom, scheduled to meet in Geneva from April 27 to May 8, 
1998.

1.  The Religious Working Group for Nuclear Abolition has initiated an effort to bring world religious leaders to 
Geneva at that time to make the religious and moral case for nuclear abolition and to urge delegates to set in motion 
processes that will lead to attaining that goal.  The World Council of Churches has offered space at the Ecumenical 
Center, located near the United Nations, for a gathering and reception for delegates for late afternoon or early evening, 
Monday, April 27.  Dr. Konrad Raiser, general secretary of the World Council of Churches, has consented to make 
substantive welcoming remarks.  Pax Christi is working to obtain Catholic participation.  We are seeking participation 
of representatives of other major faiths.  Conceivably one or more religious leaders could be among NGO 
representatives addressing PrepCom delegates at a plenary session, as has been requested by the Abolition 2000 
Working Group for the NPT, but it remains to be seen whether the PrepCom provides this opportunity.  Whether or not 
this occurs, we are going ahead with preparations for the reception on Monday, April 27 some time after 16:00.  The 
Working Group for the NPT has agreed to put this event on its schedule of activities.

We will develop a joint statement for religious leaders to be released at the PrepCom.  We are also giving consideration 
to having an ecumenical religious service during the second week of the PrepCom meeting.  Delegates and NGO 
representatives would be invited to participate.  The chapel of the Ecumenical Center would be available for this 
purpose.  Similar religious services have been conducted during other conferences, such as the land mines gathering.

Anyone with suggestions about these events should get in touch with me.

2.  Communications from the Working Group for the NPT have stressed the importance of influencing governments 
before the PrepCom.  I agree.  Therefore, I intend to work with others in the U.S. religious community to seek to 
influence the U.S. position at the NPT PrepCom.  This will be coordinated with other nuclear abolition supporters in the 
United States.  I hope that religious organizations in other countries will likewise be part of efforts to influence their 
government's policy going into the PrepCom.

3.  As we launch this effort, I believe that we in the Abolition 2000 movement need to sharpen our focus on precisely 
what we want our governments to support at the PrepCom.  As I re-read the e-mail correspondence since August, I note 
a variety of suggestions but not a complete, working consensus.

The Working Group for the NPT and most correspondents have emphasized the Abolition 2000 goal of achieving a 
nuclear weapons convention.  For the PrepCom this is translated into a proposal to establish an intersessional working 
group to start the process of negotiating such a convention.  This seems appropriate for our top priority.

Beyond that are suggestions for other agenda items, including no first use, negative security assurances, laboratory 
testing, nuclear free zones, cut-off of nuclear weapons usable material.  I would add taking nuclear forces off alert and 
removal of warheads from delivery vehicles, as recommended by the Canberra Commission (which also favors mutual 
no first use). All of these are suitable topics for forums, but I believe that we should settle on one or two of these in our 
advanced campaign to influence governments between now and the PrepCom.

4.  Whatever our priorities, we need to step up our campaign to influence governments.  For purpose of discussion, let's 
assume that the recent committee vote on the Malaysian resolution reflects the way governments feel about moving 
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toward negotiations for a nuclear weapons convention.  A careful analysis of this vote is needed and strategies 
developed for different blocs, such as UK and France with new governments, other NATO countries, the C.I.S. states, 
etc.  Presumably Abolition 2000 affiliates in each country will have major responsibility for influencing their own 
governments, but perhaps our European colleagues could devise and carry out a shared European strategy.  There might 
be other regional groupings.  And we might also devise an outreach strategy for regions where Abolition 2000 doesn't 
have much participation.

We need some kind of feedback and information sharing on activities in different countries and some kind of vote 
count.  I'm not sure who should have this responsibility.

We could also benefit from shared material that makes the case for our recommendations.

5.  Finally I would like to offer an approach for making the case for PrepCom action to start the process of developing a 
nuclear weapons convention.

Psalm 24, sacred to Jews and Christians, states: "The earth is the Lord's and the fulness thereof, the world and those who 
dwell therein; for the Lord has founded it upon the seas, and established it upon the rivers."  Genesis 2:15 indicates that 
Planet Earth (symbolized as the Garden of Eden) is available to humankind to till and keep, that is, to use for mutual 
benefit and to preserve.  It follows that we have responsibility be good stewards of Earth during our lifetimes.  
(Humanists who prefer to skip the theological beginning can agree with this last point.)

Weapons of mass destruction are contrary to our stewardship responsibility because they have potential of doing grave 
harm to Earth and its inhabitants.  Therefore, all of us have an obligation to rid Earth of this perilous threat. Nuclear 
weapons states have special responsibilities to dismantle their nuclear arsenal.  Therefore, it is appropriate for the two 
largest possessors, Russia and the United States, to negotiate for mutual reduction. But when the best they can project is 
retention of 2,000 to 2,500 strategic warheads on each side ten years from now, other nations have a responsibility to 
intervene and insist that this is not good enough.  Nuclear abolition is necessary for the good of Earth and its people and 
cannot wait for the nuclear weapons states to accomplish at their leisure, if and when they choose

Accordingly, it is appropriate for a world body, such as the NPT Preparatory Committee, to initiate a process that sets 
the course for ridding the world of nuclear weapons.  It is also appropriate for the PrepCom to instruct nuclear weapon 
states to take interim steps, such as  adopting a no first use policy and  taking nuclear weapons off alert by separating 
warheads from delivery vehicles.  Such measures would provide protection from the use of nuclear weapons by 
accident, design, or miscalculation during the period of dismantlement.

Non-nuclear weapon states shouldn't be shy in speaking out to the possessors of nuclear weapons.  It is their Earth and 
their people who are endangered by continued deployment of nuclear weapons.  If the nuclear weapon states don't want 
to work out an agreement for total elimination of all nuclear weapons, then other nations should devise a program for 
systematic nuclear disarmament that is fair, safe, and complete.  If the nuclear weapon states are not persuaded to go 
along with this plan, other nations can use various sanctions, such as those developed and applied to other rogue nations.  
For instance, since international trade is highly treasured by the United States (note dealings with China), there might be 
a boycott of American products, starting with coca cola, pepsi, and McDonald's.  

In sum, in our efforts to influence governments to support abolitionist policies at the NPT PrepCom, we need to 
persuade governmental leaders to cease their subservience to the nuclear weapon states and to press for a nuclear 
disarmament process that is good for all the people of Earth.

I would appreciate your response to my ideas.

With best regards,

Howard W. Hallman, Chair
Methodists United for Peace with Justice
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To: Veterans for Peace <davidhart@igc.apc.org>
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Re: Upcoming Meetings
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

The December 8 meeting will be held from 3:00 to 5:00 p.m. in the Methodist Building, Room 3.  The December 3 
meeting will be in the same place from 12:30 to 2:00 p.m.

Howard:

At 08:29 AM 11/18/97 -0800, you wrote:
>Dear Howard,
>
>I would like to make sure that Veterans for Peace has a representative at
>two upcoming meetings that you mentioned at Monday Lobby Group.... 
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Return-Path: <DGracie@afsc.org>
X-Sender: dgracie@mail.afsc.org
Date: Tue, 18 Nov 1997 17:37:42 -0500
To: "Mary H. Miller" <epf@igc.apc.org>, mupj@igc.apc.org,
        abolition-religious@igc.org
From: David Gracie <DGracie@afsc.org>
Subject: Re: Sunflower campaign
X-Info: American Friends Service Committee

This is good.  Nuclear Age Peace Foundation are the people with the nice
seed packets containing A2000 information.  Someone should ask them about
availability and cost for a spring effort.  <wagingpeace@napf.org>

At 05:57 AM 11/18/97 -0800, Mary H. Miller wrote:
>At 07:51 AM 11/17/97 -0800, mupj@igc.apc.org wrote:
>>To: Religious Working Group for Nuclear Abolition
>>
>>In past months we have talked about the possibility of encouraging churches,
>>synagogues, and other religious organizations to plant sunflowers as a
>>symbol of nuclear abolition.  This would be part of the broader
>>sunflower-planting program of Abolition 2000.
>>
>>The spring of 1998 would be a good time for sunflower planting.  That means
>>we need to start developing information and distributing it.
>>
>>Who would be interested in working on this project?  What ideas do you have
>>to implement it?
>>
>>Please let me know your interest and ideas.
>>
>>With best regards,
>>
>>Howard Hallman, Chair
>>Methodists United for Peace with Justice
>>mupj@igc.org    phone/fax: 301 896-0013
>>
>>
>>Hallman is co-convener of the Religious Working Group for Nuclear Abolition
>>along with David Gracie of AFSC and Clayton Ramey of FOR.
>>
>Howard and all,
>
>I want very much to have information on the sunflower program to publish in
>EPF's Lent Newsletter. Our absolute copy deadline for that is February 1st.
>Seems to me that getting something together to get into the national Church
>newspaper (EPISCOPAL LIFE) and Episcopal News Service in a timely fashion
>makes a lot of sense too.  If this is a set of goals for others in our mix,
>let's work toward it with our several deadlines in mind.
>
>It'll be a little tough for me to work on much before Christmas except via
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>e-mail - but not impossible.  Before Thanksgiving isn't very realistic (but
>see below).
>
>I can imagine my own urban parish having a sunflower garden quite visible
>from one or more of the streets on the corner we've claimed in West
>Baltimore.  And if I have even vague information to take to the quarterly
>EPF Chapter meeting in Baltimore on Monday, December 1st, it'll give us
>another very concrete thing to do, possibly asking allies from the diocesan
>Environmental Justice Committee to join us in the project.
>
>Guess my mind is working this morning after all...
>
>peace and struggle,
>
>Mary Miller, Episcopal Peace Fellowship
>
>
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Return-Path: <katie@chch.planet.org.nz>
X-Sender: katie@mail.chch.planet.org.nz
Date: Wed, 19 Nov 1997 12:05:41 +1300
To: mupj@igc.apc.org
From: Kate Dewes <katie@chch.planet.org.nz>
Subject: Rob Green/NPT PREPCOM, preps for

Dear Howard,

Thank you for your excellent and timely head-up to Abolition 2000 on the
Geneva PrepCom. I hope by now that you will have seen our assessment of the
First Committee voting on 10 November on the Malaysian resolution, which
got delayed in being promulgated (we attach it in case you haven't). 

Having recently met General Lee Butler USAF (Ret), former CinC US Strategic
Command and now nuclear abolitionist, and his wife Dorene when he gave the
second Erich Geiringer Memorial Oration in Wellington, we strongly
recommend that you consider inviting him to give a homily or address at the
ecumenical service.  They are both Catholics, and I'm sure he would be
sympathetic to your idea. He is especially focussing on de-alerting and
rubbishing deterrence doctrine, and is currently the best exponent around
on these (we could try to get him to address the PrepCom too?). BBC World
TV broadcast the State of the World Forum last week, in which he stole the
show from George Schultz and Andrei Kozyrev (ex-Russian Foreign Minister),
before being given the first State of the World Forum award.  His address
is: 1000 Kiewit Plaza, Omaha NE 68131; fax 402-536-3611; and his secretary
Deirdre Routt's email is <Deirdre.Routt@kdgroup.com>. I am currently trying
to sort out how he wants to play a visit to UK next spring.

To give you an idea of my approach, I thought you might like to see an
unpublished article I wrote in August in reply to one by Sir Michael
Quinlan in the NZ Herald (also attached).

Best wishes,

Rob Green
NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND SLAVERY: A REPLY TO SIR MICHAEL QUINLAN
By Commander Robert Green, Royal Navy (Retired)

In his article "Nuclear weapons make major conflicts absurd" (New Zealand Herald July 30), Sir Michael Quinlan 
claimed that nuclear weapons cannot be banned in the way that, for example, chemical weapons have been.  He justified 
this by the following statement, with which I wholeheartedly agree: "What we have to grasp, at bottom, is that nuclear 
weapons have brought about their own revolution in military affairs and probably the most fundamental one in history.  
Their effect has been to carry the power to destroy off the end of the scale; and that is something fundamentally 
different from the effect of any other class of weapon."  

However, where we part company is his deduction that such extreme overkill somehow insulates nuclear weapons from 
the law.  On the contrary, it reinforces the urgent need to strengthen the law as a crucial tool in the struggle to save 
humankind   and the planet from nuclear terrorism.  Judge Bedjoaui, President of the World Court when it delivered its 
Advisory Opinion on nuclear weapons last year, put it another way: "The nuclear weapon, the ultimate evil, destabilises 
humanitarian law which is the law of the lesser evil.  The existence of nuclear weapons is therefore a challenge to the 
very existence of humanitarian law, not to mention their long-term effects of damage to the human environment, in 
respect to which the right to life must be exercised."  Seen in this light, the Quinlan plan, like Dr Strangelove's of  
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"learning to love the Bomb", is hopelessly unrealistic, and amounts to a limp mix of appeasement and fatalism.  We can 
and must do better than that.

Throughout the Quinlan thesis there is a soothing acceptance of current attitudes to nuclear weapons, expressed in their 
possession by the five permanent members of the UN Security Council.  This is of course not surprising given the 
gigantic resources - financial, material and human - invested in nuclear arsenals from the Manhattan Project on.  Sir 
Michael Quinlan is well-known as a British "high priest" of the pro-nuclear fundamentalism relentlessly propagated by 
the USA ever since it needed to justify the atrocities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, and echoed by the UK and France as 
they lost their empires.   

In my work with Abolition 2000 - a worldwide citizen network campaigning to get a global, enforceable treaty banning 
nuclear weapons in place by the new millenium - 
I have found fascinating parallels with the abolition of slavery.  As with nuclear weapons, slavery was called a 
"necessary evil"; it was "cost-effective"; there was "no alternative"; and it was "not against the law".  To my surprise, 
the campaign against slavery (which began in UK) focused on its illegality - not just the cruelty.  The World Court 
Project emulated this.  In the cruel world of the early 1800s, it was the illegality, plus British public opinion mobilised 
for the first time on a human rights issue, which forced politicians to vote against a system which underpinned their 
wealth and was accepted in much the same way as nuclear weapons currently are - by a small group of predominantly 
Western nations and their allies.  Indeed, the three former major slaving nations - the USA, UK and France - are now the 
NATO nuclear weapon states, and the leading opponents of total nuclear disarmament.  

It took eighty years to abolish slavery: the campaign began in 1785, and the equivalent of a Nuclear Weapons 
Convention was secured with emancipation enshrined in the US Constitution in 1865 - without help from telephone, fax, 
email or photocopier. The anti-nuclear movement began in 1945: so there is still time, in Quinlan's words, to "manage 
massively to change the whole global political environment" in the same way that slavery was placed beyond the pale.  
Already, public opinion polls in the USA and UK are showing anti-nuclear majorities.  The first declared nuclear 
weapon state to break ranks would dramatically transform the whole debate.  The UK has the smallest arsenal, 
pathetically dependent on the USA for Trident missiles, targeting and communication satellites. With Trident a growing 
embarrassment to the Royal Navy, Treasury and Labour government, she is best-placed to take the lead.  The reward 
would be worldwide gratitude, huge influence in shaping the post-nuclear world order, and a financial windfall.

The other cornerstone of pro-nuclear fundamentalism is deterrence doctrine, and the unprovable claim that nuclear 
weapons have prevented major war.  What we do know now is how the USA and USSR in the Cuban missile crisis only 
avoided a nuclear exchange by luck, with both sides hugely miscalculating the other's nuclear deployments and plans. 
Far from guaranteeing a possessor nation's security, reliance on nuclear deterrence merely provokes the very threat the 
Bomb is deployed against - the spread of nuclear weapons to "rogue" states or extremists, who are least likely to be 
deterred.  One has only to imagine a scenario where the IRA mortar bomb attack from a van in Whitehall against the 
British Gulf War Cabinet had involved a threat to use even a crude nuclear device, to realise that a threat of nuclear 
retaliation would be utterly incredible.  

Sir Michael cites the old excuse that nuclear weapons cannot be disinvented.  Neither can the polio virus - but we have a 
vaccine.  In the same way as chemical weapons have been outlawed and military professionals shun any involvement 
with them, I see a similar process acting as a last-chance vaccine for the nuclear weapon virus before it becomes an 
epidemic.

Having had my eyes opened to the myths of nuclear deterrence,  I offer the words of General Lee Butler USAF (Ret)*, 
Commander of US Strategic Command controlling all nuclear planning from 1992-94: "Options are being lost as urgent 
questions are unasked, or unanswered; as outmoded routines perpetuate Cold War patterns and thinking; and as a new 
generation of nuclear actors and aspirants lurch backward toward a chilling world where the principal antagonists could 
find no better solution to their entangled security fears than Mutual Assured Destruction."   

*General Butler will give the Erich Geiringer Memorial Oration in Wellington on 
1 October. 
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ENDS  (approx 1000 words without title and footnote)

REVISED UN GENERAL ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION L37

Votes in First Committee: 10 November 1997

Assessment by Rob Green & Kate Dewes

[NB: We have compared this with the Plenary vote on L37 on 10 December 1996]

Malaysia submitted a revised version of its 1996 UNGA resolution, along with 47 other countries.  This was three more 
than last year, on what continues to be the most contentious issue on the UN's nuclear disarmament agenda.  New co-
sponsors were Brunei, Egypt, Honduras, Jamaica, Kenya, Lao PDR, Panama, Sudan and Suriname (9).  The following 6 
States co-sponsored last year but not this: Afghanista
n, Belize, Guatemala, Libya, Mali and Qatar. 

Last year, three votes were taken.  This year there were four:

1)  The additional one was on preambular paragraph 10: "Emphasizing the need for the Conference on Disarmament to 
commence negotiations on a phased programme for the complete elimination of nuclear weapons with a specified 
framework of time" (a modification of last year's preambular paragraph 3).

2)  On operative paragraph 1, which equates to last year's operative paragraph 3: "Underlines once again the unanimous 
conclusion of the International Court of Justice that there exists an obligation to pursue in good faith and bring to a 
conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and effective international control".

3)  On operative paragraph 2, updating last year's operative paragraph 4: "Calls once again upon all States to 
immediately fulfil that obligation by commencing multilateral negotiations in 1998 leading to an early conclusion of a 
nuclear weapons convention prohibiting the development, production, testing, deployment, stockpiling, transfer, threat 
or use of nuclear weapons and providing for their e
limination".  

4)  As in 1996, finally the resolution as a whole was voted on.

PREAMBULAR PARAGRAPH 10

This was carried by 99 votes to 34; there were 17 abstentions, and 35 did not vote.  Short of negotiating a nuclear 
weapons convention, a timeframe for nuclear disarmament is the next most unacceptable proposal for the NATO 
nuclear weapon States and Russia.  China's failure to vote is interesting, as it surely was not an oversight: South Africa 
likewise - especially as both voted for the resolutio
n as a whole.  All the other NATO members were whipped in against, along with Australia; but Japan, South Korea, 
Austria, Finland, Belarus and Kazakhstan abstained - whereas Ukraine, Ireland, Sweden and New Zealand courageously 
voted "Yes".

OPERATIVE PARAGRAPH 1

As last year, unsurprisingly this was carried by the biggest margin (139 for, 5 against, 9 abstained, 32 did not vote).  The 
"Yes" vote exactly matched last year's Plenary vote.  The good news is that  the "No" vote dropped by 2: Latvia and 
Romania moved to "Yes", while fascinatingly Russia's regressive move to "No" from last year's abstention was balanced 
by the UK moving the opposite way!  In th
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e UK's explanation of vote, unlike the USA it did not oppose the ICJ's conclusion: so A SIGNIFICANT SPLIT IN 
APPROACH HAS OPENED UP BETWEEN THEM HERE.  (NB also that China, like last year, voted "Yes".)  
Abstentions dropped by 11; however, 13 more did not vote. 

OPERATIVE PARAGRAPH 2

This paragraph directly challenged the nuclear States to start negotiations leading to a nuclear weapons convention: 
hence the smallest majority (96 for, 34 against, 23 abstentions, 32 did not vote). Last year's equivalent Plenary vote was: 
110 for, 27 against, 29 abstained, 19 did not vote.  It was good to see New Zealand and South Africa staying strong; but 
Russia hardened from abstention to "No
", along with Andorra, Bulgaria, Israel, and Uzbekistan (the other new "No" votes were Albania and Greece).

Checking each country's vote this year and last year's Plenary vote provides the following indicators for lobbying before 
this year's Plenary vote:

1)  Guatemala - having failed to vote in the easiest vote (operative paragraph 1), it voted for the toughest: this suggests 
finger trouble!  Moreover, it voted "Yes" in the other two votes!

2)  Voted "Yes" last year, but did not vote this time - Belize, Burundi, Cambodia, Cape Verde, Chad, Costa Rica (co-
sponsor!), Dominica, Gambia, Grenada, Lesotho (co-sponsor!), Micronesia, Nicaragua, St Kitts-Nevis, St Vincent, 
Vanuatu, Yemen (16)

3)  Abstained last year, but did not vote this time - Bosnia, Equatorial Guinea, Senegal, Tajikistan (4)

4)  Voted "Yes" last year, abstained this time - Malta, Uruguay (2)

>From this, it should be possible to increase the "Yes" vote by at least 17, thereby improving on last year's Plenary vote.

THE RESOLUTION AS A WHOLE 

In the final fourth vote - the most important one - on the resolution as a whole, 103 voted for, 26 against, 24 abstained, 
and again 32 did not vote.  The majority fell back from last year's Plenary vote (115 for, 22 against, 32 abstained, 16 did 
not vote).  However, the good news is that Argentina (formerly a potential nuclear weapon State) and Ukraine moved 
from abstention to "Yes", and Turkmeni
stan from "Did Not Vote" to "Yes".  This will encourage other CIS member States Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and 
Uzbekistan, which abstained, and Tajikistan which did not vote, to move to "Yes" at the Plenary vote, joining 
Turkmenistan as the other prospective members of a Central Asian Nuclear Weapon Free Zone.  It might also be worth 
using this to encourage other CIS abstainers Armenia, Azerbaijan, Be
larus and Georgia to move to "Yes".  

China, Ireland, Malta, New Zealand, South Africa and Sweden again voted "Yes".  On the other hand, Andorra, 
Bulgaria and Israel moved from abstention to "No"; and Greece from not voting last year to "No".  However, NATO's 
Nordic rebels Denmark, Iceland and Norway sustained their abstention, as did Finland.  Like last year, of the Asia-
Pacific States which voted, the abstentions by Australia, Japan
 and South Korea were conspicuous, especially with Malaysia as leading sponsor of the resolution.

This leaves those which did not vote.  The biggest group, which voted "Yes" last year, are: Belize, Bosnia, Burundi, 
Cambodia, Cape Verde, Chad, Costa Rica (co-sponsor), Dominica, Gambia, Grenada, Lesotho (co-sponsor), 
Micronesia, Morocco, Nicaragua, St Vincent, Vanuatu, and Yemen (17). As these roughly correlate with those which 
did not vote on the previous paragraphs, THIS IS THE GROUP TO FOCUS 
LOBBYING ON FOR THE PLENARY VOTE, ALONG WITH THE CIS STATES WHICH ABSTAINED OR DID 
NOT VOTE.  (Equatorial Guinea and Senegal abstained last year; while the Central African Republic and Comoros did 
not vote last year either.) 
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In sum, it should be possible to increase the majority over that achieved in last year's Plenary vote; but it will require a 
big lobbying effort to ensure it.  We suggest that letter-writers should also try to congratulate Malaysia, the UK and 
others where they deserve it and urge them at least to stand firm, because we expect pressure to be exerted to reduce the 
majorities in all votes.

ENDS
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Tue, 18 Nov 1997 19:04:26 -0500 (EST)
From: LCNP@aol.com
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Letter from H.E. Sr Saenz to Kofi Annan
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
cc: disarmament@igc.apc.org

H.E. Mr Kofi Annan
Secretary-General of the United Nations
United Nations
New York, NY 10017

Your Excellency,

I have the honour to enclose herewith the model Nuclear Weapons Convention
(mNWC), which has been carefully drafted by an international consortium of
lawyers, scientists and disarmament experts led by the Lawyers' Committee on
Nuclear Policy.

On December 15, 1994, the United Nations General Assembly adopted resolution
49/75 K requesting the International Court of Justice to render its advisory
opinion on the question: "Is the threat or use of nuclear weapons in any
circumstance permitted under international law?"

On July 8, 1996, the International Court of Justice delivered its advisory
opinion on the above question, in which it concluded unanimously that: "There
exists an obligation to pursue in good faith and bring to a conclusion
negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict
and effective international control."

Moreover, on December 10, 1996, the United Nations General Assembly adopted
resolution 51/45 M "Advisory Opinion of the International Court of Justice on
the Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons", in which it;

 "Underlines the unanimous conclusion of the Court that: There exists an
obligation to pursue in good faith and bring to a conclusion negotiations
leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and effective
international control;

  Calls upon all States to fulfil that obligation immediately by commencing
negotiations in 1997 leading to an early conclusion of a nuclear weapons
convention prohibiting the development, production, testing, deployment,
stockpiling, transfer, threat or use of nuclear weapons and providing for
their elimination;                                        

   Requests the Secretary-General to provide necessary assistance to support
the implementation of the present resolution;"

The mNWC is submitted as a work in progress setting forth the legal,
technical and political issues that should be considered in order to obtain
an actual nuclear weapons convention. 
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The existence of nuclear weapons continues to endanger all peoples and
nations. We believe that we should carry through with the tasks that
non-governmental organizations have started, in order to create legal
instruments to bring about the complete elimination of nuclear weapons. 

We consider the mNWC an effective and helpful instrument in the deliberative
process for the implementation of UNGA resolution 51/45 M.

Therefore, I kindly request Your Excellency to have the draft Nuclear Weapons
Convention circulated as an official document of the United Nations to all
Member States of the United Nations.

I avail myself of this opportunity to renew to Your Execllency the assurances
of my highest consideration and personal esteem.

Melvin Saenz-Biolley
Ambassador, Deputy Permanent Representative
Charge d'affaires
Mision Permanente de Costa Rica ante las Naciones Unidas
211 East 43rd Street
New York, NY 10017
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Return-Path: <okamoto@shudo-u.ac.jp>
X-Sender: mokam@pop4.ibm.net
Date: Tue, 18 Nov 1997 20:48:18 -0500
To: mupj@igc.apc.org
From: okamoto mitsuo <okamoto@shudo-u.ac.jp>
Subject: Re: NPT PREPCOM, preparations for

Dear Howard W. Hallman,

Thank you for your streneous effors to have world religious leaders gather
at the NPT PrepCom, scheduled to meet in Geneva from April 27 to May 8,
1998.  

Your suggestion, however, to have "a gathering and reception for delegates
for lateafternoon or early evening, Monday, April 27" seems to me too
modest to call for participation from the four corners of the globe.

I wonder who would travel 20 hours, 30 hours for "a gathering and
reception" in Switzerland.  Or do I misunderstand you?

In my opinion, it should be a MAJOR CONFERENCE of religious leaders which
should be convened for 5-7 days at least.  I do not know the situation of
your logistics or man/woman power, but I propose such an effort should be
made at your end.

Sincerely,

Mitsuo

*************************************************************
Mitsuo Okamoto (Hiroshima Shudo University)
Human Rights Program (Visiting Fellow until March)
Pound Hall 401
Harvard Law School
1563 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, MA 02138 USA
Email okamoto@shudo-u.ac.jp 

Tel +1-617-496-2824 (office, direct)
Tel +1-617-661-6609 (residence)
--------------------------------------------------------------
If you want peace, prepare for peace (Si vis pacem para pacem).
--------------------------------------------------------------
**************************************************************
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Tue, 18 Nov 1997 19:09:37 -0500 (EST)
From: LCNP@aol.com
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Model Nuclear Weapons Convention submitted to the UN
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
cc: disarmament@igc.apc.org

Model Nuclear Weapons Convention Submitted to the United Nations

On November 14, 1997, H.E. Melvin Saenz-Biolley, the Deputy Permanent
Representative of Costa Rica to the United Nations, submitted a model Nuclear
Weapons Convention (mNWC) to H.E. Mr Kofi Annan, Secretary-General of the
United Nations, along with a request that the mNWC be circulated to all
member States of the United Nations as an official document of the UN.

Ambassador Saenz noted in his letter to Mr Annan, dated October 31, 1997,
 that the mNWC had been drafted by an international consortium of lawyers,
scientists and disarmament experts led by the Lawyers' Committee on Nuclear
Policy, and was being submitted as "a work in progress setting forth the
legal, technical and political issues that should be considered in order to
obtain an actual nuclear weapons convention."

Ambassador Saenz also noted that the mNWC was "an effective and helpful
instrument in the deliberative process for the implementation of UNGA
resolution 51/45 M [Advisory Opinoin of the International Court of Justice on
the Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons] ."

It is expected that it will take some time for the UN to translate and copy
the document in preparation for circulation.

For more information contact:

Lawyers' Committee on Nuclear Policy
666 Broadway, #625
New York, NY 10012, USA
Phone (1) 212 674 7790. Fax (1) 212 674 6199
Email: lcnp@aol.com
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Return-Path: <napf@napf.org>
Date: Tue, 18 Nov 1997 17:35:34 -0800 (PST)
X-Sender: napf@silcom.com
To: mupj@igc.org
From: Nuclear Age Peace Foundation <napf@napf.org>
Subject: Sunflowers
Cc: abolition-caucus@igc.org

Dear Howard,
        I'm very glad to know that you are moving ahead with the A2000
Religious Working Group.  I'm particularly glad to hear that you have a plan
to have local religious organizations plant sunflowers in the Spring.
Perhaps this could be tied together with a suggested prayer service on
ending the nuclear threat to all creation, including humanity.  It could
also be tied together with a campaign to write to the leaders of nuclear
weapons states and to gather signatures on the Abolition 2000 International
Petition.  Did you see the posting I made a while back of an Open Letter to
the Leaders of Nuclear Weapons States?  If not, let me know, and I'll send
you a copy.

                                        David Krieger
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Return-Path: <peacewk@jet.laker.net>
Date: Tue, 18 Nov 1997 21:12:02 -0500
X-Sender: peacewk@laker.net
To: mupj@igc.apc.org
From: Steven Handwerker <peacewk@jet.laker.net>
Subject: Re: Memo to "Abolitionists"

Dear Howard:
Thank you for your responses.

Please email your FAX and Mailing address and I will FAX the working group
description and mail the brochure and other material from Division 48 of
which it is a part.  Thank you for your interest.

Peace to You! and Yours! and In Peace,
Steve

At 07:05 AM 11/18/97 -0800, you wrote:
>At 10:47 PM 11/17/97 -0500, you wrote:
>>Dear Howard:
>>I received a message on "A2000, Religious Working Group Established" from
>>Anne Anderson today and I have some questions I would appreciate answers on:
>>
>>What are the special projects you undertake?
>>   Our initial projects were described in my memo, such as, commemoration
>of signing of CTBT.  We are now considering tying in with the sunflower
>campaign by having churches, synagogues, and other places of worship plant
>sunflowers as symbol of nuclear abolition.  We are working on a plan to
>bring world religious leaders to the NPT PrepCom in Geneva.  I have in the
>works a memo that lays out our plan and will post it to abolition-caucus.
>
>>What are the worship services about?
>     The worship material is designed to fit into local services at the
>user's discretion.  There are prayers, responsive readings, etc.
>
>What is "the religious perspective" you are referring to, exactly?
>     We are not prescriptive but rather seek to draw together persons and
>organizations which try to apply their religious beliefs to the matter of
>nuclear weapons and related issues. Examples are how U.S. Catholic bishops
>spoke out on nuclear weapons in 1983, how United Methodist bishops did
>likewise in 1986, the recent statement of the papal representative to the
>United Nations.  
>
>
>> Also, I am interested, as Co-Chairman of the Division 48 (APA) Working
>>Group - Peace and Spirituality, and as Membership Chair of Div 48, in
>possibly attending the Geneva Conference ( NPT Prepcom), please send me some
>>information on its goals/propgrams/ schedule/ etc.  
>     The PrepCom will meet from April 27 to May 8, 1998.  The Abolition 2000
>Working Group on the NPT is planning NGO activities, starting with an
>orientation session on Sunday afternoon, April 20.  Alice Slater
>(aslater@igc.apc.org) is one of the co-chairs and can provide more
>information.  As noted above, I will be posting information on plans of the
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>Religious Working Group.
>
>I have questions for you: What is Division 48 (APA) Working Group - Peace
>and Spirituality? Where are you located?
>
>With best regards,
>
>Howard W. Hallman
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>Thank you.
>>
>>Thank you for your efforts.
>>
>>Peace to You! and In Peace,
>>Steve
>>
>>
>>
>
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>From flick  Tue Nov 18 23:06:09 1997
Return-Path: <flick@igc.apc.org>
Date: Tue, 18 Nov 1997 23:06:02 -0800 (PST)
X-Sender: flick@pop.igc.apc.org
To: mupj@igc.apc.org
From: flick@igc.apc.org (flick)
Subject: Re: NPT PREPCOM, preparations for
Sender: flick@igc.org

Dear Howard Hallam,

Just want to thank you for your great posting today.  I have read it
quickly and nodded and yesed and was thankful that someone else is taking
time out to really prepare for this.  Each message likes your helps remind
people to get onto this now.

Will reply in more detail soon . I am doing a speaking tour across the US
and I'm into month 3, very tired, and actually cold in Colorado, so I will
reply to you properly soon

love felicity
Women's Intenational League for Peace and Freedom
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Return-Path: <acronym@gn.apc.org>
Date: Wed, 19 Nov 1997 12:54:39 GMT
X-Sender: acronym@gn.apc.org
To: mupj@igc.apc.org
From: acronym@gn.apc.org (Rebecca Johnson)
Subject: Re: NPT PREPCOM, preparations for

Dear Howard,
I am going to be in DC from 19-22 November, at Windsor Inn, 202 667 0300.
I would be glad to meet with you to discuss the NPT PrepCom preparations in
more detail if time can be found in both our schedules.
Best wishes,
Rebecca

The Acronym Institute (London)
telephone (UK +44) (0) 171 503 8857
fax                (0) 171 503 9153
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To: Kate Dewes <katie@chch.planet.org.nz>
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Re: Rob Green/NPT PREPCOM, preps for
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Thanks for your suggestion about General Butler.  I'll share this idea with others planning religious participation at the 
PrepCom.  I hope that you'll also make your suggestion to Alice Slater, Felicity Hill, and others who are working on 
plans for NGO participation.

Howard Hallman

At 12:05 PM 11/19/97 +1300, you wrote:
>Dear Howard,
>
>Thank you for your excellent and timely head-up to Abolition 2000 on the
>Geneva PrepCom.... 
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To: okamoto mitsuo <okamoto@shudo-u.ac.jp>
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Re: NPT PREPCOM, preparations for
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

I appreciate your idea about expanding religious involvement before and during the PrepCom.  However, I doubt that 
we have the capacity to convene a 5 to 7 day conference of religious leaders.  We see what we are doing as part of the 
broader effort of NGOs.  The Abolition 2000 Working Group on the NPT PrepCom is developing plans for a day of 
orientation on Sunday, April 26, the day before the PrepCom opens, the possibility of having NGO representatives 
address the PrepCom, a series of forums for delegates and NGOs, and a weekend of NGO events midway through the 
PrepCom.  If you need more information on this, you might contact Alice Slater (aslater@igc.apc.org).  These events in 
their totality would make it worth while for you and others to travel to Geneva.

With best regards,

Howard Hallman

At 08:48 PM 11/18/97 -0500, you wrote:
>Dear Howard W. Hallman,
>
>Thank you for your streneous effors to have world religious leaders gather
>at the NPT PrepCom, scheduled to meet in Geneva from April 27 to May 8,
>1998....
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To: Nuclear Age Peace Foundation <napf@napf.org>
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Re: Sunflowers
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear David:

I have various items you have prepared on the Sunflower campaign.  Would you be willing to adapt this material for 
distribution to churches, synagogues, and other places of worship who would like to plant sunflowers this spring?  We 
could distribute it through denominational offices and peace fellowships.

Your idea for a prayer service has merit.  I'll try to get the Religious Working Group to work on this.  If you have 
specific prayers or other statements to suggest, please get them to me.

With best regards,

Howard Hallman
301 896-0013

At 05:35 PM 11/18/97 -0800, you wrote:
>
>Dear Howard,
>        I'm very glad to know that you are moving ahead with the A2000
>Religious Working Group.  I'm particularly glad to hear that you have a plan
>to have local religious organizations plant sunflowers in the Spring....
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To: acronym@gn.apc.org (Rebecca Johnson)
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Re: NPT PREPCOM, preparations for
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Rebecca:

I would welcome an opportunity to talk with you while you are in Washington.  I'll call you at the Windsor Inn.  But I'm 
also replying in this manner in case you are receiving your e-mail.  You can call me at 301 896-0013.  My schedule is 
fairly open this week exept for a Thursday morning meeting, November 20.

With regards,

Howard

At 12:54 PM 11/19/97 GMT, you wrote:
>Dear Howard,
>I am going to be in DC from 19-22 November, at Windsor Inn, 202 667 0300.
>I would be glad to meet with you to discuss the NPT PrepCom preparations in
>more detail if time can be found in both our schedules.
>Best wishes,
>Rebecca
>
>
>
>The Acronym Institute (London)
>telephone (UK +44) (0) 171 503 8857
>fax                (0) 171 503 9153
>
>
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To: Steven Handwerker <peacewk@jet.laker.net>
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Re: Memo to "Abolitionists"
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Steve:

My phone and fax number is 301 896-0013.  My mailing address is Methodists United for Peace with Justice, 1500 16th 
Street, NW, Washington, DC 20036.  I'll look for your material.

Howard

At 09:12 PM 11/18/97 -0500, you wrote:
>Dear Howard:
>Thank you for your responses.
>
>Please email your FAX and Mailing address and I will FAX the working group
>description and mail the brochure and other material from Division 48 of
>which it is a part.  Thank you for your interest.
>
>Peace to You! and Yours! and In Peace,
>Steve
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To: dce@wcc-coe.org
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Archbishop Martino on Nuclear Abolition
Cc: atwood@pop.unicc.org
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Dwain:

In case you haven't seen it, I'm sending a copy of a statement by Archbishop Martino, the Holy See's Permanent 
Observer at the UN, made to the First Committee on October 15.  Catholics tell me this is the strongest recent Catholic 
statement on the subject.  This encourages me to believe that we will gain top level Catholic participation in the event 
we are planning for the NPT PrepCom.

It also leads me to wonder whether it might be desirable and possible to put out some kind of joint "call to delegates" in 
January or February, laying out some recommendations for actions to occur at the PrepCom.  I'll work on a draft.  If not 
for this purpose, such a statement can be adapted for issuance at the opening of the PrepCom.

With best regards,

Howard Hallman

#######

>On 29 October, the Vatican's newspaper "L'Osservatore Romano" published the
>following statement given by Archbishop Renato Martino, the Holy See's
>Permanent Observer at the UN, to the First Committee on 15 October. Especially noteworthy are the last few 
paragraphs, which constitute a powerful new call for nuclear abolition. 

>"NUCLEAR WEAPONS CANNOT BE JUSTIFIED AND DESERVE CONDEMNATION: GRAVE
>CONSEQUENCES LIE AHEAD IF THE WORLD IS RULED BY THE MILITARISM OF NUCLEAR
ARMS
>
>Mr Chairman,  
>
>The Holy See joins in the congratulations extended to you on your election
>to chair this important committee.  We also extend our best wishes to other
>members of the bureau.  
>
>As the world approaches the millenium, many people and organisations are
>already casting their vision towards the opening years of the 21st century.
>Will the next century be a time of peace, the fruit of the blossoming of
>human intelligence and human love? Or will the world sink once again into
>the morass of wars as we have witnessed in the death-filled 20th century?
>The essential questions of war and peace preoccupy humanity and deserve the
>utmost introspection of this committee. 
>
>We can draw a measure of hope that peace will be our accomplishment in the
>years ahead because of the achievements of the past few years: the ending
>of the Cold War, reductions of military forces in Europe, the Chemical
>Weapons Treaty, reductions of nuclear weapons by the two foremost nuclear
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>weapons States, the indefinite extension of the Non-Proliferation Treaty,
>the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, and the adoption of the convention on
>anti-personnel land-mines.  These achievements are steps that have moved
>the world closer to peace and the First Committee has played a role in this
>success. 
>
>But can we say that the course to peace in its entirety is clear?
>Unfortunately, we cannot. Every day conflict and violence still produce
>victims. Genocide, the slaughter of innocents, and attacks on vulnerable
>populations continue to scar the landscape.  The arms trade, particularly
>of conventional weapons, only adds to the bloodshed in many warring
>countries.  Indeed, in recent conflicts, more people are killed by
>short-range weapons than by weapons of mass destruction.  The tragedy of
>this trend is that more human beings, including children, are forced to
>wage war.  In addition, these wars are often prolonged by short-ranged
>weapons. Most developing countries where conflict situations exist are
>abundantly supplied with such weapons. In spite of this fact, weapons of
>mass destruction are still produced in great quantity.  Nuclear weapons,
>aptly described as " the ultimate evil" are still possessed by the most
>powerful States which refuse to let them go. 
>
>We Cannot Simultaneously Pay for War and Peace
>
>These searing facts of militarism remind us of how far the world still has
>to go to claim a universal peace.  The world is paying a high price for the
>"culture of war" that has characteristed the 20th century.  Even now,
>nearly a decade after the end of the Cold War, the world's governments
>spend more than $800 billion a year to sport military forces of more than
>27 million soldiers. While this is a decline in spending since the Cold War
>high in 1987, most of the decline has come from the sharp drop in spending
>by the former Warsaw Pact countries.  Despite the end of the Cold War,
>developed nations, other than the East European countries, spend only 10%
>less than they did in 1987. Military expenditures of the NATO countries are
>now more than 10 times the expenditures of the former Warsaw Pact
>countries.  Not only are the developed countries big military spenders,
>they are also responsible for 90% of the $22 billion annual arms trade.
>The dangerous global proliferation of arms and weapons technology has
>contributed to inciting and prolonging armed conflicts raging in different
>locations around the world.
>
>For their part, the developing countries currently spend $221 billion on
>armed forces.  This spending is a considerable drain on these nations'
>already limited resources: new weapons procurement and larger armies mean
>less funds to invest in health, education, economic development and other
>urgent social needs of large and vulnerable populations.  Some 1.3 billion
>people are so poor that they cannot meet their basic needs for food and
>shelter. Sixty per cent of humanity lives on less than $2 a day.  Despite
>some remarkable success in human development in some fast-growing
>economies, more than 100 countries are worse off today than they were 15
>years ago.  Each year between 13 and 18 million people, most of them
>children, die from hunger and poverty-related causes.
>
>Sustainable development needs huge amounts of investment in scientific
>research, technological development, education and training, infrastructure
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>development and the transfer of technology.  Investment in these structural
>advances is urgently needed to stop carbon dioxide poisoning of the
>atmosphere and the depletion of the earth's biological resources such as
>the forests, wetlands and animal species now under attack.  But the goals
>for sustainable development set out in the 1992 Earth Summit's major
>document Agenda 21, are blocked by political intertia, which countenances
>continued high military spending.
>
>It is clear, as the Director-General of UNESCO put it, that "we cannot
>simultaneously pay the price of war and the price of peace".  Budgetary
>priorities need to be realigned in order to direct financial resources to
>enhancing life, not producing death. A transformation of political
>attitudes is needed to build a " culture of peace".  A new political
>attitude would say no to investment in arms and destruction and yes to
>investment in the construction of peace. The relationship between
>disarmament and development, given short shrift by governments since the
>international conference of 1987, must be emphasised anew. In that
>relationship, a process of disarmament, providing security and
>progressively lower levels of armaments, could allow more resources to be
>devoted to development; correspondingly, the development process enhances
>security and can promote disarmament. 
>
>Nuclear Arms are Incompatible with the Peace We Seek
>
>Such an approach to human security by governments would lead to the
>fulfilment of the right to peace, which every person in every culture can
>claim. No lesser goal than the right to live in peace will suffice for the
>new millenium.
>
>The international community, when awakened, has shown that it can indeed
>move to strengthen human security.  The work fostered by the Ottawa Process
>in producing a treaty banning the production, export and use of
>anti-personnel land-mines reflects the strengths of compassion and
>political action. The Holy See commends this initiative and urges universal
>support for the treaty. Pope John Paul II has appealed for the " definitive
>cessation" of the manufacture and use of such "insidious arms" which strike
>cruelly and indiscriminately at civilian populations.  Signing the new
>treaty will not be enough, however. Equal attention should be given to the
>detection and removal of the 100 million deployed land-mines that continue
>to kill and maim 28,000 innocents every year. More resources should be
>devoted to demining efforts.
>
>If biological weapons, chemical weapons and now land-mines can be done away
>with, so too can nuclear weapons. No weapon so threatens the longed-for
>peace of the 21st century as the nuclear. Let not the immensity of this
>task dissuade us from the efforts needed to free humanity from such a
>scourge.  With the valuable admonition offered in the Advisory Opinion of
>the International Court of Justice, the international community can see how
>the legal and moral arguments against nuclear weapons intertwine with the
>strategic: since nuclear weapons can destroy all life on the planet, they
>imperil all that humanity has ever stood for and indeed humanity itself.
>During the acrimonious years of the Cold War with the emphasis on the
>military doctrine of nuclear deterrence as a constant justification for the
>nuclear arms build-up the international community felt powerless to stop
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>the relentless build-up of nuclear weapons. But now, in the post-Cold War
>era characterized by new partnerships, the international community cannot
>shield itself from the assault on life itself that nuclear weapons
represent. 
>
>The work that this Committee has done in calling for negotiations leading
>to a Nuclear Weapons Convention must be increased.  Those nuclear weapons
>States resisting such negotiations must be challenged, for, in clinging to
>their outmoded rationales for nuclear deterrence, they are denying the most
>ardent aspirations of humanity as well as the opinion of the highest legal
>authority in the world.  The gravest consequences for mankind lie ahead if
>the world is to be ruled by the militarism represented by nuclear weapons
>rather than the humanitarian law espoused by the International Court of
>Justice. 
>
>Nuclear weapons are incompatible with the peace we seek for the 21st
>century. They cannot be justified. They deserve condemnation.  The
>preservation of the Non Proliferation Treaty demands an unequivocal
>commitment to their abolition.
>
>The Holy See has previously stated in this Committee: "The world must move
>to the abolition of nuclear weapons through a universal, non-discriminatory
>ban with intensive inspection by a univeral authority".  Today we repeat
>those words, conscious that that there is a gathering momentum of world
>opinion in support of the complete elimination of nuclear weapons.  This is
>a moral challenge, a legal challenge and a political challenge.  That
>multiple based challenge must be met by the application of our humanity.
>
>ENDS
>
>
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Return-Path: <alichterman@igc.apc.org>
Date: Thu, 20 Nov 1997 00:19:44 -0600 (CST)
X-Sender: alichterman@pop.igc.apc.org
To: mupj@igc.apc.org
From: Andrew Lichterman <alichterman@igc.apc.org>
Subject: Re: NPT PREPCOM, preparations for

You asked for responses to this initiative--  I do my work on nuclear
weapons issues with a secular organization and can respond at present only
as  an individual, and not for my organization.  I think this is a wonderful
idea with great potential for the prospects of nuclear weapons abolition,
and particularly  for making the connections to the larger peace and justice
issues necessary if nuclear abolition is to be achieved and sustained.   I
believe that the splitting of consciousness which is characteristic of the
work of specialists in large organizations-- scientists, policy experts, and
the professionals-- plays a fundamental  role in allowing otherwise decent
people to engage collectively in horrific enterprises.  Responsibility is
displaced and diffused, the link between effects in the world and the
actions of any individual are effaced, and in the process the grounds for
sustained ethical reflection and judgment are lost.  I have worked
extensively over the years with peace activists coming from communities of
faith, and I have felt that they have had the best grasp of this central
aspect of the nuclear weapons dilemma.   Thank you for your work putting
this new network together.  
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Thu, 20 Nov 1997 08:45:56 GMT
From: geowcpuk@gn.apc.org (George Farebrother)
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Re: World Court Project
To: Nuclear Age Peace Foundation <wagingpeace@napf.org>,
        abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-Sender: geowcpuk@gn.apc.org (Unverified)

GF/5836

At 16:39 12/11/97 -0800, Nuclear Age Peace Foundation wrote:
> DRAFT
> 11/12/97
> THE WORLD COURT PROJECT
> by David Krieger

.......Eventually, the WCP would obtain the support of over 700 citizen
action groups throughout the world.  Through these groups, the Project
collected millions of "Declarations of Conscience" by citizens around the
world, indicating the widespread public concern for the issue of nuclear
weapons illegality.  These Declarations stated: 
  "I affirm my desire and right to live in a world free from the threat of
nuclear destruction.... etc. 

...................

Dear David

I'm sorry to have been a long time responding to this.  I very muvh enjoyed
your WCP Draft.  THere is just one point.  The Declaration wording you quote
comes from a very early version.  We found that this was excellent for
sending to people thriough the post but hopeless for street work - in the UK
this is how we collected most of them.  Quite soon we boiled it down to: 

"It is my deeply held belief that nuclear weapons are morally wrong.

I wish my Declaration of Conscience to be brought to the attention of the
World Court"

This was preceded by a few lines of explanation. 

Itwas this version, or variations of it, which was used in most of the
translations we had done although I think the Japanese ones had a longer
version. 

Good Luck

George
>
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George Farebrother    (geowcpuk@gn.apc.org)

67, Summerheath Rd,  
Hailsham 
Sussex, BN27 3DR, England 
Phone & Fax +44 (0)1323 844 269   

The World Court Project is an international citizens' network which is
working to publicise and have implemented the 8 July 1996 Advisory Opinion
of the International Court of Justice on the legal status of the threat or
use of nuclear weapons.  

The World Court Project is part of Abolition 2000, A Global Network to
Abolish Nuclear Weapons
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To: lcnp@aol.com
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: 
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Alyn:

I am drafting a statement for world leaders to address NPT heads of states prior to the NPT PrepCom in Geneva.  
Attached is a first draft.  Would you please look at the section on "Obligation...." and let me know whether I have 
correctedly described the NPT and the ICJ decision.  Also, what do you think of asking for a first draft of a nuclear 
weapons convention by the 1999 PrepCom and the final draft before the 2000 Review Conference?

With best wishes,

Howard Hallman
301 896-0013

######

 First Draft
 A Statement by Religious Leaders on Nuclear Abolition
 
To: Heads of States of Signatories of the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty

 The meeting of the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty Preparatory Committee (NPT PrepCom) in Geneva, 
Switzerland on April 27 to May 8, 1998 offers an opportunity to make substantial progress toward achieving nuclear 
disarmament.  We therefore ask that delegates come to Geneva committed to setting in motion a definitive process 
directed toward expeditious elimination of all nuclear weapons on Earth.  

Statements of Faith

 There is a broad consensus within the world's religious community that nuclear weapons constitute a dangerous 
and unwarranted threat to the human family and to the planet Earth and that therefore all nuclear weapons should be 
eliminated as soon as possible.

 Pope John Paul II has said: "....[to be added]...."     [or another Catholic source]

 The Sixth Assembly of the World Council of Churches stated: "We believe that the time has come when the 
churches must unequivocally declare that the production and deployment as well as the use of nuclear weapons are a 
crime against humanity and that such activities must be condemned on ethical and theological grounds.  Furthermore, 
we appeal for the institution of a universal covenant to this effect so that nuclear weapons and warfare are delegitimized 
and condemn as violations of international law. 

 [Quotations from other religious leaders and religious bodies.]

Obligation to Achieve Nuclear Disarmament

 We are not alone in our belief that all nuclear weapons on Earth should be eliminated. Especially noteworthy is the 
commitment of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), signed by 178 states including all five 
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acknowledged nuclear weapon states. Article VI calls for "negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to 
cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete 
disarmament under strict and effective international control.:

 The International Court of Justice, at the request of the General Assembly of the United Nations, reviewed Article 
VI and unanimously agreed that "There exists an obligation to pursue in good faith and bring to a conclusion 
negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and effective international control."

Steps toward Nuclear Disarmament

 To fulfill this obligation it is time to commence work on a nuclear weapons convention that will outlaw and 
eliminate nuclear weapons by all possessors.  Because such a convention serves the interests of all humanity and all 
nations on Earth, it is a task that can properly be taken up by an international body, such as the NPT PrepCom.  
Therefore, we call upon the PrepCom to establish a working group to draft a nuclear weapons convention.  We suggest 
that a first draft be ready for review at the 1999 PrepCom meeting and that a final draft be completed for adoption by the 
time the NPT Review Conference convenes in 2000.

 As a nuclear weapons convention is being drafted, it is appropriate for the United States and Russia, the two states 
possessing the greatest number of nuclear weapons, to continue their  bilateral reduction of strategic nuclear weapons.  
We would, however, urge a faster pace of reduction

 In addition, nuclear weapon states should institute stronger safeguards against the use of nuclear weapons by 
accident, design, or miscalculation.  In particular we endorse the recommendations of the Canberra Commission on the 
Elimination of Nuclear Weapons  that nuclear weapon states (a) take nuclear forces off alert and remove warheads from 
delivery vehicles and (b) declare no first use amongst themselves and non-use by them in relation to non-nuclear 
weapon states.

 These intermediate steps and adoption of a nuclear weapons convention will set the stage for the world to enter the 
21st century with a commitment to ending the scourge of nuclear weapons from Earth.  We hope that the delegates to 
the NPT PrepCom will rise to the occasion and take necessary action to set the course toward abolition of nuclear 
weapons.

Names of Signers
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Return-Path: <wagingpeace@napf.org>
X-Sender: napf@silcom.com
Date: Thu, 20 Nov 1997 10:06:08 -0800
To: mupj@igc.org
From: Nuclear Age Peace Foundation <wagingpeace@napf.org>
Subject: Sunflowers

Dear Howard,

 I would be willing to adapt the materials on the Sunflower campaign, but I would need some guidelines as to what 
you have in mind.  Please let me know with regards to length, format, etc.
 I don't have specific ideas on prayers, but short excerpts fom the variious Bishops' statements would probably be a 
good starting point.

 Dave
                    NUCLEAR AGE PEACE FOUNDATION
        **********************************************************
                        A founding member of
                  and global contact point for the
                Abolition 2000 Global Network for the 
                   Elimination of Nuclear Weapons
        **********************************************************
                 1187 Coast Village Road, Suite 123
                    Santa Barbara, CA 93108-2794
              Phone (805) 965-3443 * Fax (805) 568-0466
                   E- mailto:wagingpeace@napf.org
                     http://www.wagingpeace.org
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To: epf@igc.org
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Sunflowers
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Mary:

I asked David Krieger if he would  be willing to adapt his material on the Sunflower campaing for distribution to church 
groups.  As the attached response indicates, he is willing to do so but would like specification on length, format, etc.  
Can you offer a suggestion.  That we can get free assistance from the originator of the Sunflower campaign.

With best regards,

Howard Hallman

>Date: Thu, 20 Nov 1997 10:06:08 -0800
>To: mupj@igc.org
>From: Nuclear Age Peace Foundation <wagingpeace@napf.org>
>Subject: Sunflowers
>
>Dear Howard,
>
> I would be willing to adapt the materials on the Sunflower campaign, but I would need some guidelines as to what 
you have in mind.  Please let me know with regards to length, format, etc.
> I don't have specific ideas on prayers, but short excerpts fom the variious Bishops' statements would probably be a 
good starting point.
>
> Dave
>                    NUCLEAR AGE PEACE FOUNDATION
>        **********************************************************
>                        A founding member of
>                  and global contact point for the
>                Abolition 2000 Global Network for the 
>                   Elimination of Nuclear Weapons
>        **********************************************************
>                 1187 Coast Village Road, Suite 123
>                    Santa Barbara, CA 93108-2794
>              Phone (805) 965-3443 * Fax (805) 568-0466
>                   E- mailto:wagingpeace@napf.org
>                     http://www.wagingpeace.org
>
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To: cfpa@cyberenet.net
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Re: A2000, Religious Working Group established
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Bob:

I'm glad you be part of the religious working group.  I urge you to get on our list/serve.  You can subscribe by 
addressing majordomo@igc.org.  In the body of the message write: subscribe abolition-religious.

With regards,

Howard

At 04:49 PM 11/20/97 -0500, you wrote:
>Dear Howard,
>
>I would very much like to be part of the religious working group. Let me
>know how I can help.
>-- 
>Rev. Robert Moore, Executive Director, Coalition for Peace Action
>40 Witherspoon Street, Princeton, NJ  08542
>(609) 924-5022 voice, (609) 924-3052 fax
>cfpa@cyberenet.net
>
>
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Return-Path: <asenauke>
Date: Thu, 20 Nov 1997 15:48:45 -0800 (PST)
From: Alan Senauke <asenauke@igc.apc.org>
To: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Re: A2000, Religious Working Group established

Hi,

How long will you be in for? We will be around. But that very night Jon 
Watts and I are doing an event on the Think Sangha at BZC. 

Alan

p.s. Is this a new e-mail address, or are you somewhere else?
A
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Return-Path: <owner-ctbt-organize@igc.org>
Date: Fri, 21 Nov 1997 11:58:56 -0500
From: Lisa Ledwidge <ledwidge@psr.org>
Organization: Physicians for Social Responsibility
Sender: owner-ctbt-organize@igc.org
Subject: Action Alert: Do Your Senators Support the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty?
To: CTBT-Organize@igc.org

<>    P S R  A C T I O N   A L E R T !  <>

Do Your Senators Support the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty?

The Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) was finally transmitted
by the White House to the US Senate for consideration of ratification on
Sept. 22. The treaty, which would ban all explosions which produce a
nuclear yield, must gain the support of 67 Senators to be ratified in
the US. Securing that support will be a formidable task and is one of
PSR's major goals for 1998.  The CTBT would help protect human health
and the environment, help curb nuclear weapons proliferation, and be an
important step toward the abolition of nuclear weapons.

So far, the Senate has held 3 hearings on the CTBT and "Stockpile
Stewardship." More are expected, probably beginning in January, in the
Senate Armed Services Committee, Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
Senate Select Intelligence Committee, and House National Security
Committee. A Senate vote is expected in Summer or Fall 1998. The UK is
poised to ratify the CTBT in mid-December and would become the first
nuclear weapons state to do so. The treaty must be ratified by 44
nuclear-capable nations to enter into force internationally.

Many US newspapers have editorialized positively on CTBT ratification
within the last 3 months, including  Newsday, Christian Science Monitor,
Boston Globe, San Francisco Chronicle, L.A. Times, Ft. Lauderdale
Sun-Sentinel, Morning Call (Allentown PA), Journal Now (Winston-Salem
NC), Telegram & Gazette, (Worcester MA), Dayton Daily News, Portland
(ME) Press Herald, Pantagraph (Bloomington IL), Hartford Courant,
Milwaukee Journal Sentinel, Defense News, and Omaha World-Herald (latter
enclosed).

Resources: (1) "Nuclear Test Ban Now!" Activist Packet, by the
Disarmament Clearinghouse - includes background information and action
items for grassroots activists and organizers; (2) PSR Monitor on CTBT -
http://www.psr.org/secdoc.htm - 6p. issue bulletin w/color graphics; (3)
Coalition to Reduce Nuclear Dangers website  -
http://www.clw.org/pub/clw/coalition/ - comprehensive website includes
transcripts of Senate CTBT hearings, "Ten Reasons to Support the CTBT,"
public opinion poll on the CTBT, and more. Contact Bob Tiller at PSR for
these or other resources on the CTBT.

***  WHAT YOU CAN DO  ***

(1) Gather a broad-based delegation of community leaders and visit your
Senators over the winter recess to urge their support for CTBT
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ratification. Make appointments NOW. Taking action on the CTBT is
especially important for those who have moderate Republican Senators
(e.g., AK, AZ, CO, DE, IN, IA, KS, KY, ME, MI, MO, NE, NH, NM, NY, OH,
OR, PA, SC, TN, UT, VA, WA, WY).  

(2) Write a letter to the editor of your state or local paper.

NOTE: YOUR ELECTED OFFICIALS WILL BE HOME THROUGH JANUARY 1998. PLEASE
VISIT THEM.

[Excerpted from the PSR Security Program Update 11/18/97. Please use 
and distribute widely.]



1121.03.txt[5/3/2017 10:48:49 AM]

To: Martin Kalinowski <dh3m@hrzpub.tu-darmstadt.DE>
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Re: NPT PREPCOM, preparations for
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Martin:

I guess A2000 is not as coordinated as I thought it was.  A month ago I talked with Alice Slater of the A2000 Working 
Group on the NPT based in New York, and she told me that A2000 had no events scheduled for the evening of April 27 
and that she would hold that time open for an event sponsored by the religious community.  I suppose the European 
wing of A2000 is operating separately.  But we'll work it out.

We haven't set a precise time for the our reception, so that some time after 4:00 p.m. could be 5, 6, or 7.  But since we 
all want to influence the delegates, it doesn't seem wise to compete even sequentially on the same evening between such 
star attractions as Gorbachev, Roblat, and General Butler versus a representative of the Vatican, the head of the World 
Council of Churches, and other prominent religious leaders.  Another factor, according to Rebecca Johnson, is that 
sometimes the chair of the conference has a reception on the opening night.  We'll try to find that out.  

We have plenty of time to sort this out.  Do you have commitments already from Gorbachev, Butler, and Roblat for 
Monday evening and only Monday evening?  So far we have reserved space at the Ecumenical Center and obtained a 
commitment from Dr. Konrad Raiser, general secretary of the World Council of Churches, to make substantive 
welcoming remarks.  It may be possible to shift this to Tuesday, unless you want to move to Tuesday.  At any rate I 
think the impact will be greater if these events occur on separate days rather than crowded into a single evening.

So let's keep talking until we work it out.

With best regards,

Howard Hallman

At 06:56 PM 11/21/97 +0100, you wrote:
>Dear W. Hallam,
>
>I just read your message and learnt that you are preparing a reception 
>for Monday April 27 at 6 pm. Unfortunately INESAP, IALANA and a number of
>other NGOs of Abolition 2000 are planning a panel with distinguished guests
>like Michail Gorbatchev and General Lee Butler at the same day from 5 to 7 pm.
>Joseph Rotblat already agreed to participate in this.
>Also I am not sure whether 6pm is a good time for a reception. If you could 
>arrange it one hour later we would not have an overlap. If that is not 
>possible for you, we have to move our panel to another date. 
>I hope we find a solution without overlap.
>
>Best regards, 
>Martin
> 
>
>===============================================================================
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>            Martin Kalinowski, IANUS, c/o Institut fuer Kernphysik
>                Schlossgartenstr. 9, 64289 Darmstadt, Germany
>                Tel.: +49-6151-163016   FAX: +49-6151-166039
>             Internet, private: KALINOWSKI@HRZPUB.TH-DARMSTADT.DE
>             Internet, group:        IANUS@HRZPUB.TH-DARMSTADT.DE
>      http://www.th-darmstadt.de/ze/ianus/welcome.htm   and .../inesap.htm
>===============================================================================
>
>
>
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Return-Path: <dh3m@hrzpub.tu-darmstadt.DE>
From: Martin Kalinowski <dh3m@hrzpub.tu-darmstadt.DE>
Subject: Re: NPT PREPCOM, preparations for
To: mupj@igc.apc.org
Date: Fri, 21 Nov 1997 18:57:52 +0100 (CET)
X-MIME-Autoconverted: from quoted-printable to 8bit by igc7.igc.org id JAA18174

Sorry, I read your mail too quickly. I now note that your reception is
planned for some time after 4 pm.
Martin Kalinowski
-- 

===============================================================================
            Martin Kalinowski, IANUS, c/o Institut fuer Kernphysik
                Schlossgartenstr. 9, 64289 Darmstadt, Germany
                Tel.: +49-6151-163016   FAX: +49-6151-166039
             Internet, private: KALINOWSKI@HRZPUB.TH-DARMSTADT.DE
             Internet, group:        IANUS@HRZPUB.TH-DARMSTADT.DE
      http://www.th-darmstadt.de/ze/ianus/welcome.htm   and .../inesap.htm
===============================================================================
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Return-Path: <owner-ctbt-organize@igc.org>
Date: Fri, 21 Nov 1997 18:10:12 -0500 (EST)
From: dkimball@clw.org (Daryl Kimball)
Sender: owner-ctbt-organize@igc.org
Subject: news on CTBT & India
To: dkimball@clark.net
X-Sender: dkimball@[204.245.159.2]

TO: Coalition members and friends
FR: Daryl Kimball

RE: news articles on diplomatic efforts concerning India and CTBT EIF

I am passingalong two articles from THE HINDU for your information. If
anyone has any further details, I would appreciate it if you could pass them
along.

DK

***************************

THE HINDU (India)
 November 19, 1997, p. 13

 "U.S. study favours `n-bargain' with India" 

By Our Special Correspondent 
NEW DELHI, Nov. 18 

India and the United States could strike a ``bargain'' which would allow
U.S. to sell atomic energy equipment worth $50 billion in return for
unilateral nuclear restraint by New Delhi. 

A recent study by Dr. Selig Harrison, which is being circulated among U.S.
law makers and key administration officials, offers a way out of the
Indo-U.S. nuclear impasse hovering around the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty
(CTBT) and the NPT. 

The study suggests that India could limit atomic testing to a two-year
framework after which it pledges to abide by the CTBT. ``One approach would
be (for India) to sign the test ban treaty, while reserving the right to
conduct further tests, as China has done, until the treaty actually goes
into force'', Dr. Harrison, who is currently attached to the
Washington-based Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars says.
While a large number of countries signed the CTBT last year, it comes into
force only after a three-year gap. 

Advocating yet another way out, the noted South Asian specialist points out
that the Indian parliament without signing the CTBT could make an explicit
pledge to abide by some of its key elements. 

New Delhi could also sign the Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty (FMCT) in the
making and subject all its nuclear plants, except research reactors and
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``reprocessing facilities'' to international inspections, he says. According
to analysts, the nuance is significant as Research reactors and reprocessing
facilities can be used for producing limited quantities of fissile material
for  weapon applications.

As part of the bargain, the United States, ``would have to make clear'' that
it is reconciled to India's acquisition of the nuclear weapons option and
avoid policies suggesting the `rollback' objective'', the author says.
Existing restrictions by the U.S. on selling nuclear reactors to India
should be lifted and the nearly two decade old U.S. Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Act which slaps denial of all nuclear technology exports to
India should be amended, the author advocates. 

The show of flexibility will pay the U.S. rich economic dividends. ``The
United States for its part would benefit both politically and economically
form such a bargain. Politically, apart form the overall benefits of
improved relations, the United States would acquire significant influence in
one of the most sensitive sectors of the Indian economy. Commercially, the
pay- off to the U.S. nuclear industry resulting from a liberalisation of the
1978 Act could prove to be enormous.'' 

Power starved India is poised for a ``massive expansion'' of nuclear energy
to offset its dependence on petroleum and coal. India is, thus, discussing
import of atomic reactors from Russia, and officials in New Delhi are
signalling that imports from the United States and other foreign sources are
welcome. According to the author, India's interest in foreign atomic
know-how was evident in the February 1997 interview by the former Prime
Mister H. D. Deve Gowda to a Japanese newspaper. In that interview Mr. Gowda
had stated that India would permit fully foreign owned nuclear plants. 

``India could absorb upto 50 billion dollars in investment by foreign
nuclear technology suppliers during the decades ahead'', which is almost
equal to the reactor sales which the U.S. has committed to China.``For the
United States to sell nuclear reactors to China while denying them to India,
which does not deploy nuclear weapons and has not export forbidden
technology, would seriously exacerbate tensions between New Delhi and
Washington.'' 

Tensions over non-proliferation will ``poison all aspects of Indo-American
relations,", unless a bargain over the nuclear issue between New Delhi and
Washington can be arrived, the study warns.

****************

The Hindu (India), November 20, 1997
"CTBT: Pressure To Continue On India"

VIENNA -- The CTBTO chief, Dr. Wolfgang Hoffmann, told a recent press
conference here that no efforts will be spared to persuade India, Pakistan
and N. Korea to join the CTBT (Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty). He announced
that influential CTBT member States are being asked to do their best to talk
to countries like India, and not to give up persuasion so that the CTBT can
succeed.
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Dr. Hoffmann, who is the CTBTO's Executive Secretary, and was active in his
dialogue with India at the Conference of Disarmament (CD) in Geneva over a
year back, while recognizing India's difficulties and arguments, considers
the treaty to be in the interest of India, Pakistan and North Korea.

 He told the press that while he has no difficulty in explaining this
position, patience and constant efforts are required to persuade these
countries. Quoting the German proverb ``Steter Tropfen Hoehit Den Stein''
(Constant drop wears out a stone) Dr. Hoffmann told The Hindu, ``You have to
do it again and again if you want to succeed, and this is what we are doing.
But we have couple of years before us before the question becomes  acute
whether it can enter into force or not or whether we should let it  run on a
more provisional basis.''

Diplomatic observers see in Dr. Hoffmann's statement and optimism a clear
indication that international pressure is being organized and will be
brought to bear on India to persuade her to sign the treaty. Much will
certainly depend on the U.S. President, Mr. Bill Clinton's visit to India
next year when India's security concerns will also be addressed and possibly
a joint-security package with superpower understanding to be offered
discussed or some other alternative solution sought.

India's diplomatic skills, it seems, will be put to heavy test in the coming
years, because of the entry-into-force clause requiring India's signature
and ratification, which India refuses owing to the discriminatory and
unequal character of the treaty, conferring the Big-Five powers permanent
nuclear weapons status sine tempore without committing them irreversibly to
a fixed time plan for elimination of all nuclear weapons.

The question repeatedly raised is how sincere are the weapon powers,
especially the U.S., even with regard to their vague commitment to nuclear
disarmament. The sub-critical underground explosions and computer simulation
tests meant for weapon refinement, it is pointed out, are   
against the fundamental character and spirit of the CTBT. Critics within and
outside the U.S., especially from non-aligned and neutral non- weapon
countries, doubt, whether a $ 4-billion nuclear weapon maintenance and
research industry in the U.S. will ever want the passage of the CTBT in the U.S.

Republican Senators are already drumming their opposition to it [the CTBT]
as they see it undermining America's global vantage power position.
Additionally, the document received by the Natural Resources Defence Council
in Washington few months back clearly reveals that the U.S. military nuclear
scientists are indeed working on new types of warheads for MX and trident
missiles (W-87, W-76, W- 88) and an airborne bomb B-61. All these put
together cast a gloomy shadow on the CTBT on the whole.
___________________________________
Coalition to Reduce Nuclear Dangers
at Council for a Livable World Education Fund
110 Maryland Ave. NE #201
Washington  DC 20002
p: (202)546-0795;    fax: (202)546-5142
website: http://www.clw.org/pub/clw/coalition/
___________________________________
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Fri, 21 Nov 1997 18:29:37 -0500 (EST)
From: LCNP@aol.com
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: UN resolution; sample letter to head of state
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
cc: peace-caucus@igc.apc.org

[date]

Dear ,

On 5 December 1997, the United Nations General Assembly will vote on a draft
resolution entitled "Advisory Opinion of the International Court of Justice
on the Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons."

The resolution calls for the implementation of the unanimous conclusion of
the Court that  "there exists an obligation to pursue in good faith and bring
to a conclusion negotiations on nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under
strict and effective international control."

Our committee is one of over 700 organizations worldwide which support the
Court=s opinion and the commencement of negotiations leading to a nuclear
weapons convention as called for in the draft UN resolution.

When this resolution was voted upon in the UN Disarmament Committee on 10
November 1997,  [ country ] [abstained/opposed/did not vote]. 103 countries
including Sweden, Ireland, Ukraine, China and New Zealand supported it. We
are writing to encourage you to support this resolution when it is voted on
at the full General Assembly in December.

Your support would help encourage the nuclear weapon States and nuclear
threshold States to commence negotiations that would lead to nuclear
disarmament.

We thank you for your attention and look forward to your reply.

Yours sincerely,
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Fri, 21 Nov 1997 18:29:36 -0500 (EST)
From: LCNP@aol.com
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Breaking the Deadlock: UN nuclear abolition resolution
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
cc: peace-caucus@igc.apc.org

Dear Friends,

Attached is a paper on the UN resolution on the World Court advisory opinion.
This may be useful in convincing more governments to support when the
resolution is voted on on December 5. Please contact us if you would like a
hard copy by mail or fax.

Peace
Alyn Ware

Breaking the Deadlock in 
Disarmament Negotiations

United Nations Draft Resolution on the International Court of Justice
Advisory Opinion on the Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons

 Since the conclusion of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) in 1996, no
new multi-lateral nuclear disarmament negotiations have been able to
commence. Some nuclear weapon States (the U.S., U.K., France and Russia) have
refused to agree to anything more than negotiations on a fissile material
cut-off. Some Non-Aligned States, principally India and Pakistan, have
refused to start negotiations on a fissile material cut-off treaty unless a
timetable for the complete elimination of nuclear weapons is also developed.
In addition, India and Pakistan currently refuse to join the CTBT rendering
it unable to enter into force.

The draft UN resolution "Advisory Opinion of the International Court of
Justice on the Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons"
(A/C.1/52/L.37) provides a possible middle road forwards. The resolution
focuses on the unanimous conclusion of the ICJ that there exists an
obligation to negotiate for complete nuclear disarmament, which affirmed such
an obligation under Article VI of the Non Proliferation Treaty. The draft UN
resolution calls for the implementation of this obligation by the
commencement of negotiations which would lead to the conclusion of a nuclear
weapons convention prohibiting the development, production, testing,
deployment, stockpiling, transfer, threat or use of nuclear weapons and
providing for their elimination.

Such negotiations could begin with initial steps in accordance with the
nuclear weapon States program, i.e. fissile material cut-off and further
reductions in stockpiles, but could gain the support of most members of the
Non-Aligned Movement because it includes a commitment to keep those
negotiations going, after the initial steps have been reached, until the
final goal of a nuclear weapons convention is achieved.
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Already this approach and the resolution have gained the support of a
cross-section of western, eastern, non-aligned and other States. Increasing
this support would help move the hardliners on either side to agree to begin
negotiations.

Misconceptions about Resolution A/C.1/52/L.37

1) "The resolution calls for a timebound framework"

The U.S. asserted that the resolution is A"... a repetition of calls made
earlier in other resolutions for immediate multi-lateral negotiations on the
time-bound elimination of nuclear weapons." (U.S., Explanation of Vote, 10
November 1997.)

Operative paragraph 2 of the resolution quite clearly calls for negotiations
leading to the conclusion of a nuclear weapons convention, rather than
negotiations on a nuclear weapons convention. New Zealand, in supporting the
resolution in 1996, explained that this "allows for [such] a programme of
intermediate steps towards the final goal of a convention banning nuclear
weapons. It does not seek to impose a timebound framework on these
negotiations."
 
An additional indication that this resolution is consistent with step-by-step
negotiations is that this year the resolution specifically affirmed the
bilateral steps taken by the US and Russia.

2) "Resolution is Selective"

In explaining their abstention on operative paragraph 1, the U.K. said that
"the draft resolution contains highly selective quotations from the Court's
advisory opinion."

It is true that the resolution is selective. Although it cites the entire
decision of the International Court of Justice, the resolution highlights the
Court's unanimous conclusion that "there exists an obligation to pursue in
good faith and bring to a conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear
disarmament in all its aspects under strict and effective international
control."

Of all the conclusions of the Court, this has the most relevance for the UN
Disarmament Committee and is the most clear in suggesting an appropriate
course of action for the UN Disarmament Committee to take, i.e. calling for
disarmament negotiations leading to complete nuclear disarmament. 

The resolution does not pretend that this is the only conclusion of the Court
that could have an influence on disarmament policy, nor that there are not
other actions which could be taken in light of the Court's decision. The
continuing policies of threat and use of nuclear weapons could be one example
of an aspect for consideration by the international community in light of the
Court's decision. Ireland, in explaining their vote in favor in 1996, for
example,  noted that the Court's decision has "provided compelling arguments
for further and deeper consideration of the moral and legal framework on
which the possible use of nuclear weapons has been premised in the postwar
period."
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3) "Resolution locks disarmament negotiations into the Conference on
Disarmament"

Norway expressed concern that the resolution locks disarmament negotiations
into the Conference on Disarmament, which could prevent progress in the near
future. (Norwegian Foreign Minister Mr Knut Vollebek. Response to a question
in Parliament, 5 November 1997).

This is not correct. Although the resolution notes in the preamble that the
Conference on Disarmament should be negotiating for nuclear disarmament, it
does not limit such negotiations to the CD. 

The resolution also affirms, for example, the bilateral negotiations which
are occurring outside the CD and also affirms the value of deliberations in
the Non Proliferation Treaty Review process.

 Conclusion

The ICJ resolution provides a middle-of-the-road approach to disarmament
negotiations which could help break the current deadlock. 

Its basis in international law, as affirmed in the solemn pronouncement of
the International Court of Justice, provides additional rationale for all
States to take it seriously and make progress on its implementation.

If any disarmament resolution at the 52nd General Assembly deserves
widespread support it is this one.
 
  
The Lawyers' Committee on Nuclear Policy is a non-profit educational
association which aims to use national and international law to promote peace
and disarmament.
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Fri, 21 Nov 1997 18:29:29 -0500 (EST)
From: LCNP@aol.com
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Dec 5 date for UN vote on nuclear abolition resolution
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
cc: disarmament@igc.apc.org, peace-caucus@igc.apc.org

Dear Friends,

The UN resolution on the International Court of Justice advisory opinion on
the legality of the threat or use of nuclear weapons, which calls for
negotiations leading to the conclusion of a nuclear weapons convention, will
be voted on the in the full plenary of the UN General Assembly on the
afternoon of December 5. 

There is still time to urge your government to support, or to encourage
support from other governments.

Attached are names and contact details for some of the Heads of States who
could be influenced.

Please contact us if you would like further details.

Alyn Ware
Lawyers' Committee on Nuclear Policy
666 Broadway, #625, New York, NY 10012, USA.
Phone 1 212 674 7790. Fax 1 212 674 6199
Email lcnp@aol.com

1)  Countries which abstained and could be encouraged to vote in favour:

Republic of Armenia

Mr. Levon  Ter-Petrossian
26 Marshall Baghrarian Street
Yerevan  375095
Republic of Armenia
Fax: 374 2521581

Austria

Mr. Thomas Klestil
Praesidentschastskanzlei Hofburg
Bellariator 
Vien  1010
Austria
Fax: 43 1 5356512

Azerbaijan

Mr. Heydolr Aliyev
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Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Jenjler Meydani
Bakudash  370005
Azerbaijan
Fax: 99412 988480

Belarus

H. E. Mr. Alexander Lukashenko
Karl Marx Street  #38
Minsk  220030
Belarus
Fax: 375 172 260610

Cyprus

H. E. Glascos Clerides 
President Palace 
Nicosia  
Cyprus
Fax:  C/o Cyprus Mission to the UN
1 212 685 7316 

 Denmark

Mr. Poul Nyrup Rasmussen
Chistianfborg
Copenhagen  K  DK - 1218
Denmark
Fax:  45 33 923300

Estonia

Mr. Lennart Meri
Weizenbergi  #39
Tallinn  II 0100
Estonia
Fax: 372 6316250

Finland

Mr. Martti Ahtisaari
President's Office
Mariankatu  #2
Helsinki  00170
Finland
Fax: 3589 638247
 
Georgia

Mr. Eduard Shevardenatze
Ingorokva Street  #8
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Tbilisi  380018
Georgia
Fax: 99532 998087

Iceland

Mr.  Grimsson
Soleyjargotu  #1
Reykjavik  150
Iceland
Fax: 354 5624802

 Japan

Mr. Ryutaro Hachimoto
1-6-1 Nagata-CHO Chiyoda-Ku
Tokyo  1000
Japan
Phone: 81 3 3581 2361 

Kazakhstan

Mr. Nursultan Nazarbaev
C/- Kazakhstan Mission to the U. N.
866 U. N. Plaza  #586
New York N. Y. 10017
U. S. A.
Fax: 1 212 230 1172

Kyrgyzstan

Mr. Askar Akayev
The Government House
Bishek  71400
Kyrgyzstan
Fax: 7 3312 218627

Latvia

Mr. Guntis Ulmanis
Bils Laukms  #1
Riga  Lv 1050
Latvia
Fax: 731 7 325800

Lithuania

H. E. Algirdas Brazauskas
Daukanto A. 3
Vilnius  2001
Lithuania
Fax: 3702 225382

Uzbekistan
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Mr. Islam Karimov
C/- Mission of Uzbekistan to the U. N.
866 United Nations Plaza, suite 326
 New York NY 10017
USA
Fax: 1 212 486 7998

2) Countries which voted against and could be encouraged to abstain:

Albania

Mr. Rexjep Madjani
Tirana  
Albania
Fax: 5542 33761

Andorra

Mr. Marc Forner Molne
C/- Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Prat de la Creu  #62/64
Andorra la Vella  
Andorra
Fax: 

Bulgaria

Mr. Peter Stoyanov
Dondoukov Boulevard  #2
Sofia  1000
Bulgaria
Fax:  3592 702 143

Canada

The Rt. Hon. Jean Chretien 
Langevin Block ,  Wellington Street  #80 
Ottawa, Ontario  K1A0A3
Canada
Fax: 613 9950101

Greece

Mr. Konstantinos Simitis
Ir. Attikou  #19
Athens  10671
 Greece
Fax: 301 6715799

Israel
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Mr. Benjamin Nethanyahu
C/- Mission of Israel to the U. N.
800 Second Avenue
New York NY 10017
USA
Fax: 1 212 499 5516

Macedonia

Mr. Kiro Gligorov
Cabinet of the President
#11  Oktomuri B. B.
Skopje  91000
Macedonia
Fax: 389 91 112147

Portugal

Mr. Jorge Sampaio
Palacio de Belem
Praca Afonso de Albuquerque
Lisbon  1400
Portugal
Fax:  351 1 396 4156

3) Countries which did not vote and could be encouraged to vote in favour:

Mauritania

Mr. Mauyia Ouldtsid'ahmed Taya
C/- Ministry of Foreign Affairs
President of the Republic of Mauritania
Nouakchott  
Mauritania
Fax: 222 252860

Sao Tome e Principe

Mr. Miguel Trovoada
 Palacio do Povo
Sao Tome  
Sao Tome e Principe
Fax: 239 12 21226

Seychelles

Mr. France Albert Rene
Minister of Foreign Affairs 
Maisonqueau de Quinssy  PO Box 656
Victoria  
Seychelles
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Fax: 248 224345

Tajikistan

Mr. Talbak Nazarov
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Rudak Street  #42
Dushanhe  
Tajikistan
Fax: 73772210249
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To: aslater
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: December 8 meeting; PrepCom
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Alice:

1. For the meeting from 3:00 to 5:00 p.m., Monday, December 8, we have arranged for space in the Methodist Building, 
Room 3, 100 Maryland Avenue, N.E.  Do you have anybody to join you?  It would be great to have Alyn Ware talk 
about the nuclear weapons convention, or whoever else you suggested.  If you want me to invite Alyn, I can.  I need to 
know who the participants will be so that I can publicize the meeting.

2. On the PrepCom I received a communication from Martin Kalinowski that INESAP, IALANA, and a number of other 
NGOs of Abolition 2000 are planning a panel with distinguished guests, such as Gorbachev, Roblat, and General Butler, 
from 5:00 to 7:00 p.m., on Monday, April 27. This is the same time we have scheduled a reception of world religious 
leaders and PrepCom deleegates.  I'm surprised because I had cleared the time and date with you, thinking that your 
Working Group was coordinating the schedule for Abolition 2000.  Apparently there is a separate European wing 
different from your New York group.  I have written to Martin that we will work it out so that we wont't be competing 
for attention of the delegates.  I think that it would be better to have religious leaders and the likes of Gorbachev, Roblat, 
and Butler on  separate evenings.  I'll work with Martin to see what we can avoid duplication. Meanvile, can a master 
schedule for proposed NGO events be posted on abolition-caucus so that we can avoid these kinds of conflicts?

With best regards

Howard Hallman



1122.02.txt[5/3/2017 10:48:49 AM]

To: acronym@gn.apc.org
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: NPT PrepCom
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Rebecca:

It was nice meeting you in person yesterday.  For me it was a very productive discussion.

When I returned home, I found an e-mail message from Martin Kalinowski that INESAP, IALANA, and a number of 
other NGOs of Abolition 2000 are planning a panel of distinguished guests, such as Gorbachev, Roblat, and General 
Butler, at the same time we have scheduled the reception of religious leaders and delegates.  I have written to Martin 
suggesting that we work it out so that we won't be competing for the attention of delegates.  It would be better to have 
religious leaders and Gorbachev, Roblat, and Butler appear on different days.  I'm sure we can find a way to avoid 
duplication.

I had cleared the date with the New York-based Abolition 2000 Working Group for the NPT, thinking that they covered 
all of Abolition 2000, but apparently a separate group is functioning in Europe.  This is something that Abolition 2000 
needs to figure out.  At the minimum we need a single schedule posted on e-mail.  I have suggested that to Alice Slater 
and will work with Martin Kalinowski to work out our mutual schedule.

Their plans are to have a panel from 5:00 to 7:00 p.m., but I'm not sure where.  At one time I though perhaps we should 
have a forum of religious leaders addressing delegates if they would come, but then I concluded that a reception with 
fairly short statements and welcoming remarks would be more effective.  My thinking is that the presence of religious 
leaders and their joint statement would get their concern across without a lot of speeches.  This assumes that we can 
attract religious for that kind of a reception rather than a speech-making event.  In your experience what is the most 
effective approach?  (I won't quote your answer.)

Thanks for your help,

Howard Hallman
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Return-Path: <JGG786@aol.com>
From: JGG786@aol.com
Date: Mon, 24 Nov 1997 00:34:43 -0500 (EST)
To: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Re: A2000, Religious Working Group established

Howard, Indeed the moral dimension of the nuclear arsenal is the clearest
argument and best. Attached is the Holy See on the subject. Also, please get
Doug Roche's new book The Ultimate Evil. It is a text on the subject. Also,
Gen. Lee Butler's new speech which he gave at the last State of The World
Forum makes the moral case. So I agree, as stated when we spoke on the phone,
this is an excellent initiative. You know, I just remembered, the Vatican has
a TV station. They could do a special on the nuclear arsenal and why they
want to get rid of WMD. Look below,

>
>Dear Abolitionists,
> 
>On 29 October, the Vatican's newspaper "L'Osservatore Romano" published the
>following statement given by Archbishop Renato Martino, the Holy See's
>Permanent Observer at the UN, to the First Committee on 15 October. This
>powerful new call for nuclear abolition (especially in the last few
>paragraphs) needs to be promulgated as widely as possible, especially
>through Catholic outlets such as national newspapers, journals, newsletters
>etc. Please do what you can to help. 
>
>Best wishes,
>
>Kate Dewes and Rob Green
>
>* * *
>
>"NUCLEAR WEAPONS CANNOT BE JUSTIFIED AND DESERVE CONDEMNATION: GRAVE
>CONSEQUENCES LIE AHEAD IF THE WORLD IS RULED BY THE MILITARISM OF NUCLEAR
ARMS
>
>Mr Chairman,  
>
>The Holy See joins in the congratulations extended to you on your election
>to chair this important committee.  We also extend our best wishes to other
>members of the bureau.  
>
>As the world approaches the millenium, many people and organisations are
>already casting their vision towards the opening years of the 21st century.
>Will the next century be a time of peace, the fruit of the blossoming of
>human intelligence and human love? Or will the world sink once again into
>the morass of wars as we have witnessed in the death-filled 20th century?
>The essential questions of war and peace preoccupy humanity and deserve the
>utmost introspection of this committee. 
>
>We can draw a measure of hope that peace will be our accomplishment in the
>years ahead because of the achievements of the past few years: the ending
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>of the Cold War, reductions of military forces in Europe, the Chemical
>Weapons Treaty, reductions of nuclear weapons by the two foremost nuclear
>weapons States, the indefinite extension of the Non-Proliferation Treaty,
>the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, and the adoption of the convention on
>anti-personnel land-mines.  These achievements are steps that have moved
>the world closer to peace and the First Committee has played a role in this
>success. 
>
>But can we say that the course to peace in its entirety is clear?
>Unfortunately, we cannot. Every day conflict and violence still produce
>victims. Genocide, the slaughter of innocents, and attacks on vulnerable
>populations continue to scar the landscape.  The arms trade, particularly
>of conventional weapons, only adds to the bloodshed in many warring
>countries.  Indeed, in recent conflicts, more people are killed by
>short-range weapons than by weapons of mass destruction.  The tragedy of
>this trend is that more human beings, including children, are forced to
>wage war.  In addition, these wars are often prolonged by short-ranged
>weapons. Most developing countries where conflict situations exist are
>abundantly supplied with such weapons. In spite of this fact, weapons of
>mass destruction are still produced in great quantity.  Nuclear weapons,
>aptly described as " the ultimate evil" are still possessed by the most
>powerful States which refuse to let them go. 
>
>We Cannot Simultaneously Pay for War and Peace
>
>These searing facts of militarism remind us of how far the world still has
>to go to claim a universal peace.  The world is paying a high price for the
>"culture of war" that has characteristed the 20th century.  Even now,
>nearly a decade after the end of the Cold War, the world's governments
>spend more than $800 billion a year to sport military forces of more than
>27 million soldiers. While this is a decline in spending since the Cold War
>high in 1987, most of the decline has come from the sharp drop in spending
>by the former Warsaw Pact countries.  Despite the end of the Cold War,
>developed nations, other than the East European countries, spend only 10%
>less than they did in 1987. Military expenditures of the NATO countries are
>now more than 10 times the expenditures of the former Warsaw Pact
>countries.  Not only are the developed countries big military spenders,
>they are also responsible for 90% of the $22 billion annual arms trade.
>The dangerous global proliferation of arms and weapons technology has
>contributed to inciting and prolonging armed conflicts raging in different
>locations around the world.
>
>For their part, the developing countries currently spend $221 billion on
>armed forces.  This spending is a considerable drain on these nations'
>already limited resources: new weapons procurement and larger armies mean
>less funds to invest in health, education, economic development and other
>urgent social needs of large and vulnerable populations.  Some 1.3 billion
>people are so poor that they cannot meet their basic needs for food and
>shelter. Sixty per cent of humanity lives on less than $2 a day.  Despite
>some remarkable success in human development in some fast-growing
>economies, more than 100 countries are worse off today than they were 15
>years ago.  Each year between 13 and 18 million people, most of them
>children, die from hunger and poverty-related causes.
>
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>Sustainable development needs huge amounts of investment in scientific
>research, technological development, education and training, infrastructure
>development and the transfer of technology.  Investment in these structural
>advances is urgently needed to stop carbon dioxide poisoning of the
>atmosphere and the depletion of the earth's biological resources such as
>the forests, wetlands and animal species now under attack.  But the goals
>for sustainable development set out in the 1992 Earth Summit's major
>document Agenda 21, are blocked by political intertia, which countenances
>continued high military spending.
>
>It is clear, as the Director-General of UNESCO put it, that "we cannot
>simultaneously pay the price of war and the price of peace".  Budgetary
>priorities need to be realigned in order to direct financial resources to
>enhancing life, not producing death. A transformation of political
>attitudes is needed to build a " culture of peace".  A new political
>attitude would say no to investment in arms and destruction and yes to
>investment in the construction of peace. The relationship between
>disarmament and development, given short shrift by governments since the
>international conference of 1987, must be emphasised anew. In that
>relationship, a process of disarmament, providing security and
>progressively lower levels of armaments, could allow more resources to be
>devoted to development; correspondingly, the development process enhances
>security and can promote disarmament. 
>
>Nuclear Arms are Incompatible with the Peace We Seek
>
>Such an approach to human security by governments would lead to the
>fulfilment of the right to peace, which every person in every culture can
>claim. No lesser goal than the right to live in peace will suffice for the
>new millenium.
>
>The international community, when awakened, has shown that it can indeed
>move to strengthen human security.  The work fostered by the Ottawa Process
>in producing a treaty banning the production, export and use of
>anti-personnel land-mines reflects the strengths of compassion and
>political action. The Holy See commends this initiative and urges universal
>support for the treaty. Pope John Paul II has appealed for the " definitive
>cessation" of the manufacture and use of such "insidious arms" which strike
>cruelly and indiscriminately at civilian populations.  Signing the new
>treaty will not be enough, however. Equal attention should be given to the
>detection and removal of the 100 million deployed land-mines that continue
>to kill and maim 28,000 innocents every year. More resources should be
>devoted to demining efforts.
>
>If biological weapons, chemical weapons and now land-mines can be done away
>with, so too can nuclear weapons. No weapon so threatens the longed-for
>peace of the 21st century as the nuclear. Let not the immensity of this
>task dissuade us from the efforts needed to free humanity from such a
>scourge.  With the valuable admonition offered in the Advisory Opinion of
>the International Court of Justice, the international community can see how
>the legal and moral arguments against nuclear weapons intertwine with the
>strategic: since nuclear weapons can destroy all life on the planet, they
>imperil all that humanity has ever stood for and indeed humanity itself.
>During the acrimonious years of the Cold War with the emphasis on the
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>military doctrine of nuclear deterrence as a constant justification for the
>nuclear arms build-up the international community felt powerless to stop
>the relentless build-up of nuclear weapons. But now, in the post-Cold War
>era characterized by new partnerships, the international community cannot
>shield itself from the assault on life itself that nuclear weapons
represent. 
>
>The work that this Committee has done in calling for negotiations leading
>to a Nuclear Weapons Convention must be increased.  Those nuclear weapons
>States resisting such negotiations must be challenged, for, in clinging to
>their outmoded rationales for nuclear deterrence, they are denying the most
>ardent aspirations of humanity as well as the opinion of the highest legal
>authority in the world.  The gravest consequences for mankind lie ahead if
>the world is to be ruled by the militarism represented by nuclear weapons
>rather than the humanitarian law espoused by the International Court of
>Justice. 
>
>Nuclear weapons are incompatible with the peace we seek for the 21st
>century. They cannot be justified. They deserve condemnation.  The
>preservation of the Non Proliferation Treaty demands an unequivocal
>commitment to their abolition.
>
>The Holy See has previously stated in this Committee: "The world must move
>to the abolition of nuclear weapons through a universal, non-discriminatory
>ban with intensive inspection by a univeral authority".  Today we repeat
>those words, conscious that that there is a gathering momentum of world
>opinion in support of the complete elimination of nuclear weapons.  This is
>a moral challenge, a legal challenge and a political challenge.  That
>multiple based challenge must be met by the application of our humanity.
>
>ENDS
>
>
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Mon, 24 Nov 1997 13:58:41 -0100
From: International Peace Bureau <ipb@gn.apc.org>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: IPB statement on US-Iraq crisis
To: "'Weiss, Cora'" <srfnyusa@IGC.APC.ORG>,
        "'Theorin, Maj-Britt (1)'" <theorin@swipnet.se>,
        "'Magnusson, Tomas'" <tomas.magnusson@mbox2.swipnet.se>

IPB STATEMENT ON US-IRAQ CRISIS - 23 Nov 1997

The International Peace Bureau salutes all those who have been active in 
resolving the crisis between Iraq and the US in a peaceful manner, and we 
believe the result ought to strengthen the role of the UN.

This incident has illustrated once again the inadequacy of the post Cold 
War order. Just at the time when UN creative diplomacy is most needed, the 
US Congress has withdrawn its promised financial dues and the Pentagon has 
orchestrated a massive display of military force in the Gulf. Such 
unilateral threats are provocative and unacceptable.

The IPB condemns the possession and deployment of weapons of mass 
destruction of all types by Iraq, by the US, or by any other state. So long 
as the nuclear weapons states refuse to engage in good-faith negotiations 
to eliminate their arsenals, proliferation of these weapons in other states 
will continue.

At the same time we recognise the barbaric nature of Saddam's regime and 
its persistent pattern of deception as regards the international 
community's monitoring efforts. Clearly no state can dictate the terms 
under which it is inspected and the retraction of Iraq's stipulations 
regarding US inspectors is to be welcomed.

Meanwhile the Iraqi people, especially children, continue to suffer the 
most devastating hardship as a result of the crippling sanctions. It is 
imperative that the UN find ways to both ensure satisfactory inspections 
and lift the sanctions - at the very least on essential food and medical 
supplies.

The Middle East is the only region in the world without an inclusive and 
cooperative regional structure. If the UN supported such an arrangement, 
the US would not find it so easy to assert itself unilaterally.

American policy towards Iraq is influenced more by its dependency on cheap 
imported oil from the region and its determination to project military 
power across the globe than it is by human rights concerns. Furthermore, UN 
inspectors have destroyed more weapons of mass destruction in Iraq than the 
Gulf War did, and more than any further military action would be able to 
achieve.

Hopefully the resolution of the immediate crisis will lead towards a 
lessening of tensions and a de-escalation of mutual threats. But so long as 
the US (backed by the UK) continues to act as the world's gendarme with 
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scant regard for established international institutions, and refuses to 
renounce its own nuclear terrorism, the world will continue to hover on the 
brink of explosions such as the one we narrowly avoided last week.

--------------------------

From: Colin Archer, Secretary-General
International Peace Bureau
41 rue de Zurich, 1201 Geneva, Switzerland.
Tel: +41-22-731-6429, Fax: 738-9419
Email: ipb@gn.apc.org   -   Web: http://www.itu.ch/ipb/

IPB is the oldest and the most comprehensive of the international peace 
federations - covering issues ranging from nuclear weapons and landmines to 
conflict resolution and peace education. Our current main programme is the 
Hague Appeal for Peace 1999, which features all these themes. Write for 
details of membership, projects and publications - or consult Website.
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To: relctbt
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Sunflower Campaign
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Colleagues in the Religious Community:

During the past 18 months the sunflower has become a symbol in the campaign to eliminate nuclear weapons.  This 
follows the scattering of sunflower seeds on June 4, 1996 at a former Ukrainian missile base that once housed 80 
underground silos for SS-19 missiles aimed at the United States.  Participants included U.S. Defense Secretary William 
J. Perry, Russian Defense Minister Pavel Grachev, and Ukraine Defense Minister Valery Shmarov.  Now bright 
sunflowers are springing from the earth at the Pervomaisk military base rather than missiles of death.

The Religious Working Group for Nuclear Abolition is urging religious denominations and other religious organizations 
to encourage sunflower planting at churches, synagogues, and other places of worship and to use their flowering to call 
for dismantlement of nuclear weapons.  The spring of 1998 would be an excellent time to plant sunflower seeds.

David Krieger of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation is willing to adapt material he has on sunflower planting for our 
use in bulletins, newsletters and other material sent to our local units.  To do so he would like to get an idea about 
length, format, and other specifications needed by prospective users.  

In addition, some local churches and other religious groups might want to have prayers and other ceremonial language 
to go with sunflower planting.  Does anybody have material that could be adapted for this purpose?

If you are interested, please get in touch with me by December 5, and I'll collate responses for David Krieger.  If you 
have questions or comments, you can call me at 301 896-0013.

With best regards,

Howard W. Hallman
Methodists United for Peace with Justice

P.S.  The Religious Working Group for Nuclear Abolition now has a list-serve so that we can share ideas with one 
another and communicate on matters of mutual concern.  It supplements the abolition-caucus list-serve of the Abolition 
2000 network.  If you are not a subscriber and want to subscribe, send an e-mail message to majordomo@igc.org.  In 
the body of the message indicate: subscribe abolition-religious.
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Cc: lcnp@aol.com, a-days@agoranet.be, FBOYLE@LAW.UIUC.EDU
Date: Mon, 24 Nov 1997 10:37:18 -0800
From: Shundahai Network <shundahai@saltmine.radix.net>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: UN email address's for draft resolution vote
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-Sender: shundahai@saltmine.radix.net (Unverified)

Howdy all,
 Building on info from Alyn Ware's (Lawyers' Committee on Nuclear Policy)
information on the Dec 5 date for UN vote on nuclear abolition resolution.
Shundahai Network has put up a page with the sample letter, background, and
clickable addresses for UN reps to assist contacting them. This can be
found at http://www.shundahai.org/UNVotewc.html
  Shundahai, Greg 
***************************************************************
                   SHUNDAHAI NETWORK
          "Peace and Harmony with all Creation"
              *Breaking the Nuclear Chain*
                          
     5007 Elmhurst St., Las Vegas, NV 89108  
ph(702)647-3095 Fax: (702)647-9385  Email: shundahai@radix.net
        
             http://www.shundahai.org

      "It's in our backyard...its in our front yard. 
    This nuclear contamination is shortening all life. 
 Were going to have to unite as a people and say no more! 
  We, the people, are going to have to put our thoughts 
         together to save our planet here. 
  We only have One Water...One Air...One Mother Earth." 
 Corbin Harney, Newe (Western Shoshone) Spiritual Leader; 
    Founder and Executive Director, Shundahai Network

 Shundahai Network is part of the international 
  Nuclear Abolition 2000 Network

****************************************************************
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>From aslater  Mon Nov 24 13:24:43 1997
Return-Path: <aslater@igc.apc.org>
Date: Mon, 24 Nov 1997 13:24:34 -0800 (PST)
X-Sender: aslater@pop.igc.org
To: mupj@igc.apc.org, aslater@igc.org
From: Alice Slater <aslater@igc.apc.org>
Subject: Re: December 8 meeting; PrepCom
Cc: lcnp@aol.com, disarmtimes@igc.org, dh3m@hrzpub.tu-darmstadt.DE,
        flick@igc.org, pmeidell@igc.org, jbloomfield@gn.apc.org,
        ippnw@VLBERLIN.comlink.de, ipb@gn.apc.org
Sender: aslater@igc.org

Dear Howard,
Sorry about the European mix-up.  Will try to straighten things out and post
a master schedule.  The Inesap group didn't let me know what they were
planning.  

I've already invited Alyn and he will join me depending on the schedule at
the UN.  If the Malaysian resolution comes up that day, he can't come.  I've
also invited Roger Smith of the NGO Committee on Disarmament and he will
also let me know depending on the UN schedule that day.  Sorry to be so
vague, but that's where it stands for now.  Regards, Alice

At 12:03 PM 11/22/97 -0800, mupj@igc.apc.org wrote:
>Dear Alice:
>
>1. For the meeting from 3:00 to 5:00 p.m., Monday, December 8, we have
>arranged for space in the Methodist Building, Room 3, 100 Maryland Avenue,
>N.E.  Do you have anybody to join you?  It would be great to have Alyn Ware
>talk about the nuclear weapons convention, or whoever else you suggested.
>If you want me to invite Alyn, I can.  I need to know who the participants
>will be so that I can publicize the meeting.
>
>2. On the PrepCom I received a communication from Martin Kalinowski that
>INESAP, IALANA, and a number of other NGOs of Abolition 2000 are planning a
>panel with distinguished guests, such as Gorbachev, Roblat, and General
>Butler, from 5:00 to 7:00 p.m., on Monday, April 27. This is the same time
>we have scheduled a reception of world religious leaders and PrepCom
>deleegates.  I'm surprised because I had cleared the time and date with you,
>thinking that your Working Group was coordinating the schedule for Abolition
>2000.  Apparently there is a separate European wing different from your New
>York group.  I have written to Martin that we will work it out so that we
>wont't be competing for attention of the delegates.  I think that it would
>be better to have religious leaders and the likes of Gorbachev, Roblat, and
>Butler on  separate evenings.  I'll work with Martin to see what we can
>avoid duplication. Meanvile, can a master schedule for proposed NGO events
>be posted on abolition-caucus so that we can avoid these kinds of conflicts?
>
>With best regards
>
>Howard Hallman
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>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
Alice Slater
Global Resource Action Center for the Environment(GRACE)
15 E. 26 St., New York, NY  10010
212-726-9161 (tel)
212-726-9160 (fax)
aslater@igc.apc.org
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To: paprog
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Draft flyer
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Fran:

I've faxed a draft flyer for the December 8 meeting to Malinda.  I'm sending the attached copy via e-mail in case she 
wants to use some of the draft without retyping.  It's coming to you because I know your address.  Please share it with 
her.

Thanks,

Howard Hallman

###

 Draft

 You are invited to a forum on 

 NUCLEAR DISARMAMENT AND INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

 3:00 to 5:00 p.m., Monday, December 8, 1997

 Methodist Building, Conference Room 3
 100 Maryland Avenue, NE, Washington, D.C.

 Presenters:
 Alice Slater, President
 Global Resource Action Center for the Environment (GRACE)
 
 Roger Smith, [Title]
 NGO Committee on Disarmament

 Alyn Ware, Executive Director
 Lawyers' Committee on Nuclear Policy

 Co-Moderators:
 Fran Teplitz, Program Director
 Peace Action

 Robert Tiller, Director of Security Programs
 Physicians for Social Responsibilities

The Forum will explore ways in which nuclear disarmament is considered by international organizations.  Focus will be 
upon the United General Assembly (including the Malaysian resolution on nuclear disarmament), the Conference on 
Disarmament, and the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty Preparatory Committee (NPTPrepCom). The presenters are 
from New York and regularly deal with these international bodies.  Discussion will consider the policy positions of the 
United States in these organizations and how citizen organizations can influence U.S. policies.  Consideration will also 
be given to a proposal for a nuclear weapons convention to dismantle the global nuclear arsenal.
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 For further information contact:
 Howard W. Hallman, Chair
 Methodists United for Peace with Justice
 Phone/fax: 301 896-0013
 E-mail: mupj@igc.apc.org
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Return-Path: <CWU_WASHINGTON.parti@ecunet.org>
Sender: CWU_WASHINGTON.parti@ecunet.org
Date: Tue, 25 Nov 1997  8:40:04 -0500 (EST)
Subject: Subject: Sunflower Campaign
To: Mupj@igc.apc.org
From: CWU_WASHINGTON.parti@ecunet.org (CWU WASHINGTON)

Reply from cwu washington to #97.9049749 From Mupj@igc.apc.org, Mon Nov 24 at 12:30p

>The Religious Working Group for Nuclear Abolition is urging religious
>denominations and other religious organizations to encourage sunflower
>planting at churches, synagogues, and other places of worship and to use
>their flowering to call for dismantlement of nuclear weapons.  The spring of
>1998 would be an excellent time to plant sunflower seeds.
>
>David Krieger of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation is willing to adapt
>material he has on sunflower planting for our use in bulletins, newsletters
>and other material sent to our local units.  To do so he would like to get
>an idea about length, format, and other specifications needed by prospective
>users.  
>
>In addition, some local churches and other religious groups might want to
>have prayers and other ceremonial language to go with sunflower planting.
>Does anybody have material that could be adapted for this purpose?
>
 Howard,

This sounds wonderful.  Church Women United is interested writing an article in our magazine early next year to 
promote this effort.  Any length and format is fine since we can adapt to fit our space.  Keep me posted. Thank you.

Ann Delorey
Legislative Director
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Return-Path: <wagingpeace@napf.org>
X-Sender: napf@silcom.com
Date: Tue, 25 Nov 1997 08:44:59 -0800
To: mupj@igc.apc.org
From: Nuclear Age Peace Foundation <wagingpeace@napf.org>
Subject: Re: Sunflowers

Dear Howard,

I would be willing to adapt the materials on the Sunflower campaign, but I would need some guidelines as to what you 
have in mind.  Please let me know with regard to length, format, etc.

I don't have specific ideas on prayers, but short excerpts from the various Bishops' statements would probably be a good 
starting point.

Dave

At 10:21 AM 11/19/97 -0800, you wrote:
>Dear David:
>
>I have various items you have prepared on the Sunflower campaign.  Would you
>be willing to adapt this material for distribution to churches, synagogues,
>and other places of worship who would like to plant sunflowers this spring?
>We could distribute it through denominational offices and peace fellowships.
>
>Your idea for a prayer service has merit.  I'll try to get the Religious
>Working Group to work on this.  If you have specific prayers or other
>statements to suggest, please get them to me.
>
>With best regards,
>
>Howard Hallman
>301 896-0013
>
>At 05:35 PM 11/18/97 -0800, you wrote:
>>
>>Dear Howard,
>>        I'm very glad to know that you are moving ahead with the A2000
>>Religious Working Group.  I'm particularly glad to hear that you have a plan
>>to have local religious organizations plant sunflowers in the Spring....
>
>
                    NUCLEAR AGE PEACE FOUNDATION
        **********************************************************
                        A founding member of
                  and global contact point for the
                Abolition 2000 Global Network for the 
                   Elimination of Nuclear Weapons
        **********************************************************
                 1187 Coast Village Road, Suite 123
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                    Santa Barbara, CA 93108-2794
              Phone (805) 965-3443 * Fax (805) 568-0466
                   E- mailto:wagingpeace@napf.org
                     http://www.wagingpeace.org
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To: lranck
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Possible articles for Christian Social Action
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Lee:

I'm following through on past conversations we have had about possible articles for Christian Social Action.

1. Sunflowers. During the past 18 months the sunflower has become a symbol in the campaign to eliminate nuclear 
weapons.  This follows the scattering of sunflower seeds on June 4, 1996 at a former Ukrainian missile base that once 
housed 80 underground silos for SS-19 missiles aimed at the United States.  Participants included U.S. Defense 
Secretary William J. Perry, Russian Defense Minister Pavel Grachev, and Ukraine Defense Minister Valery Shmarov.  
Now bright sunflowers are springing from the earth at the Pervomaisk military base rather than missiles of death.

The Religious Working Group for Nuclear Abolition is urging religious denominations and other religious organizations 
to encourage sunflower planting at churches, synagogues, and other places of worship and to use their flowering to call 
for dismantlement of nuclear weapons.  The spring of 1998 would be an excellent time to plant sunflower seeds.  An 
article in Christian Social Action in the early months of 1998 could encourage this.

David Krieger of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation has written about the sunflower campaign and has material you 
could use or adapt.   He might also write an article for you.  He has photographs of the Ukraine sunflower planting.  He 
is available at 805 965-3443; wagingpeace@napf.org.

Also, John Ed Francis with the UM Rocky Mountain Conference tried to plant sunflower seeds at a nuclear missile site 
and was rebuffed.  He might be willing to write up this experience.  Possible he has photos.  Robin Ringler has his 
phone and address.

2. CTBT.  It appears that the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty will reach the Senate floor for a ratification vote in late 
spring or early summer, though there is some risk that it will be put off even longer.  This is, of course, a treaty the 
United Methodist Church has long advocated.  Robin Ringler is actively engaged in building grassroots support for the 
CTBT, and so are we.  It would be useful to have a timely article in Christian Social Action.  If you agree, you might 
want to ask Bishop Dale White to write an article, but if you want a fresh name, you might turn to Bishop Kenneth 
Carder, who I believe understands the issue (we could provide background material if necessary).  If you can't get one of 
them, I would be willing to write an article, though I would prefer to see a bishop out in front.

With best regards,
Howard Hallman
301 896-0013
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Return-Path: <owner-ctbt-organize@igc.org>
Date: Tue, 25 Nov 1997 18:18:02 -0500 (EST)
From: dkimball@clw.org (Daryl Kimball)
Sender: owner-ctbt-organize@igc.org
Subject: article on Domenici and the CTBT/SBSS
To: dkimball@clw.org
X-MIME-Autoconverted: from quoted-printable to 8bit by igc7.igc.org id PAA19486
X-Sender: dkimball@[204.245.159.2]

TO: Coalition members and friends
FR: Daryl Kimball
RE: news reports about Domenici's position on the CTBT and stockpile stewardship

The following articles from Congress Daily and the Albuquerque Journal (with
good quotes from our Coalition member group reps) report what many of us
have known for some time: that Senator Domenici is "leaning strongly in
favor" of the CTBT and that he is leaning strongly on the Clinton
administration for more money for "stockpile stewardship" at the labs.

I would like to share a couple of observations on the Domenici situation:

Even though Domenici has, so far, refrained from giving the Treaty his full
support (something I do not expect until after the FY 1999 budget submission
and his Energy and Water Committee's next set of CTBT hearings), he does
seem to be edging in the right direction on the CTBT.

Domenici's hesitant support should also remind us of the importance of early
Republican support for the CTBT, something that we have not seen, with the
exception of Jeffords.

The articles should also remind us of the importance proactively
highlighting for the media and policy-makers the fact that the Treaty is in
our national security interests and that nuclear testing is not necessary to
maintain the safety and reliability of the U.S. nuclear arsenal. As the
Coalition's "Ten Reasons for a CTBT" Issue Brief points out:

* The U.S. has a solid and proven warhead surveillance and maintenance
program to preserve the safety and reliability of the U.S. nuclear deterrent
without nuclear test explosions and this program is being AUGMENTED through
the Science-Based Stockpile Stewardship Program (SBSS).

*  Although some of the projects that are part of the SBSS program are not
essential to the maintenance of the stockpile, many objective experts — both
critics and supporters of the program — agree that the program can ensure
the safety and reliability of the U.S. nuclear stockpile without resorting
to nuclear explosive testing.

* All operational U.S. nuclear weapons are already "one-point safe" against
accidental detonation of the warhead's high explosives, making even
low-yield nuclear explosions, known as "hydronuclear" tests unnecessary.

* The nuclear warhead designs of operational U.S. nuclear weapons
incorporate additional modern safety features. Since instituting a new
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annual warhead safety and reliability certification process in 1995, U.S.
nuclear weapons have been twice certified without nuclear test explosions.

The articles follow.

*******************  

Congress Daily, November 25, 1997
105th Congress, Vol. 2, Issue 162

"Key Senator, Pete Domenici, Hesitates In Supporting CTBT"

A key Republican senator this week said his support for a nuclear test ban
treaty depends on increased funding for federal energy laboratories, two of
which are located in his home state of New Mexico.

Senate Budget Chairman Domenici, who also chairs the Senate Energy and
Water Appropriations Subcommittee, told the Albuquerque Journal he is
leaning toward supporting the treaty — but that lab funding is crucial to
maintaining the nation's nuclear arsenal if tests cannot be conducted.
When President Clinton sent the treaty to the Senate for ratification, he
also made a commitment to increased funding for the labs and factories used
to maintain the existing arsenal. However, Domenici said last week he
expects a fight in Congress over the funding level. Support from Domenici
and other Senate Republican moderates is critical, since many defense hawks
oppose the treaty.

*******************

The Albuquerque Journal
Monday, November 24, 1997 

Domenici Says More Lab Funds Vital to Nuke Treaty: 'Central Player' Key to
Test Ban

By John Fleck
Journal Staff Writer

  An international ban on nuclear weapons tests, the holy grail of arms
control since the 1950s, has become closely linked to an increase in
funding for New Mexico's nuclear weapons laboratories. 
  As the U.S. Senate prepares to consider ratification of the Comprehensive
Test Ban Treaty, Sen. Pete Domenici, R-N.M., has become a central actor in
the coming Washington, D.C., drama. 
  Domenici is insisting on the funding hike for the labs as a condition of
treaty approval, and his views are crucial for the treaty's success or
failure in the Republican-controlled Senate, observers say. 
  "He's not only a central player, he's quite possibly the central player,"
said Christopher Paine, an arms control analyst with the Natural Resources
Defense Council. 
  New Mexico has two of the nation's three nuclear weapons research centers
in Sandia and Los Alamos national labs, and Domenici as a result has become
a leading figure in the Senate on nuclear weapons issues. 
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  Critics call the funding for the labs a pork barrel payoff to buy the
senator's support for the treaty, but Domenici says the spending is
necessary to ensure national security. 
  The Senate is expected to take up the treaty after its Christmas break,
and supporters hope to bring it to a vote before next year's congressional
elections. 
  In an interview Friday, Domenici said he's leaning toward supporting the
treaty, but he argued that money for the nuclear weapons laboratories is
critical to maintaining the U.S. arsenal in the absence of nuclear testing. 
  Without tests, more expensive methods are needed to ensure nuclear
weapons' safety and reliability, lab officials say. 
  The challenge of maintaining a complicated technological device without
ever testing it to see if it works is unprecedented, said Sandia president
C. Paul Robinson. 
  "There's no product in your life that that's true of," he said. 
  Throughout the nuclear era, the United States and the other nuclear
weapon nations conducted test blasts to refine their weapon designs and
make sure they worked. Since the 1960s, U.S. nuclear weapons tests have
been conducted underground at a giant test range in Nevada. 
  Arms control supporters have long pushed for a ban on such tests as a way
to control the arms race and reduce the risk of nuclear war. 
  Since the early 1990s, the United States and most other nuclear nations
have stopped testing, and a treaty has been negotiated to make the halt
permanent. 
  That treaty awaits consideration by the U.S. Senate. 
  When President Clinton sent that treaty to the Senate for formal
consideration, he also put in writing an agreement to support increased
funding for the complex of nuclear weapons laboratories and factories
around the country used to maintain the existing U.S. arsenal. 
  The fiscal year 1998 budget of $4.1 billion for those laboratories and
factories would go up to $4.5 billion in fiscal year 1999 under the
president's commitment, which was engineered in negotiations with Domenici. 
  But Congress still must approve that new higher funding level, Domenici
pointed out to a group of 100 Sandia employees during a talk Friday. 
  "I am expecting gigantic debates in Congress as we try to protect that
budget figure," Domenici told the Sandia audience. 
  High spending at the weapons labs as a condition of the test ban treaty
makes many in the arms control community uneasy, and some are distancing
themselves from their long-sought goal. 
  They fear the spending will create a disparity between the United States
and other nations, because the United States can afford the high spending
on nuclear weapons research while other nations can't. 
  That lopsidedness could mean other nations won't support the treaty,
which defeats its whole purpose, treaty supporters say. 
  "I think there is some worry there, and certainly a fair amount of
cynicism abroad," said Princeton University physicist Frank von Hippel, a
longtime test ban supporter who served as a science adviser in the early
years of the Clinton administration. 
  Russia in particular can't mount the same kind of nuclear weapons
research program the United States is launching to replace underground
tests, said Tom Collina, director of arms control research at the Union of
Concerned Scientists. 
  "They can't afford to do it, and they can't understand why we are doing
it," Collina said. 
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  Domenici's support is seen as critical to the treaty's success or
failure. Many Senate hawks oppose the treaty on the grounds that it would
jeopardize national security. 
   That means the treaty needs support from moderate Republicans, something
the treaty's backers believe Domenici can deliver. 
  "He's an influential Republican senator, and if he supports it, he brings
a lot of people with him," Collina said. 

___________________________________
Coalition to Reduce Nuclear Dangers
at Council for a Livable World Education Fund
110 Maryland Ave. NE #201
Washington  DC 20002
p: (202)546-0795;    fax: (202)546-5142
website: http://www.clw.org/pub/clw/coalition/
___________________________________
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Tue, 25 Nov 1997 17:31:57 -0500
From: Ross Wilcock <rwilcock@execulink.com>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: All Nuclear Powers Must Join Disarmament 
To: "Abolition Caucus List (E-mail)" <abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org>

An important and encouraging statement by Marshall Sergeyev, Russia's 
Defense Minister reported on Johnson's Russia List
Ross Wilcock
rwilcock@web.net
http://www.pgs.ca/

**********

Russia's Sergeyev-All Nuclear Powers Must Join Disarmament
SAMARA, Russia (Middle Volga Region) Nov 18 (Interfax) -- Once Russia and 
the United States eliminate a certain number of nuclear warheads, all other 
nuclear states should join the process, Defense Minister Igor Sergeyev 
thinks.
"START-3 will be the last bilateral document; the subsequent process must 
be five-sided, with nonproliferation of nuclear technologies being strictly 
enforced," he told officers of the Volga Military District Tuesday.
Nuclear weapons are being developed in Iran, Israel and Libya, Sergeyev 
said. "The loss of control over nonproliferation may result in a new leg of 
the nuclear arms race," he said.
"Military danger, albeit not of a large-scale war, will remain for Russia 
until 2005-10," Sergeyev said.
Before that time the armed forces must be reformed and armed with 
state-of-the-art military hardware, he said. The service life of most 
hardware now used by the armed forces will end in five to six years, 
"following which it can only be good for scrap metal," Sergeyev said.
The merger of the air force and air defense troops into one service will 
start December 1 with the merger of the command structures, he said. 
"Simultaneously, the command of the land forces will be reorganized," 
Sergeyev said. The eight military districts will be transformed into six 
operative-territorial commands in 1998, he said.
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: 26 Nov 1997 00:00:00 +0000
From: xanthe@VLBERLIN.comlink.de (Xanthe Hall)
Organization: IPPNW Germany
Reply-To: ippnw@VLBERLIN.comlink.de (IPPNW)
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Germany/BITS/Conference/Part 3
To: ippnw@VLBERLIN.comlink.de
X-Gateway: ZCONNECT UC cl-hh.comlink.de [DUUCP BETA vom 15.08.1997]
X-ZC-Post: Koertestrasse 10

The Nuclear Legacy and Russian Politics
Prof. Vitaly Shelest, Scientific Advisor to the Duma
(Paper available)
Shelest began by saying that not all of what follows is necessarily his opinion.
Russia continues to develop ist nuclear weapon and energy potential. The nuclear 
doctrine is defined by the military doctrine of 1993 and does not work effectively. 
Russian legislation and agreements influence the military nuclear potential, whereas 
the civilian nuclear programme is based on economic efficiency, available resources 
and environmental consequences. Many nuclear power plants will be shut down by 
2010.

The Committees for Security and Defence issued an official statement saying that 
nuclear weapons are under adequate control and that the command and control of 
them are proper and safe. There are no seriously documented cases of information 
leakage or violation of the non-proliferation regime. Shelest`s personal opinion is that 
the situation is not so bad, but is far from being acceptable.

The official statement goes on to say that it is expensive to extract waste and not 
enough equipment is available. There is a continuous accumulation of 
decommissioned submarines. The storage of radioactive waste is badly inadequate 
and the facilities are full. Transport of waste to reprocessing plants is problematic and 
the equipment at the Mayak plant needs to be modernised. Shelest: the distribution of 
available financial resources between different bodies (Minatom, Ministry of Defence, 
Environmental Committee) is a problem. Minatom is prepared to accept national and 
international assistance in the form of training or equipment. The Greens 
overestimate the danger, other players underestimate it. There is a conflict over the 
selection of whether government-owned or private enterprises should deal with waste 
management. There is a conflict over funding effective treatment versus a need for 
more support for infrastructural development. Trade union and local authority 
involvement are important to the employment question.

The official position is that international collaboration should adhere to Russian law, 
but Shelest thinks that the State Secret Law makes collaboration more difficult. The 
official policy is for foreign participation to be in technological form and that Russian 
production should be used where possible in order to create jobs. Unnecessary 
restrictions in customs should be removed.

The key aspect, according to Shelest, is respect for national dignity. The reaction 
otherwise is to close the project. It would be helpful to establish a public body to set 
up a database available to all projects on the clean-up. This acticity should not be 
restricted to bilateral collaboration between the US and Russia but extended to other 
countries.
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Prof. Ulrich Albrecht, Free University, Berlin
Russian nuclear politics - a view from the West
Albrecht prefers to look less at the formal statements issued by the President and 
rather at infomal processes. There seems to be an interaction of many different 
bodies making a clear picture difficult to ascertain. A process of transition of the state 
is taking place in which a kind of dualism is developing. The question is - what kind of 
state will emerge from this transition? Albrecht feels that regional powers are growing 
and the central power is decreasing. The status of Russia as a major nuclear power 
may diminish. The aides of the President ournumber the Politburo staff; thus a kind of 
hidden government is developing making it even harder to understand. Albrecht 
accepts that the dangers of nuclear migration have been exaggerated. There are 
number of Russian nuclear scientists living in Israel who are unemployed because of 
US pressure. On the other hand, the CIA assessment of Iran and the Siemens/KWU 
involvement in the continuation of building a nuclear reactor there is serious. Russian 
involvement in this has not been denied. The selling of fissile materials is an episode 
that is now over, there are very few reports of transfers now. 

Dr. Phil Rogers, Central European University, Budapest
Public Opinion and the Future of Russian Nuclear Politics
(Paper available)
Despite constraints on democracy and the severe economic crisis, public opinion in 
Russia can still have an influence. There exists a growing scepticism about 
statements issued from Minatom, partly because of Chernobyl. There has been an 
increase in protests, including the referendum on the nuclear power plant in 
Kostrunoma which rejected the call to restart construction, despite claims from 
Minatom that 20,000 jobs would be created.

However, most protests are connected with wages rather than the environment. 
Referenda are often reversed, ignored or circumvented. Violence has been used 
against radical environmentalists. 

The three nuclear issues - waste, nuclear power plants and nuclear weapons - are 
reacted to very differently. The public reaction to nuclear weapons is passive and 
they are generally willing to go along with the government. The reaction to nuclear 
power plants is split between passive and aggressive. There is active scepticism 
about government statements, but most frequently the public goes along with policy 
because of employment. The reaction to the nuclear waste issue is the most 
assertive, where local sites are actively campaigned against to close them down.

The severe economic recession affects the environmental movement. Environmental 
issues are not at the top of the public agenda because of this. Also NGOs are starved 
of funds. The general lack of money produces a kind of inertia, even in the pace of 
nuclear construction. The environmental movement is at ist most successful when it
stops construction and least successful when they try to close down or move a site 
because of employment loss. Access to information is severely constrained - the 
Socio-Ecological Union is filing a suit on the grounds that this secrecy violates the 
Russian Constitution. One example is that information on the water supplies for cities 
with a population over 300,000 is considered a state secret. The procedures for 
consideration of public opinion are not defined and there are no mechanisms for 
public participation in the democratic process. There is a difference between the 
response of the system to public demands in Moscow and outside.

The prevailing attitude is that of "NIMBY" (Not-In-My-Back-Yard). The arms control 
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and the environmental communities have entirely different perspectives to the 
problems. The environmental community does not see proliferation as the main 
problem, but rather the danger to the environment.

Discussion
Shelest: the "hidden government" consists of serious forces behind the official bodies, 
but this is not new, it was also the case in the Soviet Union. The President has more 
power than the Secretary-General. Presidential Aides and the Administration have 
more influence.
The Iranian deal is no different from the US supplying North Korea, this should be 
viewed as commercial competition.
Regional powers are beginning to have real veto power. If the regional government 
says no, it is impossible to reverse this federally.

Albrecht: refuses to buy the statement from Shelest on Presidential power. The 
Secretary-General also has regional power. Power is accumulated by the governors. 
This may not be so important in the nuclear field, but the political outcome is a non-
decision inertia.

Nikitin: None of the political parties have a large part to play in the nuclear weapon 
programme. No candidate used the nuclear issue in their election campaigns. The 
nuclear issue therefore does not create political dividing lines. One can overestimate 
the role of the regional elites - it is important in some areas, but not on nuclear 
weapons. The local elites are stronger on the waste issue than the central authority. 
The Greens managed to stop the opening of US-supplied reprocessing plants. Also 
the Communist influence is still in place - in six or seven states there are still leaders 
from the old Communist party.

Albrecht: the question is whether Russian dismemberment is now over and the 
present situation can last. Democracy can never be achieved - it is a process. Russia 
is at present a "weak" state because it is in transition, it is reorganising and rebuilding. 
The most unlikely outcome is a "strong" state.

Nikitin: Disintegration has decreased in the last few years. States of the CIS have 
progressed a lot in internal control.

Hall: The peace movement in Russia is not greatly interested in the nuclear weapons 
issue. Their main concern arises out of the war with Chechnya and the question of 
military conscription.

Nikitin: There has been a professionalisation of nuclear analysis and establishment of 
independent institutes in Russia, but there is no visible nuclear peace movement. The 
publications that are now produced by independent institutes were lacking in the 70s 
and 80s. An independent disarmament community of this nature is of more value than 
some street demonstrations.

The Nuclear Legacy and the International Community
(I have not written up these notes, since they contain extremely detailed analysis of 
dismantlement programmes. I will do if interest is expressed in this. Alternatively, 
papers are available from Husbands and Zaborsky)

Jo Husbands, National Academy of Scientists, USA
The US Approach
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Annette Schaper, PRIF, Frankfurt
European Programmes

Alexander Nikitin
An Assessment of Existing Programmes - A View from Russia

Dr. Viktor Zaborsky, University of Georgia, USA
An Assessment of Existing Programmes - A View from the Ukraine
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Return-Path: <dh3m@hrzpub.tu-darmstadt.DE>
From: Martin Kalinowski <dh3m@hrzpub.tu-darmstadt.DE>
Subject: Re: December 8 meeting; PrepCom
To: aslater@igc.apc.org (Alice Slater)
Date: Thu, 27 Nov 1997 20:43:31 +0100 (CET)
Cc: mupj@igc.apc.org, aslater@igc.org, lcnp@aol.com, disarmtimes@igc.org,
        dh3m@hrzpub.tu-darmstadt.DE, flick@igc.org, pmeidell@igc.org,
        jbloomfield@gn.apc.org, ippnw@VLBERLIN.comlink.de, ipb@gn.apc.org,
        inesap-cc@liststar.frt.fy.chalmers.se, wagingpeace@napf.org
X-MIME-Autoconverted: from quoted-printable to 8bit by igc7.igc.org id LAA22546

Dear friends,

I am very sorry for the confusion I have caused. Alice is right, INESAP has
not yet briefed any other organisation about the recent development of
our plannings for Geneva. Everything is too unmature at this time. The only
positive and definite thing I can tell you is that we received a positive
response by Joseph Rotblat to attend a panel of distinguished persons who
will speak on ways towards a nuclear weapon free world. Such a panel was
suggested at the INESAP conference in Shanghai and should be set up by a
coalition of NGOs which are part of abolition 2000. Rotblat's schedule 
is restricted to the first two days (Monday and Tuesday) of the PrepCom.
For some other reasons we would like to arrange this panel on Monday 27th 
April from 5 to 7. We are sending out invitations to Gorbatchev, Mandela, Lee
Butler and probalby a few others early next week. We need to give a tentative 
time in our request and I would like to stick to that mentioned above, if 
I don't hear a different proposal from you. I hope the reception of the 
churches can be moved to 7pm.

We are sending invitations especially to people who have been suggested 
earlier by you or other active persons. For example we took up the call to
start every effort to invite Mandela to Geneva which was circulated on the
abolition caucus list. So far we got only a better contact address.

At this point I would like to stress again that INESAP takes an initiative and
would like to invite other NGOs to join in and co-convene the panel.

INESAP is planning a second panel which will introduce a new INESAP project
which is tentatively called: "Beyond technical verification: Transparancy, 
verification and preventive control for a Nuclear Weapons Convention"
At this panel other groups like LCNP will take part as we hope.
My personal preference is that INESAP can be allocated for this a slot 
on Tuesday, April 28th afternoon from 5 to 7. However, I feel more flexible
with regard to the date for this second panel.

I am sorry that I give this information without much more details and some of
you receive this advance notice as a group email, although I should probably
better approach you on an individual basis. My time is not allowing for this.

Next week I will provide you with more details. Meanwhile, I am happy to 
hear any comments from you.

Best regards, 
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Martin

===============================================================================
            Martin Kalinowski, IANUS, c/o Institut fuer Kernphysik
                Schlossgartenstr. 9, 64289 Darmstadt, Germany
                Tel.: +49-6151-163016   FAX: +49-6151-166039
             Internet, private: KALINOWSKI@HRZPUB.TH-DARMSTADT.DE
             Internet, group:        IANUS@HRZPUB.TH-DARMSTADT.DE
      http://www.th-darmstadt.de/ze/ianus/welcome.htm   and .../inesap.htm
===============================================================================
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Return-Path: <dh3m@hrzpub.tu-darmstadt.DE>
From: Martin Kalinowski <dh3m@hrzpub.tu-darmstadt.DE>
Subject: Re: NPT PREPCOM, preparations for
To: mupj@igc.apc.org
Date: Thu, 27 Nov 1997 22:22:16 +0100 (CET)
X-MIME-Autoconverted: from quoted-printable to 8bit by igc7.igc.org id NAA07949

Dear Howard,

As you can see from the other message that I send to a larger number of
people, the only oppointment we made so far is with Joseph Rotblat and
all the others have not even received the invitation letter.
This implies that we are still flexible with regard to the day. The only
restriction is the schedule of Joseph Rotblat. He told me that he will be
available in Geneva on Monday and Tuesday, April 27 and 28. Since April 28 is
his last day, I assumed that an evening meeting might be difficult for him 
and informed him that we would like to invite him for Monday. If he has not
made other committments in the meantime, we could move our panel from Monday
to Tuesday. I will ask him right away. I would like to decide by early next
week whether we move to Tuesday. Please let me know your preference.
Best regards, 
Martin
-- 

===============================================================================
            Martin Kalinowski, IANUS, c/o Institut fuer Kernphysik
                Schlossgartenstr. 9, 64289 Darmstadt, Germany
                Tel.: +49-6151-163016   FAX: +49-6151-166039
             Internet, private: KALINOWSKI@HRZPUB.TH-DARMSTADT.DE
             Internet, group:        IANUS@HRZPUB.TH-DARMSTADT.DE
      http://www.th-darmstadt.de/ze/ianus/welcome.htm   and .../inesap.htm
===============================================================================
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: 26 Nov 1997 00:00:00 +0000
From: xanthe@VLBERLIN.comlink.de (Xanthe Hall)
Organization: IPPNW Germany
Reply-To: ippnw@VLBERLIN.comlink.de (IPPNW)
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Germany/BITS/Conference/Part 4
To: ippnw@VLBERLIN.comlink.de
X-Gateway: ZCONNECT UC cl-hh.comlink.de [DUUCP BETA vom 15.08.1997]
X-ZC-Post: Koertestrasse 10

The Future of Nuclear Disarmament
Ambassador Thomas Graham, President, LAWS (paper available)

As much danger now from nuclear weapons as ever, and we can be sure that if  no 
substantial progress towards elimination takes place within next ten years, a nuclear 
weapon will be exploded in anger in the US. Nuclear arms control is best of few tools 
and arms control community should bolster the non-proliferation regime.

NPT often criticised as being imperfect but it is only agreement that binds five NWS 
to the idea that the spread of nuclear weapons is illegal. Threat of proliferation 
averted by NPT could re-emerge if we do not keep faith with our disarmament 
commitments under the NPT. But we cannot stop the diffusion of 1945 technology 
forever and fissile material may be for sale. Proliferation is not a technical problem but 
a political one, demanding a political solution. Advancing disarmament may not be 
enough but it is our only hope and only proven technique. The NPT changed the 
possession of nuclear weapons from a matter of national pride into a violation of 
international law. Now 185 countries are signatories, only five remain outside (Brazil 
has announced it will join soon).

The commitments of the NWS are crucial to the health of the NPT. The NPT forever 
linked non-proliferation and disarmament. It is unmistakably a Treaty on the abolition 
of nuclear weapons. The process of indefinite extension made the necessity for good 
faith negotiations on Article VI clear; some Ambassadors from the developing world 
indicated privately that they would not accept second class status forever. In going 
along with indefinite extension they did not agree to the indefinite extension of special 
privileges for the NWS. They understood that the abolition of nuclear weapons is not 
conceivable today, a year from now, and perhaps for several decades, but it is an 
obligation to work toward a nuclear weapon-free world and the role of nuclear 
weapons should be minimised. The NPT is the principal line of defence of the civilised 
world against the use of nuclear weapons by unstable states, terrorists and criminals.

US National Academy of Sciences has suggested reducing to "core deterrence", with 
prompt reduction to 1,000 total nuclear weapons in US and Russia. After that the 
other three NWS should be drawn into negotiations leading to 2-300 total for US and 
Russia and less for the other three, until the world has changed sufficiently for the 
ultimate abolition of nuclear weapons to become possible. The US should adopt a no-
first use policy and downgrade the political value of nuclear weapons.

Domestic politics threaten disarmament momentum: Duma ratification of START II 
and strident criticism in US of stockpile stewardship programme threatens CTBT 
ratification. The SS programme was explicitly part of the bargain allowing the US to 
sign the CTBT.
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Time is ripe for further disarmament such as a no first use agreement of the 5 NWS 
and deep cuts to "core deterrence". These are the next logical steps. Unprecedented 
and comprehensive transparency will be necessary for total confidence. Verification 
will take on a new character as we approach zero and considerations of enforcement 
will play an increasing role.

Nicola Butler, BASIC Washington
START II/III and Dealerting Measures

The Helsinki Agreement covers CBMs, transparency, destruction, irreversibility and 
sea-launched Cruise missiles. The removal of warheads by 2003 and ABM 
demarcation have also been agreed.

It is not clear whether the NATO-Russia Founding Act is helpful to START II 
ratification. It is doubtful whether the US will leapfrog to START III without Duma 
ratification of START II. The pace of disarmament has slowed considerably in 
contrast to early 90s expectations. Even if START III goes ahead, there will still be 
2,000 nuclear weapons left - dangerously large number still on alert. There are 
problems with parliamentary ratification in US and Russia of CTBT and with NATO 
enlargement. Helms came up with 10 conditions, one of which is that the Joint 
Council should not discuss arms control and that nuclear weapons should be 
deployed in new NATO member states.

If the Russian aim is to maintain the logic of deterrence and strategic balance then 
START III is not helpful. The Russian policy seems to be more reliant on early first 
use because of the imbalance with NATO.

Leaving the other three NWS out of the negotiations is disputable. Attention should 
be paid to Canada's suggestion during NPT conference that the three NWS should at 
least freeze their levels.

Dealerting measures have been suggested largely by the NGO community and are 
being taken on board. The official Russian view is that a Working Group should be 
set up to discuss dealerting with British and French involvement, but they have 
concerns about talking about deactivation after removal, the cost and the storage of 
removed warheads. It is not clear what the UK and France think about dealerting. The 
British are in the middle of a defence review and the French could be resistant. The 
discussions in NATO on reviewing the strategic concept could be a forum for 
discussion on dealerting.

Oliver Meier, BITS
Tactical Nuclear Weapons

Tactical nuclear weapons are especially likely to be stolen or used by accident, and 
are also most likely to be used in battle. They are still part of the nuclear scenario of 
both NATO and Russia. They are, however, difficult to eliminate because they are 
linked to other areas of security policy and issues. As the basis for nuclear sharing 
arrangements, elimination would necessitate re-negotiation with European allies. It 
would mean a redefinition of nuclear deterrence and counter-proliferation - a political 
solution would have to be found. It would mean restructuring nuclear bureaucracies. 

Tactical nuclear weapons are linked to conventional weapons policy and are seen as 
an equalising factor. They are linked to CFE negotiations and have a high symbolic 
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value in Britain and France.

A comprehensive approach to address these linkages needs to be devised. The 
basket nature of START III is not bad to deal with the link between tactical and 
strategic weapons. There are studies from NAS and Stimson Centre on reductions 
and linkages. The Permanent Joint Council might be a good place to discuss this.

Igor Sutyagin, USA and Canada Institute, Moscow
An Assessment of New Proposals from a Russian View

All tactical nuclear weapons in Russia are deactivated or dealerted and stored in 
remote sites, apart from free-fall bombs. Russia proposed reducing to 1800 total and 
US wanted 2500 - settled on 2000, but the Russians are prepared to reduce further.

The Russian proposal for a Working Group on dealerting is a sign of little interest and 
of only being polite. Russia doesn't really need dealerting. If the West wants it, then 
Russia can do it, so long as it is cheap and reciprocal. 

There are misconceptions about what is going on in Russia - e.g. false alarm 
response to Norwegian rocket and suitcase bombs. (There followed a detailed 
description of early warning system where Sutyagin maintained that the false alarm 
was quickly recognised and dealt with and presented no problem. Other participants 
argued that a 3 minute delay is a long time when impact is in 12 minutes, and that 
insufficient radar capability may cause delays in detecting a launch).

The fundamental approach in Russia is to work on the basis that there will be a 
strategic warning of about two hours. Failing this, there will be some tactical warning. 
The control and command system launches under attack or responds to attack. If the 
former fails, the latter will work.

Discussion
Nikitin: Disagrees that the Russians are not interested in dealerting demonstrated by 
Yeltsin's improvisation at the Founding Act signing on de-targetting. De-alerting is 
more of a mentality than concrete steps. Russia is interested in peacetime safety of 
weapons. A launch-on-warning posture is not necessary in peacetime or in a time 
when there is no political crisis. Russia is interested in stepping down from this 
posture, de-targetting and in safety.

Schöfbänker: Why is there no information on the number, type, yield and location of 
tactical nuclear weapons?

Sutyagin: It is a state secret. A general answered this by saying that it had not yet 
been published and we must wait.

Handler: The US also doesn't provide this information.

Shelest: There is a debate on de-alerting in the Duma and interest is present.

Sutyagin: De-alerting doesn't necessarily mean the removal of warheads.

Handler: the removal of warheads is more politically difficult because of the cost of 
putting them back on.

Graham: the removal of batteries is not verifiable and is therefore not de-alerting.
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Nikitin: covering silos with 5 metres of soil is also de-alerting because bulldozer 
activity can be detected by satellite observation. 

Cooperation in Risk Reduction
Final Discussion

Graham: The most important short or medium term goal is to create a START III 
agreement going sufficiently low to enable a 5-power negotiation. A forum could be 
established now to discuss transparency measures. De-alerting is justified in its own 
right because the Cold War is over. There are serious problems with submarines - 
how to allow them to remain operational but de-alerted. Graham is distressed about 
the possibility that the removal of warheads may be seen in Russia as tantamount to 
disarmament because of the expense of putting the warheads back on.

Sutyagin: The main obstacle is not the expense of re-alerting but the safety and 
security issue. There is not enough storage capacity to safely store the warheads. On 
the other hand, Russian silos are very well guarded; the French do not guard their 
silos at all. As for de-alerting, what he meant was that there are no urgent needs for 
these measures in Russia and so the interest is limited, but of course there is some 
interest. CBMs and the exchange of information are more urgent than de-alerting.

Husbands: There is a need for a greater level of transparency and there is not 
enough progress here. Fissile material security is important - a situation has been 
achieved in Russia where increased funding would bring significant progress. In order 
to get deep cuts better accounting of fissile materials and warheads that are linked to 
one another is needed. START III should be narrow and focussed on 2025 warheads; 
we should get a fast agreement and then go on to other issues. She is worried that 
otherwise it could drag on for years.

Horst: There is a need to talk about coming down from hair-trigger launch-on-warning 
postures. Also a need to weigh up the cost to the environment and the food chain 
versus the impact on security.

Nassauer: Disagrees with a quick START III. For the next 10 years we will be 
discussing different rounds of NATO enlargement. We should not reduce to levels the 
Russians cannot afford.

Graham: START III will take time because no disarmament agreements are quick. So 
we should go for much lower levels.

Nilssen: In Norway they are not afraid of Russian missiles but of the radiation 
produced by disarmament.

Nikitin: The money argument is being overused and is not valid for living with unsafe 
nuclear weapons. We can afford to cover our church roofs with gold. The inertia of 
disarmament would be broken by a protocol on a level of reduction, followed by 
START IV, V, VI, etc. Conferences like this are too comfortable - like a European/US 
family discussion - we need participation from Indians and Chinese and so on.

Handler: It is better to have a quick (1-11/2 years) START III and then go on to 
START IV. But if not, then we should go for lower levels.

Schaper: It is better to have a lot of steps. If you ask for too much then you get 



1128.01.txt[5/3/2017 10:48:51 AM]

nothing. The idea to agree on abolition and then work out the details will lead 
nowhere. It would be good if the P5 started negotiations on other measures.

Meier: It is a good time to start setting the scene for P5 negotiations. There has to be 
a debate on minimal deterrence. It would be good to have a quick START III while the 
P5 discuss other questions.

Albrecht: The discussion panel is too moderate and lacks radicalism. There is no 
mention of popular pressure or NGOs. Should we leave it up to the experts?

Butler: We need public support. Over 50% are now questioning the need for British 
nuclear weapons and this is essential for disarmament. We need to reiterate our 
vision of a nuclear weapon-free world. NGOs that work with the public work rather 
like advertising agencies using simple arguments.

Schaper: Criticises NGO criticism of the CTBT. The Nuclear Weapons Convention is 
"stupid" and "impractical". It drives her crazy just thinking about it! It is 
"counterproductive".

Rogers: Sees a division of labour between the arms control and grassroots 
communities. The latter must sell the vision while the former talks about the steps.

Horst: There is little discussion of the consequences of the implementation of 
disarmament, particularly ecologically. This discussion is essential for the 
infrastructure and implementation.

Husbands: Negotiating on all warheads would be too demanding for the US because 
of verification. That's why it's reasonable to look at what can be done quickly. 
Stimson poll found strong support for arms reductions and a nuclear weapon-free 
world if it were verifiable. Scepticism exists, particularly about cheating.

Graham: Another poll said that 30% thought that nuclear weapons had already been 
abolished. He agrees with Schaper on disarmament negotiations. The worst thing 
would be to go for a Nuclear Weapons Convention or a time-bound framework, it has 
to be a step-by-step process. One year is very unlikely for START III. First we need 
ratification of START II to get anywhere. 
(In answer to question from Hall): Domestic attacks on stockpile stewardship are bad 
for the CTBT. The SS Programme is the deal to get ratification. A legal action in the 
US will be very damaging to the CTBT. A Cut-Off could be negotiated, but because of 
Indian and Pakistani objections he doesn't think it will be possible in the next 5 years 
in the CD.

These notes conclude the report on the BITS conference. Apologies for the amount of 
time it took. Once again, I will not take responsibility for the accuracy of the notes, nor 
should anyone quote directly from them. There are papers available that can be 
quoted from. BITS will no doubt eventually publish their own report from this 
conference, as they usually do, which will also include these papers and possibly 
others that I do not have.
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To: Martin Kalinowski <dh3m@hrzpub.tu-darmstadt.DE>
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: PrepCom Schedule
Cc: aslater@igc.org, lcnp@aol.com, disarmtimes@igc.org,        dh3m@hrzpub.tu-darmstadt.DE, flick@igc.org, 
pmeidell@igc.org,        jbloomfield@gn.apc.org, ippnw@VLBERLIN.comlink.de, ipb@gn.apc.org,        inesap-
cc@liststar.frt.fy.chalmers.se, wagingpeace@napf.org
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Martin:

I am replying to your messages of November 27 regarding the schedule for the NPT PrepCom.  As I indicated in my 
previous communication, the Religious Working Group on Nuclear Abolition wants to work with other NGOs to 
achieve a mutually agreed schedule of events for the NPT PrepCom in Geneva.

Our intent is to bring into sharp focus the commitment of world religious leaders and world religious organizations to 
nuclear abolition.  Therefore, we concluded that we should schedule an event that would include top leadership of the 
World Council of Churches (which brings together 330 denominations from throughout the globe), the Catholic Church, 
and leaders of other faiths, including Jewish, Islamic, and Buddhist.  Consultation led us to proposing an evening 
reception (with light refreshments) for delegates at which representatives of these faiths would make fairly short 
remarks.  NGO representatives would also be invited so that they could mingle with the delegates.

After conferring with Alice Slater, a co-chair of the NPT Working Group, we concluded that the opening day of the 
conference, Monday, April 27, would be a preferred day so that the moral and religious case for nuclear abolition could 
be made at the very beginning.  The World Council of Churches has offered the Ecumenical Center, located near the 
UN, as a site for the reception on that day.  (An alternate suggestion is to hold it at the UN building).  Dr. Konrad 
Raiser, general secretary of the World Council of Churches (the top official), has agreed to give substantive welcoming 
remarks.  We are working with persons in Pax Christi International to bring in a top Catholic leader, if possible, a 
Vatican representative.  This seems very promising, given the strong statement for nuclear abolition made by 
Archbishop Martino at the UN General Assembly in October.  Persons involved in interfaith dialogue in Geneva will 
help us identify leaders of other faiths.

Our only formal commitment for Monday, April 27 is from Dr. Raiser and use of the Ecumenical Center for the 
reception.  If there is a consensus within Abolition 2000 that we should try to shift to Tuesday, April 28, we can ask if 
he and the facility (or the UN building) are available for that evening.

Personally I doubt the efficacy of having a two hour forum of distinguished leaders, such as Roblat, Gorbachev, and 
General Butler, and then a reception for delegates in close succession on the same night.  This seems like overload in 
content and is likely to lower the number of delegates who would attend both events if they were scheduled on different 
evenings.

Admittedly I'm biased, but I think that Abolition 2000 would be best served by having religious leaders make the case 
for nuclear abolition on the first day of the PrepCom, combining it with a reception in which NGO representatives could 
mingle with delegates, and then follow the next day with statements of distinguished leaders on how to move ahead to 
achieve this goal.  But if other factors lead to putting the forum you are developing on Monday, April 27, I am willing to 
see if Dr. Raiser and the Ecumenical Center (or the UN building) would be available on the evening of April 28.  
However, I would hope that this would be sole event sponsored by the Abolition 2000 network on that evening.

As a final factor, I have been told that the chair of the NPT PrepCom sometimes holds a reception for delegates early in 
the session.  Therefore, before any of us make our final commitment, it would be useful to ask Polish Ambassador 
Eugeniusz Wyzner, who will be the chair, what his plans are.  

I am looking forward to the PrepCom because it offers a great opportunity for religious leaders and NGOs to make 
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major impact upon decision-makers who can set the course for nuclear abolition.  I'm glad we're having this dialogue at 
this stage so that we can develop a schedule that will maximize our influence.

With best regards,

Howard W. Hallman, Chair
Methodists United for Peace with Justice
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Return-Path: <inesap-cc@liststar.frt.fy.chalmers.se>
Date: Fri, 28 Nov 1997 16:10:30 +0100
From: "INESAP Coordinating Committee List" <inesap-cc@liststar.frt.fy.chalmers.se>
Subject: Re:  Your message to "inesap-cc"PrepCom Schedule
To: mupj@igc.apc.org
X-MIME-Autoconverted: from quoted-printable to 8bit by igcb.igc.org id HAA12123

The "inesap-cc" list is a closed list. Please consult frtjs@fy.chalmers.se (Johan Swahn).

-------------------- Original Message Follows --------------------
Dear Martin:

I am replying to your messages of November 27 regarding the schedule for the
NPT PrepCom.  As I indicated in my previous communication, the Religious
Working Group on Nuclear Abolition wants to work with other NGOs to achieve
a mutually agreed schedule of events for the NPT PrepCom in Geneva.

Our intent is to bring into sharp focus the commitment of world religious
leaders and world religious organizations to nuclear abolition.  Therefore,
we concluded that we should schedule an event that would include top
leadership of the World Council of Churches (which brings together 330
denominations from throughout the globe), the Catholic Church, and leaders
of other faiths, including Jewish, Islamic, and Buddhist.  Consultation led
us to proposing an evening reception (with light refreshments) for delegates
at which representatives of these faiths would make fairly short remarks.
NGO representatives would also be invited so that they could mingle with the
delegates.

After conferring with Alice Slater, a co-chair of the NPT Working Group, we
concluded that the opening day of the conference, Monday, April 27, would be
a preferred day so that the moral and religious case for nuclear abolition
could be made at the very beginning.  The World Council of Churches has
offered the Ecumenical Center, located near the UN, as a site for the
reception on that day.  (An alternate suggestion is to hold it at the UN
building).  Dr. Konrad Raiser, general secretary of the World Council of
Churches (the top official), has agreed to give substantive welcoming
remarks.  We are working with persons in Pax Christi International to bring
in a top Catholic leader, if possible, a Vatican representative.  This seems
very promising, given the strong statement for nuclear abolition made by
Archbishop Martino at the UN General Assembly in October.  Persons involved
in interfaith dialogue in Geneva will help us identify leaders of other faiths.

Our only formal commitment for Monday, April 27 is from Dr. Raiser and use
of the Ecumenical Center for the reception.  If there is a consensus within
Abolition 2000 that we should try to shift to Tuesday, April 28, we can ask
if he and the facility (or the UN building) are available for that evening.

Personally I doubt the efficacy of having a two hour forum of distinguished
leaders, such as Roblat, Gorbachev, and General Butler, and then a reception
for delegates in close succession on the same night.  This seems like
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overload in content and is likely to lower the number of delegates who would
attend both events if they were scheduled on different evenings.

Admittedly I'm biased, but I think that Abolition 2000 would be best served
by having religious leaders make the case for nuclear abolition on the first
day of the PrepCom, combining it with a reception in which NGO
representatives could mingle with delegates, and then follow the next day
with statements of distinguished leaders on how to move ahead to achieve
this goal.  But if other factors lead to putting the forum you are
developing on Monday, April 27, I am willing to see if Dr. Raiser and the
Ecumenical Center (or the UN building) would be available on the evening of
April 28.  However, I would hope that this would be sole event sponsored by
the Abolition 2000 network on that evening.

As a final factor, I have been told that the chair of the NPT PrepCom
sometimes holds a reception for delegates early in the session.  Therefore,
before any of us make our final commitment, it would be useful to ask Polish
Ambassador Eugeniusz Wyzner, who will be the chair, what his plans are.  

I am looking forward to the PrepCom because it offers a great opportunity
for religious leaders and NGOs to make major impact upon decision-makers who
can set the course for nuclear abolition.  I'm glad we're having this
dialogue at this stage so that we can develop a schedule that will maximize
our influence.

With best regards,

Howard W. Hallman, Chair
Methodists United for Peace with Justice
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To: frtjs@fy.chalmers.se
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: PrepCom Schedule
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Johan Swahn:

I replied to a communication from Martin Kalinowski and sent it to all persons who received a copy of his message.  
This included <inesap-cc@liststar.frt.fy.chalmers.se>frtjsefy.  I received the following reply, which I don't fully 
understand.  Can you clarify it for me?  

My original message is attached.

Howard Hallman

######

At 04:10 PM 11/28/97 +0100, you wrote:
>The "inesap-cc" list is a closed list. Please consult frtjs@fy.chalmers.se (Johan Swahn).
>
>
>
>
>-------------------- Original Message Follows --------------------
>Dear Martin:
>
>I am replying to your messages of November 27 regarding the schedule for the
>NPT PrepCom.  As I indicated in my previous communication, the Religious
>Working Group on Nuclear Abolition wants to work with other NGOs to achieve
>a mutually agreed schedule of events for the NPT PrepCom in Geneva.
>
>Our intent is to bring into sharp focus the commitment of world religious
>leaders and world religious organizations to nuclear abolition.  Therefore,
>we concluded that we should schedule an event that would include top
>leadership of the World Council of Churches (which brings together 330
>denominations from throughout the globe), the Catholic Church, and leaders
>of other faiths, including Jewish, Islamic, and Buddhist.  Consultation led
>us to proposing an evening reception (with light refreshments) for delegates
>at which representatives of these faiths would make fairly short remarks.
>NGO representatives would also be invited so that they could mingle with the
>delegates.
>
>After conferring with Alice Slater, a co-chair of the NPT Working Group, we
>concluded that the opening day of the conference, Monday, April 27, would be
>a preferred day so that the moral and religious case for nuclear abolition
>could be made at the very beginning.  The World Council of Churches has
>offered the Ecumenical Center, located near the UN, as a site for the
>reception on that day.  (An alternate suggestion is to hold it at the UN
>building).  Dr. Konrad Raiser, general secretary of the World Council of
>Churches (the top official), has agreed to give substantive welcoming
>remarks.  We are working with persons in Pax Christi International to bring
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>in a top Catholic leader, if possible, a Vatican representative.  This seems
>very promising, given the strong statement for nuclear abolition made by
>Archbishop Martino at the UN General Assembly in October.  Persons involved
>in interfaith dialogue in Geneva will help us identify leaders of other faiths.
>
>Our only formal commitment for Monday, April 27 is from Dr. Raiser and use
>of the Ecumenical Center for the reception.  If there is a consensus within
>Abolition 2000 that we should try to shift to Tuesday, April 28, we can ask
>if he and the facility (or the UN building) are available for that evening.
>
>Personally I doubt the efficacy of having a two hour forum of distinguished
>leaders, such as Roblat, Gorbachev, and General Butler, and then a reception
>for delegates in close succession on the same night.  This seems like
>overload in content and is likely to lower the number of delegates who would
>attend both events if they were scheduled on different evenings.
>
>Admittedly I'm biased, but I think that Abolition 2000 would be best served
>by having religious leaders make the case for nuclear abolition on the first
>day of the PrepCom, combining it with a reception in which NGO
>representatives could mingle with delegates, and then follow the next day
>with statements of distinguished leaders on how to move ahead to achieve
>this goal.  But if other factors lead to putting the forum you are
>developing on Monday, April 27, I am willing to see if Dr. Raiser and the
>Ecumenical Center (or the UN building) would be available on the evening of
>April 28.  However, I would hope that this would be sole event sponsored by
>the Abolition 2000 network on that evening.
>
>As a final factor, I have been told that the chair of the NPT PrepCom
>sometimes holds a reception for delegates early in the session.  Therefore,
>before any of us make our final commitment, it would be useful to ask Polish
>Ambassador Eugeniusz Wyzner, who will be the chair, what his plans are.  
>
>I am looking forward to the PrepCom because it offers a great opportunity
>for religious leaders and NGOs to make major impact upon decision-makers who
>can set the course for nuclear abolition.  I'm glad we're having this
>dialogue at this stage so that we can develop a schedule that will maximize
>our influence.
>
>With best regards,
>
>Howard W. Hallman, Chair
>Methodists United for Peace with Justice
>
>
>
>
>
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Fri, 28 Nov 1997 19:19:08 -0500
From: Ross Wilcock <rwilcock@execulink.com>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: BITS in one piece
To: "PGS-PRIV List (E-mail)" <pgs-priv-l@netserver.web.net>,
        "Abolition Caucus List (E-mail)" <abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org>

All four BITS items on the Nuclear Legacy of the former Soviet Union can be 
viewed as a whole on the PGS website at Nuclear Legacy/Geographic/Russia

Ross Wilcock
rwilcock@web.net
http://www.pgs.ca/
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Return-Path: <stuwhis@enter.net>
Date: Sat, 29 Nov 1997 21:42:21 -0500 (EST)
X-Sender: stuwhis@mailman.enter.net (Unverified)
To: mupj@igc.apc.org
From: stuwhis@enter.net (bill stuart-whistler)
Subject: Nuke Ab 2000: Ideas for US Rep visit?

Howard Hallman:
1. I would like to be put on your Religious Task Force mailing list.
2. I am visiting my US Represenative from my district on Monday and wish to
prepare a statement on AB2000 to leave with him.
My current plan is to refer to the Canberra Commission summary of steps to
disarming all nuclear weapons as a first step. Time permitting, I would
like to compare the list from the November Scientific American prepared by
Frank Von Hippel et al, and add footnotes from Adm. Stansfield Turner's
proposal made at a UN news conference in April.
This is a big, and perhaps too confusing a mouthful. Question: do you have
any suggestion on presenting  the Nuclear Abolition message to him? He is
Curt Weldon, hawkish but possibly able to receive a new idea if we present
it right.
Hope to hear from you or others in the religious Task Force sub-group.
Yours in Peace---Bill Stuart-Whistler
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To: stuwhis@enter.net (bill stuart-whistler)
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Re: Nuke Ab 2000: Ideas for US Rep visit?
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Bill:

1.  I believe that you have already subscribed to the abolition-religious list/serve, which means you'll receive all 
communications related to the Religious Working Group.

2.  For your meeting with Rep. Weldon, I would suggest giving him a copy of the resolution on nuclear abolition 
adopted by the Episcopal General Convention this summer.  It offers a religious rationale and lays out ideas on how to 
achieve nuclear disarmament.  The Canberra Commission recommendation and the Scientific American article are 
good, too.  They show a convergence of ideas.  Good luck with your visit.

Howard

At 09:42 PM 11/29/97 -0500, you wrote:
>Howard Hallman:
>1. I would like to be put on your Religious Task Force mailing list.
>2. I am visiting my US Represenative from my district on Monday and wish to
>prepare a statement on AB2000 to leave with him....
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Cc: ialana@antenna.nl, ipb@gn.apc.org
Date: Sat, 29 Nov 1997 20:03:31 +0100 (MET)
From: fredpax@online.no (Fredrik S. Heffermehl)
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: ICJ OPINION - UNGA MALAYSIA + ICC VOTES 
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-MIME-Autoconverted: from quoted-printable to 8bit by igc7.igc.org id WAA26181

INTERNATIONAL  PEACE  BUREAU
BUREAU  INTERNATIONAL  DE  LA  PAIX
Secretariat: 41, Rue de Zurich, CH-1201 Geneva -
phone +41 22 731 6429 (fax:...738 9419) E: ipb@gn.apc.org, www.itu.ch/ipb/

(Sent by Oslo associate secretariat: N. Juels g. 28 A, N-0272 Oslo
phone + 47 2244 8003 (fax: ... 7616) E: fredpax@online.no)

                                              Oslo, Nov. 29, 1997

Dear Foreign Minister,

TWO NUCLEAR VOTES IN NEW YORK -  ICC AND UNGA, Dec 5 and 8, 1997

The 170-members strong IPB, the world´s oldest and most comprehensive peace
international, took an active part in the work that in 1996 led to the
World Court Advisory Opinion on nuclear weapons. As part of IPB´s efforts
for nuclear disarmament we have  written to the Ministry on consequences
and follow-up.

A strong conclusion of illegality has been obscured by an unfortunate focus
on the Court´s undeniably intriguing and intellectually challenging words
on an "extreme circumstance of self defense", where it could not conclude
definitively. The main fact is that the nuclear weapon states (NWS)
accepted that the law of armed conflict - including self defense actions -
govern also nuclear weapons and that the Court unanimously confirmed this
in its conclusions (point D).

The Court further observed (para 94) that "none of the States advocating
the legality of the use of nuclear weapons under certain circumstances,
including the "clean" use of smaller, low yield, tactical nuclear weapons,
has indicated what, supposing such limited use were feasible, would be the
precise circumstances justifying such use; nor whether such limited use
would not tend to escalate into the all-out use of high yield nuclear
weapons".  This mandates two important conclusions:

        1.  The NWS were unable to give the Court one convincing example
of                              existing weapons or situations where use
would be legal.

        2. The onus is now on the NWS to prove and describe that legal, but
           hitherto unknown, nuclear weapon types,
situations, uses do exist.
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In this situation we urge all states that have so far followed the NATO and
"West" in these matters to reconsider their line and make sure they are
showing due respect to the UN Court and the UN Charter. We urge your
government :

        1. not to accept a proposed exemption of nuclear weapons from the
scope                        of the International Criminal Court at the
PrepCom in NY Dec. 1-8.

        2. to vote Yes to the Malaysia resolution in the UNGA on Dec. 5
(The ICJ                             unanimously stated a legal obligation
to negotiate a total ban).

With respectful hopes,                                 Maj-Britt Theorin

                                                       (Stockholm)
President

..........................................
Fredrik S. Heffermehl (Oslo)                            Colin Archer
(Geneva)
Vice President                                          Secretary General

**************************************************
*  Fredrik S. HEFFERMEHL                         *
*  President, Norwegian Peace Alliance           *
*  Vice President, International Peace Bureau    *
*  Board/Directors, IA Lawyers Ag. Nuclar Arms   *
*  International Free Vanunu Committee           *
*                                                *
*  N. Juels g. 28 A, N-0272 Oslo, Norway         *
*  Phone +47-2244 8003 (fax: +47-2244 7616)      *
*  E-mail: fredpax@online.no  (NB - Note change!)*
**************************************************



1130.05.txt[5/3/2017 10:48:51 AM]

Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Cc: ialana@antenna.nl, ipb@gn.apc.org
Date: Sat, 29 Nov 1997 20:03:12 +0100 (MET)
From: fredpax@online.no (Fredrik S. Heffermehl)
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: ICJ OPINION - UNGA MALAYSIA + ICC VOTES 
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org

From: Fredrik S. Heffermehl, Oslo (IPB, IALANA, Vanunu, Norw. Peace Alliance)

Oslo, November 29, 1997

Since July 8, 1996, I have struggled with the problem:
How to explain the ICJ Opinion, downplay or circumvent
the 7-7 Conclusion E and present the result as short,
strong and sweet - and of course true - as possible.

Today´s one-page letter to all Foreign Ministers who did not vote
Yes to Malaysia resolution in First Cttee is my best try so far
Here it is in attachment 1 (Mac/1 pc), and as next, separate email
(whether you disagree with me or you like it and use it, it would be
interesting to know):

Fredrik

**************************************************
*  Fredrik S. HEFFERMEHL                         *
*  President, Norwegian Peace Alliance           *
*  Vice President, International Peace Bureau    *
*  Board/Directors, IA Lawyers Ag. Nuclar Arms   *
*  International Free Vanunu Committee           *
*                                                *
*  N. Juels g. 28 A, N-0272 Oslo, Norway         *
*  Phone +47-2244 8003 (fax: +47-2244 7616)      *
*  E-mail: fredpax@online.no  (NB - Note change!)*
**************************************************

Attachment Converted: C:\INTERACT\data\download\IPBMalay.doc

Attachment Converted: C:\INTERACT\data\download\IPBMalay.0
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Return-Path: <acronym@gn.apc.org>
Date: Sun, 30 Nov 1997 20:00:44 GMT
X-Sender: acronym@gn.apc.org
To: mupj@igc.apc.org
From: acronym@gn.apc.org (Rebecca Johnson)
Subject: Re: NPT PrepCom

Dear Howard,
>
>It was nice meeting you in person yesterday.  For me it was a very
>productive discussion.

Ditto for me (meeting you).
>
>When I returned home, I found an e-mail message from Martin Kalinowski that
>INESAP, IALANA, and a number of other NGOs of Abolition 2000 are planning a
>panel of distinguished guests, such as Gorbachev, Roblat, and General
>Butler, at the same time we have scheduled the reception of religious
>leaders and delegates.  I have written to Martin suggesting that we work it
>out so that we won't be competing for the attention of delegates.  It would
>be better to have religious leaders and Gorbachev, Roblat, and Butler appear
>on different days.  I'm sure we can find a way to avoid duplication.

I'm sorry, I hadn't heard of the plan for Gorbachev et al, and don't know
how far along it is although it too sounds an interesting idea.  I agree
with you that it would be better to use different days.  Unfortunately there
are communication problems with Ab 2000 (as with most things), and the NY
based group represents no-one but themselves, but their appearance of
effectiveness is magnified because Alice is so assiduous at putting
everything up on the Abolition server, which is both very good and very
misleading!

>At the minimum we need a single 
>schedule posted on e-mail.  I have suggested that to Alice Slater and will
>work with Martin Kalinowski to work out our mutual schedule.

Agreed. I have many times asked the NGO Committee in NY to do this, since we
need to ensure no date clashes with all the NGOs, not only within Ab2000,
but sadly with no success.

>Their plans are to have a panel from 5:00 to 7:00 p.m., but I'm not sure
>where.  At one time I though perhaps we should have a forum of religious
>leaders addressing delegates if they would come, but then I concluded that a
>reception with fairly short statements and welcoming remarks would be more
>effective.  My thinking is that the presence of religious leaders and their
>joint statement would get their concern across without a lot of speeches.
>This assumes that we can attract religious for that kind of a reception
>rather than a speech-making event.  In your experience what is the most
>effective approach?  (I won't quote your answer.)

My feeling is that a reception for the first day would still be ideal,
providing you check with the Poles to avoid clashing with any major diplomatic
receptions.  I would choose 6-8pm, at the UN.  
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I think INESAP would be well advised to hold their panel on a subsequent day
(perhaps Tuesday), as experience showed last year how the schedules can slip
badly on day 1.  This would be less serious for a reception, for (as you
rightly said) much of the message is in the presence of the religious
leaders and so speeches can be kept shorter).  If they do get their
glitterati, they could be invited to your reception of course, which would
be another draw.  This would be a good argument for having INESAP and your
event on adjacent days.

I have no problem if you want to share this message with Martin Kalinowski,
as it is important now to make sure that both you and Inesap are able to
hold effective, non-clashing events in Geneva.

With best wishes,
Rebecca

The Acronym Institute
24, Colvestone Crescent, London E8 2LH, England.
telephone (UK +44) (0) 171 503 8857
fax                (0) 171 503 9153
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To: Martin Kalinowski <dh3m@hrzpub.tu-darmstadt.DE>
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Further on PrepCom Schedule
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Martin:

Greetings!  Your message of November 27 arrived in the midst of my four-day, Thanksgiving mini-vacation that 
traditionally consists of family gathering on Thursday, completion of raking and putting up storm windows on Friday 
and Saturday, and church on Sunday.  I did, though, take time to respond to your message on Friday.  Now I'm back to 
the matter on Sunday evening.  

1. I know we're going to work out our schedule to mutual satisfaction, but it may take several days or a week for 
dialogue to occur across continents, especially since other Americans have probably been off this weekend, too.  
Therefore, I would urge you to delay issuing your invitations for a specific day and time until our discussion is 
complete.  We still have plenty of time before the PrepCom.

2.  I'm confused about the decision-making process of Abolition 2000.  I realize now that the New York-based NPT 
Working Group is not the only group working on NPT plans.  You have a European group.  You shared your 
communication to me with some other people, some of whom I don't recognize by their e-mail address.  There is an 
Abolition 2000 "transition team" that is supposed to facilitate the Abolition 2000 network, but my understanding is that 
they are not a steering committee with decision-making authority.  Apparently they had a conference call last Monday, 
but I don't know what about or whether it dealt with the NPT schedule.  If you can cast light on this, I would appreciate 
getting a better understanding.

3.  Rebecca Johnson was in Washington recently, and I met with her on November 21.  Among other matters we 
discussed the PrepCom.  I told her about our plans and asked her advice.  When I got back to my office, I found your e-
mail message of November 21 in which you told about your plans at the PrepCom.  I shared your message with her and 
received the following reply, which she said I could share with you.  It is presented as a dialogue with my message to 
her alternating with her reply.  

Hallman: When I returned home, I found an e-mail message from Martin Kalinowski that INESAP, IALANA, and a 
number of other NGOs of Abolition 2000 are planning a panel of distinguished guests, such as Gorbachev, Roblat, and 
General Butler, at the same time we have scheduled the reception of religious leaders and delegates.  I have written to 
Martin suggesting that we work it out so that we won't be competing for the attention of delegates.  It would be better to 
have religious leaders and Gorbachev, Roblat, and Butler appear on different days.  I'm sure we can find a way to avoid 
duplication.

Johnson: I'm sorry, I hadn't heard of the plan for Gorbachev et al, and don't know how far along it is although it too 
sounds an interesting idea.  I agree with you that it would be better to use different days.  Unfortunately there are 
communication problems with Ab 2000 (as with most things), and the NY based group represents no-one but 
themselves.

Hallman: At the minimum we need a single schedule posted on e-mail.  I have suggested that to Alice Slater and will 
work with Martin Kalinowski to work out our mutual schedule.

Johnson: Agreed. I have many times asked the NGO Committee in NY to do this, since we need to ensure no date 
clashes with all the NGOs, not only within Ab2000, but sadly with no success.

Hallman: Their plans are to have a panel from 5:00 to 7:00 p.m., but I'm not sure where.  At one time I though perhaps 
we should have a forum of religious leaders addressing delegates if they would come, but then I concluded that a 
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reception with fairly short statements and welcoming remarks would be more effective.  My thinking is that the 
presence of religious leaders and their joint statement would get their concern across without a lot of speeches.

This assumes that we can attract religious leaders for that kind of a reception rather than a speech-making event.  In 
your experience what is the most effective approach? 

Johnson: My feeling is that a reception for the first day would still be ideal, providing you check with the Poles to avoid 
clashing with any major diplomatic receptions.  I would choose 6-8pm, at the UN.  

I think INESAP would be well advised to hold their panel on a subsequent day (perhaps Tuesday), as experience 
showed last year how the schedules can slip badly on day 1.  This would be less serious for a reception, for (as you 
rightly said) much of the message is in the presence of the religious leaders and so speeches can be kept shorter).  If they 
do get their glitterati, they could be invited to your reception of course, which would be another draw.  This would be a 
good argument for having INESAP and your event on adjacent days.

I have no problem if you want to share this message with Martin Kalinowski, as it is important now to make sure that 
both you and Inesap are able to hold effective, non-clashing events in Geneva.

With best wishes,
Rebecca

4. If I (Hallman again) hear from anyone else on the PrepCom schedule, I'll share it with you.  I hope you'll do likewise.   
That way we can work toward a consensus and develop a strong NGO presence at the NPT PrepCom.

With best regards,

Howard
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Return-Path: <frtjs@fy.chalmers.se>
Date: Mon, 1 Dec 1997 09:41:21 +0100
To: <mupj@igc.apc.org>
From: Johan Swahn <frtjs@fy.chalmers.se>
Subject: Re: inesap-cc list (Re: PrepCom Schedule)
Cc: dh3m@hrzpub.tu-darmstadt.de (Martin Kalinowski)
X-MIME-Autoconverted: from quoted-printable to 8bit by igcb.igc.org id AAA18833

Dear Howard,

The inesap-cc@liststar.frt.fy.chalmers.se address is a am e-mail list for
use by the Co-ordinating Committee of INESAP, the International Network of
Engineers and Scientists Against proliferation. Mail to this list can only
be sent by the committee members.

If you want your message to be forwarded to the list you can either send me
the message and I will put it on the list or you can ask Martin to do so.
We are both members of committee.

Warmest regards,

Johan

At 23.08 +0100 97-11-28, <mupj@igc.apc.org> wrote:
>Dear Johan Swahn:
>
>I replied to a communication from Martin Kalinowski and sent it to all
>persons who received a copy of his message.  This included
><inesap-cc@liststar.frt.fy.chalmers.se>frtjsefy.  I received the following
>reply, which I don't fully understand.  Can you clarify it for me?
>
>My original message is attached.
>
>Howard Hallman
>
>######
>
>At 04:10 PM 11/28/97 +0100, you wrote:
>>The "inesap-cc" list is a closed list. Please consult frtjs@fy.chalmers.se
>(Johan Swahn).
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>-------------------- Original Message Follows --------------------
>>Dear Martin:
>>
>>I am replying to your messages of November 27 regarding the schedule for the
>>NPT PrepCom.  As I indicated in my previous communication, the Religious
>>Working Group on Nuclear Abolition wants to work with other NGOs to achieve
>>a mutually agreed schedule of events for the NPT PrepCom in Geneva.
>>
>>Our intent is to bring into sharp focus the commitment of world religious
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>>leaders and world religious organizations to nuclear abolition.  Therefore,
>>we concluded that we should schedule an event that would include top
>>leadership of the World Council of Churches (which brings together 330
>>denominations from throughout the globe), the Catholic Church, and leaders
>>of other faiths, including Jewish, Islamic, and Buddhist.  Consultation led
>>us to proposing an evening reception (with light refreshments) for delegates
>>at which representatives of these faiths would make fairly short remarks.
>>NGO representatives would also be invited so that they could mingle with the
>>delegates.
>>
>>After conferring with Alice Slater, a co-chair of the NPT Working Group, we
>>concluded that the opening day of the conference, Monday, April 27, would be
>>a preferred day so that the moral and religious case for nuclear abolition
>>could be made at the very beginning.  The World Council of Churches has
>>offered the Ecumenical Center, located near the UN, as a site for the
>>reception on that day.  (An alternate suggestion is to hold it at the UN
>>building).  Dr. Konrad Raiser, general secretary of the World Council of
>>Churches (the top official), has agreed to give substantive welcoming
>>remarks.  We are working with persons in Pax Christi International to bring
>>in a top Catholic leader, if possible, a Vatican representative.  This seems
>>very promising, given the strong statement for nuclear abolition made by
>>Archbishop Martino at the UN General Assembly in October.  Persons involved
>>in interfaith dialogue in Geneva will help us identify leaders of other
>>faiths.
>>
>>Our only formal commitment for Monday, April 27 is from Dr. Raiser and use
>>of the Ecumenical Center for the reception.  If there is a consensus within
>>Abolition 2000 that we should try to shift to Tuesday, April 28, we can ask
>>if he and the facility (or the UN building) are available for that evening.
>>
>>Personally I doubt the efficacy of having a two hour forum of distinguished
>>leaders, such as Roblat, Gorbachev, and General Butler, and then a reception
>>for delegates in close succession on the same night.  This seems like
>>overload in content and is likely to lower the number of delegates who would
>>attend both events if they were scheduled on different evenings.
>>
>>Admittedly I'm biased, but I think that Abolition 2000 would be best served
>>by having religious leaders make the case for nuclear abolition on the first
>>day of the PrepCom, combining it with a reception in which NGO
>>representatives could mingle with delegates, and then follow the next day
>>with statements of distinguished leaders on how to move ahead to achieve
>>this goal.  But if other factors lead to putting the forum you are
>>developing on Monday, April 27, I am willing to see if Dr. Raiser and the
>>Ecumenical Center (or the UN building) would be available on the evening of
>>April 28.  However, I would hope that this would be sole event sponsored by
>>the Abolition 2000 network on that evening.
>>
>>As a final factor, I have been told that the chair of the NPT PrepCom
>>sometimes holds a reception for delegates early in the session.  Therefore,
>>before any of us make our final commitment, it would be useful to ask Polish
>>Ambassador Eugeniusz Wyzner, who will be the chair, what his plans are.
>>
>>I am looking forward to the PrepCom because it offers a great opportunity
>>for religious leaders and NGOs to make major impact upon decision-makers who
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>>can set the course for nuclear abolition.  I'm glad we're having this
>>dialogue at this stage so that we can develop a schedule that will maximize
>>our influence.
>>
>>With best regards,
>>
>>Howard W. Hallman, Chair
>>Methodists United for Peace with Justice
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Johan Swahn (frtjs@fy.chalmers.se)
Forskarassistent/Assistant professor

[I am on 80% parental leave from June 1 through December 31, 1997]

Department of Physical Resource Theory
Chalmers University of Technology and Göteborg University
S-412 96 Göteborg (Gothenburg), SWEDEN

Avdelningen för fysisk resursteori
Chalmers tekniska högskola och Göteborgs universitet
S-412 96 Göteborg

Tel: +46 31 7723130, Fax: +46 31 7723150, Home: +46 31 198248

Web:
http://www.frt.fy.chalmers.se/folks/johan/johanswe.html (Svensk)
http://www.frt.fy.chalmers.se/folks/johan/johanswe.html (English)

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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Return-Path: <owner-ctbt-organize@igc.org>
Date: Mon, 1 Dec 1997 09:37:14 -0500 (EST)
From: dkimball@clw.org (Daryl Kimball)
Sender: owner-ctbt-organize@igc.org
Subject: NYT on SS&M
To: Daryl.Kimball@clw.org
X-Sender: dkimball@[204.245.159.2]

TO: Coalition members and friends
FR: Daryl Kimball, Director
RE: New York Times editorial on stockpile stewardship and management

Below is a well-written and, in my view, very helpful editorial by the NYT
on the stockpile stewardship program. The Times, which has already expressed
its support for the CTBT, articulates a view that is very similar to that of
many of the Coalition's members and other NGOs: that "Some effort to
maintain necessary skills is appropriate.... But the stewardship program
must not subsidize unrelated experimentation or allow any effort to design
and build more advanced weapons."

Stay tuned, DK

***************
The New York Times

November 30, 1997

Editorial: "The Price of Nuclear Preparedness"

        Nuclear weapons are expensive companions. The United States has
spent billions of dollars building and improving nuclear bombs since Robert
Oppenheimer and his team assembled the first at Los Alamos more than five
decades ago. Now that the creation of new weapons is suspended, it turns out
that still more billions are needed to keep old weapons ready for use. While
some spending is required, the program devised by the Clinton Administration
and Congress is extravagant. 

          The plan stems from negotiated reductions in warheads and a new
treaty that bans test explosions.  Warheads that were once constantly
replaced by new designs perfected through underground tests could now remain
in arsenals for 25 years or more. Scientists do not know precisely how long
the slowly decomposing radioactive elements in these weapons will remain
reliable. As long as there are nuclear weapons, the countries that possess
them must be confident that their warheads are usable and credible to any
potential foe. 

          Washington's answer is the Stockpile Stewardship and Management
Program, budgeted to cost at least $45 billion over 10 years. It has been
larded with projects attractive to senators like Pete Domenici of New
Mexico, whose state houses two weapons laboratories, and seems partly
designed to insure Senate ratification of the test-ban treaty. 

          Since 1958, scientists have been removing a number of warheads
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each year and subjecting them to non-explosive mechanical analysis,
including physical disassembly. More recently, the weapons labs have been
developing computer simulation models and experimenting with subcritical
mini-explosions to maintain the stockpile. 

          The stewardship program builds on these methods, as well as
laser-driven fusion experiments, and provides financing for advanced
scientific research into the physics of nuclear explosions. Its most
expensive element is a new, $2.2 billion National Ignition Facility in
Livermore, Calif., designed to use precisely tailored laser light to
compress a droplet of nuclear materials, creating a tiny fusion explosion
that can be closely studied. It will attract a new generation of weapons
scientists whose skills would be needed if the test-ban treaty were to break
down and a new arms race began. 

          Some effort to maintain necessary skills is appropriate. So too
are computer simulations and mechanical sampling to learn more about what
happens to bomb trigger mechanisms as plutonium decays. Adequate supplies of
tritium must be assured in case decaying warheads need to be replaced. But
the stewardship program must not subsidize unrelated experimentation or
allow any effort to design and build more advanced weapons. 

          The Congressional Budget Office has proposed less expensive ways
to assure weapons reliability. One approach would be to consolidate the work
at one of the existing labs and do without the ignition facility. Another
would rely on commercial reactors to produce tritium instead of calling for
a new Government plant. Congress, whose budget ax is so keen on social
programs, owes taxpayers a disinterested study to determine how far the
stewardship program can safely be cut.  
___________________________________
Coalition to Reduce Nuclear Dangers
at Council for a Livable World Education Fund
110 Maryland Ave. NE #201
Washington  DC 20002
p: (202)546-0795;    fax: (202)546-5142
website: http://www.clw.org/pub/clw/coalition/
___________________________________
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Cc: jburroughs@pop.igc.apc.org
Date: Mon, 1 Dec 1997 15:50:19 +0100 (MET)
From: fredpax@online.no (Fredrik S. Heffermehl)
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: ICJ OPINION - UNGA MALAYSIA + ICC VOTES
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-MIME-Autoconverted: from quoted-printable to 8bit by igc7.igc.org id GAA05070

Dear Friends,

This is my (copyright) version for the IPS
News Agency (Third World - Fourth largest)

of yesterdays
letter to all 55 states who did not vote yes to
Malaysia res. in First Ctte on Nov. 10.

If anyone sees it printed somewhere in the world
a copy would be very much welcomed

Fredrik

INTERNATIONAL  PEACE  BUREAU
BUREAU  INTERNATIONAL  DE  LA  PAIX
Secretariat: 41, Rue de Zurich, CH-1201 Geneva -
phone +41 22 731 6429 (fax:...738 9419) E: ipb@gn.apc.org, www.itu.ch/ipb/

(Sent by Oslo associate secretariat: N. Juels g. 28 A, N-0272 Oslo
phone + 47 2244 8003 (fax: ... 7616) E: fredpax@online.no)

                                              Oslo, Dec. 1, 1997

For IPS - via IPS/Oslo

STICKING TO THE NUCLEAR STICK

IPS (Oslo, Dec. 1). The International Peace Bureau (IPb) has requested
nuclear weapon states to show due respect for international law and for the
UN Charter in a vote on nuclear disarmament in in the UN General Assembly
later this week. In a preliminary vote two weeks ago these states and their
allies voted against a resolution proposed by Malaysia calling for an
urgent start of negotiations on a treaty to ban and eliminate nuclear
weapons. The International Peace Bureau has requested for them to respect
the conclusions of the UN Court in the Hague that in an Opinion last year
condemned nuclear weapons as incompatible with the body of international
law governing armed conflict .

The letter from IPB to the nuclear weapon states and their allies regrets
that the UN Court´s strong conclusion of illegality in July 1996 has been
obscured by an unfortunate focus on the Court´s puzzling words on an
"extreme circumstance of self defense", where it could not conclude
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definitively.

In the letter the Oslo-based IPB Vice President, Mr. Fredrik S. Heffermehl,
writes that the main reality in the Opinion is that the Court unanimously
confirmed that the rules on self defense apply to all weapons, of the past
and the future, and that nuclear weapons have such a uniquely destructive
that they cannot be reconciled with the laws of warfare. The UN Court
stressed that states must never make civilians the object of attack, and
must consequently never use weapons that are incapable of distinguishing
between civilian and military targets.

The Court further observed that noen of the states that argued that use
could be lawful "under certain circumstances, including the "clean" use of
smaller, low yield, tactical nuclear weapons, has indicated what, supposing
such limited use were feasible, would be the precise circumstances
justifying such use; nor whether such limited use would not tend to
escalate into the all-out use of high yield nuclear weapons". The Peace
Bureau makes note of the fact that the NWS were unable to give the Court
one convincing example of existing weapons or situations where use would be
legal, and emphasises that the onus is now on the nuclear powers to prove
that some legal, but hitherto unknown, nuclear weapon types or situations
of use does exist.

The Peace Bureau calls for all states in the "pro-nuclear" camp not only to
vote yes when the Malaysia resolution comes up for final vote in the UN on
Dec. 5, but also to make sure that nuclear weapons are included in the
scope of war crimes in the International Criminal Court that is now under
discussion in New York. The US wishes to include only the use of chemical,
biological and bacteriological weapons among punishable crimes. Eager to
protect their own nuclear arsenals they seem to forget the need to stop,
and possibly punish, a range of possible nuke nations, says Mr. Heffermehl.

-END -

**************************************************
*  Fredrik S. HEFFERMEHL                         *
*  President, Norwegian Peace Alliance           *
*  Vice President, International Peace Bureau    *
*  Board/Directors, IA Lawyers Ag. Nuclar Arms   *
*  International Free Vanunu Committee           *
*                                                *
*  N. Juels g. 28 A, N-0272 Oslo, Norway         *
*  Phone +47-2244 8003 (fax: +47-2244 7616)      *
*  E-mail: fredpax@online.no  (NB - Note change!)*
**************************************************
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Return-Path: <dh3m@hrzpub.tu-darmstadt.DE>
From: Martin Kalinowski <dh3m@hrzpub.tu-darmstadt.DE>
Subject: Re: Further on PrepCom Schedule
To: mupj@igc.apc.org
Date: Mon, 1 Dec 1997 19:00:12 +0100 (CET)
Cc: dh3m@hrzpub.tu-darmstadt.DE, aslater@igc.apc.org, flick@pop.igc.apc.org
X-MIME-Autoconverted: from quoted-printable to 8bit by igcb.igc.org id KAA08007

Dear Howard,

I agree to your proposal to keep the date of our panel open for the time
being. Also, I am now convinced that we should try to hold our panel on the
second day and the opening day should be reserved for your reception. 
Therefore we will note in our invitation letters Tuesday April 28 as our
preference.

I am responsible for the bad coordination of dates. Though there is a European
branch of Abolition 2000, it has not contributed to the confusion. 
Alice Slater and Felicity Hill are known to all members of Abolition 2000 as
the responsable persons for coordinating NGO activities for the NPT PrepCom 
in Geneva and I have failed to notify them right away about our planning 
for a panel on the first day of the PrepCom.
Alice is the contact person for the NPT working group of Abolition 2000.
Felicity (flick) will be at the office of the Geneva based Special NGO
Committee on Disarmament to work on NGO activities in April/May, starting 
in January 1998. She will care also for coordination with NGOs which are not
working with Abolition 2000. 

I hope this question is settled now.

Best regards, 
Martin 

===============================================================================
            Martin Kalinowski, IANUS, c/o Institut fuer Kernphysik
                Schlossgartenstr. 9, 64289 Darmstadt, Germany
                Tel.: +49-6151-163016   FAX: +49-6151-166039
             Internet, private: KALINOWSKI@HRZPUB.TH-DARMSTADT.DE
             Internet, group:        IANUS@HRZPUB.TH-DARMSTADT.DE
      http://www.th-darmstadt.de/ze/ianus/welcome.htm   and .../inesap.htm
===============================================================================
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To: Martin Kalinowski <dh3m@hrzpub.tu-darmstadt.DE>
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Re: Further on PrepCom Schedule
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

At 07:00 PM 12/1/97 +0100, you wrote:
>Dear Howard,
>
>I agree to your proposal to keep the date of our panel open for the time
>being. Also, I am now convinced that we should try to hold our panel on the
>second day and the opening day should be reserved for your reception. 
>Therefore we will note in our invitation letters Tuesday April 28 as our
>preference....

Dear Martin:

Thanks for your patience and cooperation in working out dates for the NPT PrepCom.  This is my first experience in e-
mail coordination.  I glad we can reach a consensus in this manner.

The next step for us will be to ask staff of the World Council of Churches in Geneva to contact Ambassador Wyzner in 
Warsaw and be sure that our proposed reception doesn't conflict with a reception that he might be organizing. I'll keep 
you informed on this development.

I've been on the abolition-caucus list only since last spring.  Several times I have noticed your communications and have 
been impressed by your wisdom and dedication.  I look forward to meeting you personally in Geneva.

With best regards,

Howard
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
X-Authentication-Warning: igc2.igc.apc.org: majordomo set sender to owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org using -f
Cc: sfraser@igc.org
Date: Mon, 1 Dec 1997 14:14:20 -0800 (PST)
From: NGO Committee on Disarmament <disarmtimes@igc.apc.org>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: UN/First Committee report
To: abolition-caucus@igc.org

U.N. -- FIRST COMMITTEE REPORT
from the NGO Committee on Disarmament, NYC
1 December 1997

The First Committee of the 52nd U.N. General Assembly, which is
responsible for disarmament and international security matters,
deliberated and voted on resolutions from November 5 -17. Almost
50 resolutions were introduced by member states. The following
text lists and briefly describes action taken on significant resolutions.
The full General Assembly will take action on the resolutions on Friday, 
5 December. A summary of the First Committee resolutions was posted 
to this listserver a few weeks ago, and is available on the NGO Committee 
on Disarmament website at http://www.peacenet.org/disarm/
The NGO Committee on Disarmament can provide full text of some 
resolutions by fax or by mail upon request.  (The full document number 
for each resolution is A/C.1/52/L.1, L.2 etc. Upon adoption by the 
General Assembly, the resolutions will be assigned different numbers.) 

NUCLEAR DISARMAMENT
L.#s 7,15,28,29,32,37,41
     On nuclear disarmament, the First Committee essentially
repeated last year's outcome. Malaysia's resolution (L.37)
underlines the World Court's conclusion that there exists a legal
obligation to conclude nuclear disarmament negotiations, and calls
on all states "to immediately fulfill that obligation by commencing
multilateral negotiations in 1998 leading to an early conclusion of
a nuclear-weapons convention..." The resolution does emphasize
that a nuclear elimination programme should have "a specified
framework of time"; most Western states perceived little difference
between this resolution and the Non-Aligned states' call for nuclear
disarmament within a time-bound framework (L.29), and could
accept neither resolution. The vote on L.37 was 103-26, with 24
abstentions; on L.29, 97-39 with 17 abstentions. The only Northern
states to vote yes on L.37 were Ireland, Malta, San Marino,
Sweden and Ukraine. (A more intensive analysis of the voting on
the Malaysian resolution is available from the Lawyers Committee
on Nuclear Policy in New York; tel 1.212.674.7790; fax
212.674.6199; e-mail lcnp@aol.com) 
     Japan's resolution (L.28), calling for "systematic and
progressive efforts to reduce nuclear weapons globally" without
specifying what those efforts might be, received hostile draft
amendments from Pakistan, seeking to add a reference to a time-
bound framework. The amendments were eventually withdrawn
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and the resolution approved by a vote of 138-0, with abstentions by
Algeria, Cuba, North Korea, India, Iran, Israel, Myanmar, Nigeria
and Pakistan. Only one resolution was submitted on bilateral
negotiations, introduced by the United States and approved by 147-
0 with 8 abstentions. Australia submitted a draft decision (L.7) to
defer consideration of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty until
next year's General Assembly, which was accepted with no
negative votes and abstentions by Bhutan, India, Libya and
Tanzania. 

LAND MINES
L.#s 1,22,23
L.1, sponsored by over 100 countries expected to sign the land
mine ban convention agreed this September in Oslo, invites all
states to sign and ratify the convention. There were no negative
votes on the resolution, but the US, UK, Russia, India and Pakistan
were among the 19 abstainers. Australia's resolution, L.23, reflects
the viewpoint of the countries not on board the "Ottawa Process,"
calling on the Conference on Disarmament to intensify its efforts
on anti-personnel land mines and welcoming, "as interim
measures," the restrictions declared by States. Eritrea and South
Africa cast the only votes against this resolution; South Africa said
the language failed to reflect the change in the international
situation since the Oslo negotiations.

CONVENTIONAL ARMS
L.#s 8,18,27,43
L.27 on small arms, introduced by Japan, endorses the
recommendations of the Panel of Governmental Experts on Small
Arms (the words "bearing in mind the views of Member States on
the recommendations" were added by Pakistan), and requests the
Secretary-General to seek the views of Member States on the
possible convening of an international conference on the illicit
arms trade. There were no negative votes; Israel, Russia and Saudi
Arabia were among the 8 abstentions. The German resolution on
"the consolidation of peace through practical disarmament
measures" (L.18), which points to the work of the Disarmament
Commission and invites interested States to establish a group to
advance work, was adopted without a vote. 

REGIONAL ISSUES AND NUCLEAR FREE ZONES
L.#s 3,4,5,6,12,17,26,34,35,36,38,39,40,44
Two resolutions introduced by Egypt focus on nuclear matters in
the Middle East. L.4, on a Middle East nuclear weapon free zone
was approved without a vote; L.5, on nuclear proliferation in the
region, was approved over the opposition of Israel and the United
States, which objected that language that singles out Israel as the
only State in the region not to have signed the Non-Proliferation
Treaty. Resolutions supporting the Latin American and African
nuclear-weapon-free zone agreements, and seeking support for the
initiative to establish such a zone in Central Asia, were approved
without a vote. Brazil's resolution on "the nuclear-weapon-free
southern hemisphere and adjacent areas," calling for cooperation
among the States parties to the treaties of Tlatelolco (Latin
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America and the Caribbean), Rarotonga (South Pacific), Bangkok
(Southeast Asia) and Pelindaba (Africa), received a vote of 109-4
(France, Liberia, UK and US), with 36 abstentions. The Western
nuclear states voted against the draft because of suspicions that the
draft would impinge on the U.N. Convention on the Law of the
Sea.

WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION
L.#s 2,19,24,25,45
Egypt submitted a controversial draft (L.2) seeking to extend the
principle of arms transparency to "weapons of mass destruction
and transfers of high technology with military applications."
Western countries rejected this idea; the resolution was favored by
the slim majority of 81-45, with 16 abstentions. Resolutions
welcoming the entry into force of the Chemical Weapons
Convention (L.45) and calling on states to participate in an
information exchange called for by the previous Review
Conference of the Biological Weapons Convention (L.24) were
approved without a vote. Another resolution accepted without a
vote (L.25) concerns the dumping of radioactive wastes as a form
of warfare, and "Requests the Conference on Disarmament to take
into account, in the negotiations for a convention on the
prohibition of radiological weapons, radioactive wastes as part of
the scope of such a convention." The resolution on preventing an
arms race in outer space (L.19) calls on states to refrain from
actions contrary to that objective, and invites the Conference on
Disarmament to re-examine and update its mandate on the issue.
The resolution was approved by a vote of 101-0, with 40
abstentions.  

MISCELLANEOUS
L.#s 9,10,11,13,14,16,20,21,30,31,33,42
The resolution on the convening of the fourth G.A. special session
on disarmament (L.11) was approved without a vote after a slight
revision. The special session will be convened "subject to the
emergence of consensus on its objectives and agenda," and the
General Assembly will set an exact date "subject to the outcome of
the deliberations at the 1998 substantive session of the
Disarmament Commission." Pakistan submitted a controversial
draft on the role of the U.N. in disarmament (L.42), affirming that
the U.N. Secretariat should support the priorities agreed by
consensus at the first special session on disarmament. The
resolution was offered amidst a debate over the reforms proposed
by Secretary-General Kofi Annan. Some delegations found the
draft superfluous or inappropriate for the forum of the First
Committee; others felt it was consonant with the ongoing reform
process. The vote was 93-42, with 9 abstentions. An Indian draft
(L.14) seeking negotiations for "universally acceptable, non-
discriminatory guidelines for international transfers of dual-use
goods and technologies and high technology with military
applications" received a split vote of 88-42 with 17 abstentions. 

Full voting records are available online, in the daily press
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releases of the First Committee issued between 10 and 17
November. Find them at the official U.N. website at
http://www.un.org/news

**   **   **   **   **
NGO Committee on Disarmament
Roger K. Smith, Network Coordinator
777 U.N. Plaza #3B, New York NY 10017, USA
tel 1.212.687.5340
fax 1.212.687.1643
e-mail disarmtimes@igc.apc.org
http://www.peacenet.org/disarm/



1201.07.txt[5/3/2017 10:48:52 AM]

Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Tue, 02 Dec 1997 12:52:40 +1300
From: Kate Dewes <katie@chch.planet.org.nz>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: NZ Press Release on NATO & ICC
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-Sender: katie@mail.chch.planet.org.nz

Dear Abolitionists (especially in NATO States),

Here comes our Press Release to stimulate resistance in the NZ Government to NATO's outrageous ploy effectively to 
give its nuclear policy immunity from prosecution under the proposed Statute of the International Criminal Court. This 
should make news in light of recent reports that Serb war criminal Karadzic tried to acquire a nuclear weapon.  It also 
should help build support for the Malaysian re
solution in UNGA, to be voted on in the plenary session this Friday 5 December.  PLEASE ADAPT IT FOR USE IN 
NATO COUNTRIES!

We are deeply concerned that, if we don't raise a big fuss about this, then the NATO nuclear States will be able to ignore 
calls for a Nuclear Weapons Convention with impunity.  On the other hand, NATO should get some adverse publicity 
by drawing attention to its nuclear posture.  Maybe we are seeing the start of the final struggle for abolition?

Best wishes and good luck,

Rob Green, UK Chair World Court Project
Kate Dewes, Vice-President IPB

* * *

PRESS RELEASE: 2 December 1997

NZ PRESSURED IN NATO BID TO GIVE NUKES IMMUNITY IN NEW WAR CRIMES COURT 

On 8 December at a UN meeting to establish an International Criminal Court, NATO WILL ATTEMPT TO EXCLUDE 
USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS, but not chemical and biological weapons, from the new court's list of war crimes. 
New Zealand, with Switzerland and the Red Cross, has proposed alternative wording which covers all weapons of mass 
destruction without specifying them.  NATO IS PRESSING NEW ZEALAND TO DROP
 THIS TOO. 

In so doing, NATO is showing contempt for the 1996 Advisory Opinion by the International Court of Justice (ICJ), in 
which New Zealand argued that nuclear weapons are illegal.  IT IS ALSO DRAWING ATTENTION TO AN 
EXTRAORDINARY ANOMALY: chemical and biological weapons are banned by specific treaties, but nuclear 
weapons are not - yet nuclear weapons are in many respects far worse.

The ICJ concluded that the threat, let alone use, of nuclear weapons would generally breach international humanitarian 
law.  The ICJ President Judge Bedjaoui warned: "I cannot insist strongly enough that the inability of the Court to go 
further.... CANNOT IN ANY WAY BE INTERPRETED (his emphasis) as itself evidence of a half-open door for the 
recognition of the legal permissibility of using nuclear
 weapons."

In a powerful personal opinion, the current ICJ Vice-President, Judge Weeramantry, revealed that NATO itself defines a 
nuclear weapon as any weapon "designed to contain or utilise nuclear fuel or radioactive isotopes and which, by 
explosion or other uncontrolled nuclear transformation... IS CAPABLE OF MASS DESTRUCTION, MASS INJURY 
OR MASS POISONING". 



1201.07.txt[5/3/2017 10:48:52 AM]

He also commented: "The forces ranged against the view of illegality are truly colossal.  However, ... (IT) HAS BEEN 
BY A DETERMINED STAND AGAINST FORCES THAT SEEMED COLOSSAL OR IRRESISTIBLE THAT THE 
RULE OF LAW HAS BEEN WON."

Ex-British Navy Commander Robert Green, the Peace Foundation's International Representative, comments: "NATO 
must not get away with its outrageous pretence that use of nuclear weapons would not be a war crime.  A recent report 
from the US National Academy of Sciences stated: '...(N)UCLEAR WEAPONS ARE IN A CLASS BY 
THEMSELVES... Weight for weight, chemical weapons are far less effective than nuclea
r weapons in causing fatalities and lack their immense physical destructiveness...'  Only nuclear weapons can destroy 
civilisation."

Cdr Green adds: "In 1958, Dr Albert Schweitzer called for those struggling for the abolition of nuclear weapons to use 
the 'most elementary and obvious argument... No government can deny that these weapons violate international law... 
and international law cannot be swept aside!' Next week, NATO WILL TRY TO DO JUST THAT.  

"It is vital that New Zealand stands firm with the rest of the world against NATO. Recent US and UK opinion polls both 
showed 87% in favour of their governments negotiating an enforceable global treaty prohibiting nuclear weapons.  
THEIR GOVERNMENTS ARE ABOUT TO FLOUT INTERNATIONAL LAW AND THE WILL OF THE PEOPLE, 
AND ENCOURAGE ANY PROSPECTIVE USERS OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS, LIKE THE SERB WAR CRIMINAL 
KA
RADZIC, BY GRANTING THEM IMMUNITY FROM PROSECUTION IN THE NEW WAR CRIMES COURT. " 

ENDS
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Mon, 01 Dec 1997 23:18:38
From: Daniel Durand <ddur@FranceNet.fr>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Conference for peace in France
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-Sender: ddur@mail.francenet.fr

300 FRENCH PEACE ACTIVISTS MEET TO STOP LABORATORY TESTING AND ELIMINATE
NUCLEAR WEAPONS

On November 28-30, in Gennevilliers (near Paris), 300 peace activists from
most regions of France and a dozen of organizations met at the initiative
of the Mouvement de la Paix, to discuss a major challenge : "towards the
year 2000 : preparing for wars or imposing peace ?"

The Conference opened with an international forum, managed by Lysiane
Alezard, for "A Europe of peace, open to the world". Three panels discussed
the possibility to eliminate nuclear weapons from Europe ; the need to
build a European security without NATO ; which possible cooperations
between Europe and the South. International speakers included Martin
Butcher (NATO alert), Nigel Chamberlain (CND, UK), Sandy Kelson (Veterans
for peace, USA), Colin Archer (IPB), Arielle Denis (Mouvement de la paix,
World Peace Council) ; Andreas Pecha (Austrian peace council), Antonis
Antanasiotis (EEDYE, Greece), Alain Rouy (IPB), Daniel Durand (Mouvement de
la Paix) ; George Spriet (Vrede, Belgium), Nourredine Zenine (Algeria),
Gilbert Jacquemin (French veterans), Roland Nivet (peace committees of
Brittany).

The Conference reflected over three major issues : 
- Eliminating nuclear weapons quickly
- Coming out of the military order
- Choosing people and not weapons

All this was embodied by the concern to promote a culture of peace, and
illustrated in a round table involving a writer, a teachers for peace
activist, an union activist, and two prominent advisers to the UNESCO
General Director. A message was received from the UN Director in Paris.

Among the major decisions of action :

- to develop action and change French policy radically regarding security
and disarmament

- to campaign for the end of simulation programmes and the elimination of
nuclear weapons. France should host a conference for a convention on the
elimination of nuclear weapons in 2000.

- To promote a non military security in Europe and strengthen joint actionw
with peace movements in Europe (in particular in Eastern Europe) and the
United States.
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- To host a national seminar on the Culture of Peace in Paris in 1998, on
the occasion of the 50th anniversary of the Universal declaration of human
rights to add up the right of people to peace.

many thanks to the great number of you who sent messages of support !

Lysiane Alezard - Daniel Durand
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To: "Dwain Epps" <dce@wcc-coe.org>
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Reception at the PrepCom
Cc: atwood@pop.unicc.org
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Dwain:

During the past two weeks I have been conferring via e-mail with persons in the Abolition 2000 network about the 
schedule for events at the NPT PrepCom in April-May 1998.  An alternative proposal had come forth for another event 
on Monday evening, April 27, but we worked out an agreement that that the reception with religious leaders should be 
the principal NGO evcent on that day.  We want to invite both PrepCom delegates and NGO representatives (perhaps 
one per organization). A selected number of religious leaders (say, one for each major faith) will make fairly brief 
statements or welcoming remarks.  There will be light refreshments of the kind you suggested.  A person who knows the 
PrepCom suggests that the reception run from 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.  She also suggests that the reception be held at the UN 
building rather than the Ecumenical Center in order to make it easier for delegates and thereby attract more of them.  

This is pretty much along the lines that you and I discussed earlier except for holding the reception in the UN building.  
What do you think of this alternative?  Does it make sense?  If so, how does one make arrangements?  Is this something 
you can do in our behalf?  Or should I or an NGO based in Geneva make the arrangements?   I'm not sure of the 
numbers we are talking about, perhaps 200 to 300 people (I'll try to get a better estimate).  I'm confident that we can 
raise necessary funds to pay the costs.

The one other factor to consider is the possibility that the chair of the PrepCom session may want to hold a reception for 
delegates, perhaps on the first night or some other evening.  I have been advised that we should contact him, offer our 
proposal to host a reception for the delegates, inquire whether he has plans for a reception and if so, when, and state our 
desire to have our reception on Monday evening, April 27 if it doesn't conflict with his plans.  The chair-designate is 
Polish Ambassador Eugeniusz Wyzner, now based at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, but scheduled to become Polish 
ambassador to the United Nations in January.

I know that you don't have a lot of time to work on arrangements, but I believe that this inquiry to Ambassador Wyzner 
would be better coming from the World Council of Churches rather that some vague entity called the Religious 
Working Group for Nuclear Abolition or my own organization.  To help you along I have roughed out a draft of a letter, 
which you of course may change or rewrite as you choose.

I am working on a draft of a joint statement by religious leaders, which I will send you soon.

Dave Robinson of Pax Christi USA leaves on Wednesday, December 3 for a meeting in Europe of Pax Christi 
International.  He will confer with Cardinal Danneels about obtaining Catholic representation for the event.  Do you or 
your colleagues have persons to propose for Jewish, Islamic, and Buddhist participation, and perhaps other faiths?

With best regards,
Howard

Attachment: Draft letter to Ambassador Wyzner  from World Council of Churches official

His Excellency Eugeniusz Wyzner
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
[Address]
Warsaw, Poland

Dear Mr. Ambassador:
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We understand that you will serve as chair of the next session of the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty Preparatory 
Committee (NPT PrepCom), scheduled for April 27 to May 8, 1998 in Geneva.  Along with a variety of NGOs the 
religious community is interested in the outcome of this session and would therefore like to work cooperatively with 
you in planning and scheduling some events that will run parallel with the PrepCom meeting.

We are now conferring with representatives of major religious faiths about the possibility of holding a reception for 
PrepCom delegates to welcome them to Geneva and to share with them the concern of the world religious community 
that the time is ripe to move decisively toward nuclear disarmament.  We understand that the PrepCom chair sometimes 
holds a diplomatic reception for delegates some time during the session. Therefore, we want to pick a date that does not 
conflict with a reception that you may be planning.

We are considering the possibility of holding our reception from 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. [18:00 to 20:00], on Monday 
evening, April 27 the first day of the PrepCom session.  This would fit in with a two week schedule being developed by 
a coalition of NGOs to hold public forums and other events at  times when the PrepCom is not in session.   However, we 
do not want to conflict with a reception that you may be planning.

Therefore, we would greatly appreciate learning what you may have in mind so that we can move ahead to reserve space 
and invite world religious leaders to participate.  

[Complimentary close]

[Name of signer]
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To: dgracie@afsc.org, crramey@igc.org, dave@paxchristiusa.org
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Preparations for PrepCom
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear David, Clayton, Dave:

1. A couple of weeks ago I had a very helpful conversation with Rebecca Johnson when she was in Washington.  As 
you probably, she covers the UN General Assembly, Conference on Disaramament, and NPT PrepCom on matters 
dealing with nuclear disarmament and provides very useful reports.  She had some good advice for me on our dealings 
with the PrepCom.

2. That same day I received an e-mail message from Martin Kalinowski in Germany that some groups in Europe were 
planning a forum with distinguished persons on Monday evening, April 27 at the PrepCom, the same time we were 
planning our reception.  After several e-mail exchanges with him, Alice Slater, and others, they have agreed to have 
their event on Tuesday and leave the way clear for us on Monday.

3. However, Rebecca indicates that sometimes the chair holds a diplomatic reception for delegates and that we should 
find out if and when it will be.  I think this inquiry would be come from the World Council of Churches, so I have asked 
Dwain Epps if he could handle this.  My letter to Dwain is attached.

Even with these clearance problems, I believe we are on track for the PrepCom.

With best regards,
Howard

#######

To: "Dwain Epps" <dce@wcc-coe.org>
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Reception at the PrepCom
Cc: atwood@pop.unicc.org
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Dwain:

During the past two weeks I have been conferring via e-mail with persons in the Abolition 2000 network about the 
schedule for events at the NPT PrepCom in April-May 1998.  An alternative proposal had come forth for another event 
on Monday evening, April 27, but we worked out an agreement that that the reception with religious leaders should be 
the principal NGO evcent on that day.  We want to invite both PrepCom delegates and NGO representatives (perhaps 
one per organization). A selected number of religious leaders (say, one for each major faith) will make fairly brief 
statements or welcoming remarks.  There will be light refreshments of the kind you suggested.  A person who knows the 
PrepCom suggests that the reception run from 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.  She also suggests that the reception be held at the UN 
building rather than the Ecumenical Center in order to make it easier for delegates and thereby attract more of them.  

This is pretty much along the lines that you and I discussed earlier except for holding the reception in the UN building.  
What do you think of this alternative?  Does it make sense?  If so, how does one make arrangements?  Is this something 
you can do in our behalf?  Or should I or an NGO based in Geneva make the arrangements?   I'm not sure of the 
numbers we are talking about, perhaps 200 to 300 people (I'll try to get a better estimate).  I'm confident that we can 
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raise necessary funds to pay the costs.

The one other factor to consider is the possibility that the chair of the PrepCom session may want to hold a reception for 
delegates, perhaps on the first night or some other evening.  I have been advised that we should contact him, offer our 
proposal to host a reception for the delegates, inquire whether he has plans for a reception and if so, when, and state our 
desire to have our reception on Monday evening, April 27 if it doesn't conflict with his plans.  The chair-designate is 
Polish Ambassador Eugeniusz Wyzner, now based at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, but scheduled to become Polish 
ambassador to the United Nations in January.

I know that you don't have a lot of time to work on arrangements, but I believe that this inquiry to Ambassador Wyzner 
would be better coming from the World Council of Churches rather that some vague entity called the Religious 
Working Group for Nuclear Abolition or my own organization.  To help you along I have roughed out a draft of a letter, 
which you of course may change or rewrite as you choose.

I am working on a draft of a joint statement by religious leaders, which I will send you soon.

Dave Robinson of Pax Christi USA leaves on Wednesday, December 3 for a meeting in Europe of Pax Christi 
International.  He will confer with Cardinal Danneels about obtaining Catholic representation for the event.  Do you or 
your colleagues have persons to propose for Jewish, Islamic, and Buddhist participation, and perhaps other faiths?

With best regards,
Howard

Attachment: Draft letter to Ambassador Wyzner  from World Council of Churches official

His Excellency Eugeniusz Wyzner
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
[Address]
Warsaw, Poland

Dear Mr. Ambassador:

We understand that you will serve as chair of the next session of the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty Preparatory 
Committee (NPT PrepCom), scheduled for April 27 to May 8, 1998 in Geneva.  Along with a variety of NGOs the 
religious community is interested in the outcome of this session and would therefore like to work cooperatively with 
you in planning and scheduling some events that will run parallel with the PrepCom meeting.

We are now conferring with representatives of major religious faiths about the possibility of holding a reception for 
PrepCom delegates to welcome them to Geneva and to share with them the concern of the world religious community 
that the time is ripe to move decisively toward nuclear disarmament.  We understand that the PrepCom chair sometimes 
holds a diplomatic reception for delegates some time during the session. Therefore, we want to pick a date that does not 
conflict with a reception that you may be planning.

We are considering the possibility of holding our reception from 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. [18:00 to 20:00], on Monday 
evening, April 27 the first day of the PrepCom session.  This would fit in with a two week schedule being developed by 
a coalition of NGOs to hold public forums and other events at  times when the PrepCom is not in session.   However, we 
do not want to conflict with a reception that you may be planning.

Therefore, we would greatly appreciate learning what you may have in mind so that we can move ahead to reserve space 
and invite world religious leaders to participate.  

[Complimentary close]

[Name of signer]
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To: nukes
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: CTBT Grassroots Meeting, December 3
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

To: Participants in Grassroots Campaign for CTBT Ratification

From: Howard W. Hallman, Methodists United for Peace with Justice

This is to remind you of the meeting on Wednesday, December 3 from 12:30 to 2:00 p.m. in Conference Room 3, 
Methodist Building, 100 Maryland Avenue, NE. 

A proposed agenda is as follows:

1. Introductions
2. Grassroots activities
 a. Field status reports
 b. Home state visits
 c. Regional workshops
3. Senate outlook
 Lori Schultz-Heim, Office of Senator Jeffords
 Ed Levine, Minority Staff, Senate Foreign Relations Committee
4. Activities in 1998
 a. Grassroots: January-February
 b. Washington visits
 c. Alerts
 d. Other
5. Future meetings
6. Announcements

If you have any comments or questions, please call me at 301 896-0013.
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To: relctbt
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: CTBT Grassroots Meeting, December 3
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

To: Participants in Grassroots Campaign for CTBT Ratification

From: Howard W. Hallman, Methodists United for Peace with Justice

This is to remind you of the meeting on Wednesday, December 3 from 12:30 to 2:00 p.m. in Conference Room 3, 
Methodist Building, 100 Maryland Avenue, NE. 

A proposed agenda is as follows:

1. Introductions
2. Grassroots activities
 a. Field status reports
 b. Home state visits
 c. Regional workshops
3. Senate outlook
 Lori Schultz-Heim, Office of Senator Jeffords
 Ed Levine, Minority Staff, Senate Foreign Relations Committee
4. Activities in 1998
 a. Grassroots: January-February
 b. Washington visits
 c. Alerts
 d. Other
5. Future meetings
6. Announcements

If you have any comments or questions, please call me at 301 896-0013.
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Return-Path: <owner-ctbt-organize@igc.org>
Date: Tue, 02 Dec 1997 13:46:08 -0500
From: Kathy Crandall <disarmament@igc.apc.org>
Organization: Disarmament Clearinghouse
Sender: owner-ctbt-organize@igc.org
Subject: Who's Here?
To: ctbt-organize@igc.org

To: CTBT Organizers 
From: disarmament
Date: December 2,1997
Subject: Who's Here

Dear CTBT Organizers:

Here is a current list of participants in the ctbt-organize 
e-mail list as of December 2, 1997. 

I apologize in advance if I have your name/ organization wrong, and ask
you to please send corrections to <disarmament@igc.org>

We would welcome more folks - If you know of others that should join
this list please ask them to send a message to <disarmament@igc.org>

Below the list of participants, are a few suggested "ground rules." I
know that most of you are very familiar with e-mail lists, so these
should be just common sense reminders. If you have any questions or
concerns about how this list works - and how you can participate, please
contact Kathy Crandall at the Disarmament
Clearinghouse,<disarmament@igc.org> or via phone: (202) 898 0150 ext.
232.

To send a message to all of us on the list address your message to:
<ctbt-organize@igc.org>

(If you can't get your message through please contact Kathy Crandall at
the Disarmament Clearinghouse,<disarmament@igc.org> or via phone (202)
898 0150 ext. 232 )

I'm looking forward to hearing more from all of you on your Nuclear Test
Ban Treaty NOW progress.
***************************************************************
Members of list 'ctbt-organize':
 
(<* State Code> indicates states where that DC Organizer is responsible
for recruiting and assisting state contacts)

In Washington DC
<disarmament@igc.org>  Kathy Crandall,  
   Disarmament Clearinghouse (*IA, WA, WY)

<jdi@clw.org>   John Isaacs, Council for Livable World
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<cdavis@clw.org>  Chris Davis, Council for a Livable World(*AZ)

<kathy@fcnl.org>  Kathy Guthrie, 
   Friends Committee on National Legislation (*KS)
<bridget@fcnl.org>  Bridget Moix, FCNL

<paprog@igc.org>  Fran Teplitz, Peace Action 
   (* IN, KY, Upstate NY, OH, OR, Eastern PA, TN)
<panukes@igc.org>  Nuclear Abolition Organizer, Peace Action

<btiller@psr.org>  Bob Tiller, 
    Physicians for Social Responsibility (PSR)
<ledwidge@psr.org>  Lisa Lediwidge, PSR (*AK, CO, NM, West PA)

<dculp@nrdc.org>  David Culp, Plutonium Challenge (*DE, UT)

<vision@igc.apc.org>  Laura Kriv, 20/20 Vision (*MI)

<davidhart@igc.apc.org> Antonia Balazs Veterans for Peace (*MO)

<wandwill@clark.net>  Kimberly Robson, 
  Women's Action for New Directions (WAND)(* Upstate NY)

<dkimball@clw.org>  Daryl Kimball, 
   Coalition to Reduce Nuclear Dangers (CRND)
<jsmith@clw.org> Jenny Smith, CRND

<tcollina@ucsusa.org>  Tom Zamora Collina, 
   Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS)
   & CRND -CTBT Working Group Chair
<dcintern@ucsusa.org>  Intern - UCS

<stevenraikin@delphi.com> Steve Raikin, 
   National Security News Service

<mknolls@igc.org>  Marie Dennis, Maryknoll Justice & Peace

<washofc@aol.com> Church of Brethren, Washington
 
DC<mupj@igc.org>  Howard Hallman  
   Methodists United for Peace with Justice

<74637.277@compuserve.com> Danya Greenfield
   Union of American Hebrew Congregations

<meldredge@igc.org>  Maureen Eldredge 
   Military Production Network (MPN)
<bmorse@igc.org>  Brad Morse, MPN

*********************************************************
<wand@world.std.com>  Susan Shaer, WAND
   Executive Director based in Arlington, MA
<wand@mindspring.com>  Bobbie Wrenn Banks, WAND
   Natl. Field Director based in Atlanta,GA
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<susangordon@igc.org>  Susan Gordon, MPN
   Executive Director based in Seattle,WA
<bobschaeffer@igc.org>  Bob Schaeffer, MPN
    Media Consultant based in Boston, MA area

*****************************************************************
(<*> indicates state contact in key states)

In California:
<BERNSFISH@aol.com> Bernice Fischer CTBT Coalition, Los Altos CA
<jgrula@igc.apc.org> John Grula, Peace Action, Pasadena, CA
<marylia@igc.org> Marylia Kelley, TriValley CARE, Livermore, CA
<alichterman@pop.igc.org> Andrew Lichterman, 
     Western States Legal Foundation
*****************************************************************
In Colorado:
<scole01@ibm.net> *Sam Cole, Colorado PSR
<bkinsey@peacemission.org> Bob Kinsey, 
  Colorado Coalition for the Prevention of Nuclear War
<bplumley@ig.org> Byron Plumley, 
    American Friends Service Committee
<berylls@aol.com> Beryl Schwartz
<tmarshall@igc.org> Tom Marshall, 
     Rocky Mountain Peace & Justice Center
*****************************************************************
In Connecticut:
<jtlowe@aol.com> Colby Lowe, Peace Action
*****************************************************************
In Hawaii:
<peoples@lava.net> Rick Rothschiller, Hawaii SANE/FREEZE
*****************************************************************
In Kansas/ Missouri:
<kcpeaceworks@igc.org> Kansas City PeaceWorks
*****************************************************************
In Nevada:
<jquinn@igc.org> James Quinn, Citizens Alert
<shundahai@radix.net> Shundahai Network
****************************************************************
In New Hampshire:
<nhpeaceact@igc.org>*Sean Donahue, New Hampshire Peace Action
*****************************************************************
In New York:
<aslater@igc.org> Alice Slater, GRACE
*****************************************************************
In Oregon:
<opw@teleport.com> *Michael Carrigan, Oregon PeaceWorks 
<JohnsonOR@aol.com> Chuck Johnson
*****************************************************************
In Utah: 
<dsawyer@aros.net> *Deb Sawyer, Utahns United
<whale444@aol.com> Dave Randle
*****************************************************************
In Washington:
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<brodierose@aol.com> *Rosemary Brodie, 
  Seattle Women Act for  Peace
*****************************************************************
HELP PLEASE ...

There are a few names and e-mail addresses that I cannot match. Please
help me by sending a message to <disarmament@igc.org>. Let me know your
name, organization/ affiliation and location.

invivo@igc.org

ncamp@wesleyan.edu

lialliance@hoflink.com

Mark Stansberry
 <walk@igc.org>
*****************************************************************
COMMON SENSE GROUND RULES & ETIQUETTE

1) Please post information that is related to the Test Ban Treaty. Other
e-mail forums are better for other nuclear disarmament-related issues
(such as the abolition-caucus.) (If you need help finding these other
e-mail lists/groups, please contact Kathy at the Disarmament
Clearinghouse.)

2) Please identify yourself when you post a message. 

3) Consider when it is appropriate to respond or send a message to an
individual on the list -rather than the entire list. If you cannot find
an individual contact/ e-mail address, please contact Kathy at the 
Disarmament Clearinghouse <disarmament@igc.org>

4) Before you forward a message to another list, or use a message at a
public meeting, or otherwise widely distribute a message from this list,
please contact the person who sent the message. (Again if you need help
finding the right person, contact Kathy at the  Disarmament
Clearinghouse <disarmament@igc.org> )

5) Do not put highly sensitive information, especially about your
Senator's position on the CTBT, on e-mail. This information should be
communicated to key DC contacts by phone. (These DC folks should know
about information from your Senators: John Isaacs at Council for a
Livable World, (202) 543 4100, David Culp at Plutonium Challenge, (202)
289 2388.)

DO SEND MESSAGES - send messages letting everyone know how many
postcards you have sent out, or how many state-wide endorsements you
have, etc. Send editorials and press coverage- including local
newsletter articles. Send information about Senate schedules and hearing
testimony, Senator floor statements on CTBT etc.

The purpose of this e-mail list is to share information, to generate new
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ideas and together to build successful strategies to win a Nuclear Test
Ban Treaty NOW! 

Your participation is the key ingredient.
*****************************************************************
If you have any questions, or need assistance please contact:

Kathy Crandall
Disarmament Clearinghouse Coordinator
&CTBT-Organize List Administrator
1101 14th Street NW #700
Washington DC 20005
TEL: 202 898 0150 ext. 232
FAX: 202 898 0172
<disarmament@igc.org>
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To: tom.hart@ecunet.org, mark.brown@ecunet.org, mknolldc@igc.org, ncc_washington@ecunet.org
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Meeting December 8 on Nuclear Disarmanent & International Organizations
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

You are invited to a forum on 
NUCLEAR DISARMAMENT AND INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

3:00 to 5:00 p.m., Monday, December 8, 1997
Methodist Building, Conference Room 3
100 Maryland Avenue, NE, Washington, D.C.

Presenters:
Alice Slater, President, Global Resource Action Center for the Environment (GRACE)
Roger Smith, Network Coordinators,  NGO Committee on Disarmament
Alyn Ware, Executive Director,  Lawyers' Committee on Nuclear Policy

Moderators:
Fran Teplitz, Program Director, Peace Action
Robert Tiller, Director of Security Programs,  Physicians for Social Responsibilities

The Forum will explore ways in which nuclear disarmament is considered by international organizations.  Focus will be 
upon the United General Assembly (including the Malaysian resolution on nuclear disarmament), the Conference on 
Disarmament, and the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty Preparatory Committee (NPTPrepCom). The presenters are 
from New York and regularly deal with these international bodies.  

Discussion will consider the policy positions of the United States in these organizations and how citizen organizations 
can influence U.S. policies.  Consideration will also be given to a proposal for a nuclear weapons convention to 
dismantle the global nuclear arsenal.

For further information, contact: Howard W. Hallman, Chair, Methodists United for Peace with Justice, Phone/fax: 301 
896-0013; e-mail: mupj@igc.org
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To: "Dwain Epps" <dce@wcc-coe.org>
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Proposed Letter to Ambassador Wyzner
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Dwain:

Dave Robinson of Pax Christi USA offered me a useful comment on the draft letter to Ambassador Wyzner.  He 
suggests that the letter be more positive in inviting the Ambassador to the reception and perhaps participate in some 
way.  I haven't tried to redraft the letter in such a manner, but rather share the comment with you.

I should make clear that if you are too busy to undertake this letter or consider it inappropriate for WCC to handle it, I 
can take care of it.  But I do believe the coming from the WCC would be to our advantage.

Shalom,

Howard
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To: Kathy Guthrie <kathy@fcnl.org>
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Re: addresses 
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

At 05:21 PM 12/3/97 -0500, you wrote:
>Howard,
>Could you please sent me an address for Bill Yolton?  He asked for the flyer
>and he's not on any of my lists.  Thanks.  Kathy
>Kathy Guthrie
>
###

Kathy: the information is as follows:

L. William Yolton
Presbyterian Peace Fellowship
3825 Gibbs Street
Alexandria, VA 22309-2252
Tel: 703 360-3657
E-mail: lwyolton@prodigy.com

Howard
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Return-Path: <dce@wcc-coe.org>
Date: Thu, 04 Dec 1997 17:30:38 +0100
From: Dwain EPPS <dce@wcc-coe.org>
To: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Proposed Letter to Ambassador Wyzner -Reply

I have not forgotten you, fear not.  I will try to reply to your last two
messages early next week.  Life is just a bit harried now!

Best regards,

Dwain
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Thu, 04 Dec 1997 13:41:57 -0800
From: Nuclear Age Peace Foundation <wagingpeace@napf.org>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Valentine's Day
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-Sender: napf@silcom.com

Felicity Hill and I discussed what kind of public activities could lead up to the NPT Conference.  She mentioned that 
WILPF is planning to send Valentine cards calling for a non-nuclear future.  We wondered if Abolition 2000 couldn't 
seize on this idea to turn Valentine's Day into "Nuclear Weapons Abolition Day" (for those who love the planet).  The 
Valentine could be directed to the leaders of th e nuclear weapons states.  We could perhaps also organize teach-ins in 
our communities and universities on the goals of Abolition 2000.  What do you think?

      David Krieger
                    NUCLEAR AGE PEACE FOUNDATION
        **********************************************************
                        A founding member of
                  and global contact point for the
                Abolition 2000 Global Network for the 
                   Elimination of Nuclear Weapons
        **********************************************************
                 1187 Coast Village Road, Suite 123
                    Santa Barbara, CA 93108-2794
              Phone (805) 965-3443 * Fax (805) 568-0466
                   E- mailto:wagingpeace@napf.org
                     http://www.wagingpeace.org

$*$*$*$*$ 1 LINE  REFORMATTED BY POPPER AT igc.apc.org $*$*$*$*$
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Return-Path: <owner-sunflower-napf@igc.org>
Date: Thu, 04 Dec 1997 16:32:51 -0800
From: Nuclear Age Peace Foundation <wagingpeace@napf.org>
Sender: owner-sunflower-napf@igc.org
To: sunflower-napf@igc.org
X-Sender: napf@silcom.com

                           THE SUNFLOWER
               a free electronic monthly newsletter                         
                      No. 7, December 1997             
                NUCLEAR AGE PEACE FOUNDATION
------------------------------~-oOo-~-------------------------------------
      The Sunflower is an educational newsletter providing
      information on nuclear weapons abolition and other issues
              relating to peace in the Nuclear Age. 

------------------------------~-oOo-~-------------------------------------
                           IN THIS ISSUE    
------------------------------~-oOo-~-------------------------------------
                # NEWS
                   - NATIONS BAN LANDMINES
                   - GROWING ABOLITION 2000 MEMBERSHIP
                   - MORE THAN 150 COUNTRIES NEGOTIATE CLIMATE TREATY
                   - RUSSIA MODERNIZES ITS STRATEGIC FORCES
                # NEWS BRIEFS
                # ACTIONS YOU CAN TAKE
                # DECEMBER DATES TO REMEMBER
                # FOUNDATION NEWS

------------------------------~-oOo-~-------------------------------------
"The [landmine] treaty says the weapon is inhumane and illegal, period.
....Not that it is illegal and inhumane for everyone in the world but 
the U.S."                      -- Jody Williams, Nobel Peace Laureate

"For the U.S. government to insist that the greatest military power in the 
world must use this coward’s weapons, even while over 100 other countries 
have abandoned it, is an insult to the American people."  
        -- Susannah Sirkin, deputy director of Physicians for Human Rights

"I admire and love my country very much....but I am extraordinarily 
disappointed that the U.S. is not here signing today.  By not signing, we 
give others an excuse not to sign.  We become part of the problem."  
                     -- Senator Patrick J. Leahy (D-Vt.)
------------------------------~-oOo-~-------------------------------------
                               NEWS
------------------------------~-oOo-~-------------------------------------
                        NATIONS BAN LANDMINES
The Landmine Treaty is being signed in Ottawa by over 100 countries.  The 
treaty outlaws the stockpiling, manufacture, sale and use of anti-
personnel landmines.  There would not be a landmine treaty without the 
considerable efforts of citizen action groups around the globe.  Lloyd 
Axworthy, the Canadian Foreign Minister, called the signing of the treaty 
"a defining moment," and acknowledged that "international public opinion 
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has determined that there must be limits to human behavior even on the 
battlefield."  Unfortunately, the U.S., Russia, and China have not yet 
been willing to commit to these limits by signing the treaty.
For their efforts to achieve this ban on landmines, Jody Williams and the 
International Campaign to Ban Landmines will be receiving the Nobel Peace 
Prize in Oslo, Norway on December 10th.
 If landmines can be banned, why not all weapons of mass destruction, 
including nuclear weapons?  Biological and chemical weapons have already 
been banned.  The next great goal is to outlaw nuclear weapons, which 
constitute the greatest threat to the future of humanity.
----> Landmine Ban Treaty text: 
----> http://www.wagingpeace.org/landmine_treaty_text_oslo.html

---|x| "Here we have 125 governments recognizing that the tide of history 
---|x| has changed....It's a new definition of superpower. It is not one, 
---|x| it is everybody. We are the superpower." 
---|x|                           -- Jody Williams, Nobel Prize Laureate 

                   GROWING ABOLITION 2000 MEMBERSHIP
Abolition 2000: A Global Network to Eliminate Nuclear Weapons is a dynamic 
international citizen movement that calls for conclusion by the year 2000 
of a treaty to eliminate nuclear weapons within a timebound framework.  As 
of December 2, 1997 there were 867 organizations that have signed the 
Abolition 2000 Statement.  The Abolition 2000 Network is well on its way 
to the 1,000 mark which it set as a goal for the Non-Proliferation Treaty 
Preparatory Conference (NPT PrepCom) next April.  For the most recent 
listing see http://www.wagingpeace.org/organizs.html .  We also now have 
146 municipalities that have passed a resolution supporting the abolition 
of nuclear weapons.  See http://www.wagingpeace.org/municlist.html .  For 
more information on Abolition 2000 see: http://www.wagingpeace.org/abolition2000.html

   NOTE   ->| Recent prominent individuals signing the Abolition 2000 
   NOTE   ->| International Petition include several Nobel Laureates: 
   NOTE   ->| His Holiness the XIVth Dalai Lama, Elie Wiesel, Roald 
   NOTE   ->| Hoffman, Edmond Fischer, and Frederick Sanger. 
   NOTE   ->| For a copy of the petition:
                    GO TO:  http://www.wagingpeace.org/ablstate.html

           MORE THAN 150 COUNTRIES NEGOTIATE CLIMATE TREATY
Over 5,000 delegates representing more than 150 countries are meeting in 
Kyoto, Japan from December 1 to 10 to reach an agreement on the reduction 
of greenhouse gases.  Human activities are altering Earth’s climate in 
ways most scientists believe could lead to more storm activity and 
flooding, as well as to a gradual increase of the ocean level, endangering 
fresh water supplies and threatening low lying countries and island 
nations.  The Kyoto conference represents a rare attempt by humanity to 
act collectively with foresight on risks which are unevenly shared.  
For more information visit the following web-sites:
http://www.epa.gov/globalwarming/index.text.html
http://www.law.pace.edu/env/energy/globalwarming.html
http://www.columbia.edu/cu/21stC/issue-1.1/global.htm
http://www.westernfuels.org/home.htm
http://www.unfccc.de
http://phoebus.stanford.edu/sun-on-earth/glob-warm.html
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http://www.wagingpeace.org/global_warming_97.html

   FACT    ->| For years Kazakhstan served as the main testing ground for 
   FACT    ->| Soviet nuclear weapons.  "One of every three children in 
   FACT    ->| the eastern region of Semey [in Kazakhstan] has mental or 
   FACT    ->| physical defects.  Anemia is rampant, cancer deaths in the 
   FACT    ->| area increased seven-fold in the 1980s, and half the 
   FACT    ->| population suffers from immune system deficiencies." 
   FACT    ->| (WP 971105)

                  RUSSIA MODERNIZES ITS STRATEGIC FORCES
This month, Russia will begin deploying a new ballistic missile--that is 
considered to be both cheaper and more accurate than its predecessor.  
According to Defense Minister Igor Sergeyev, the first Topol-M missiles 
will be deployed at the Tatishchevo strategic missile base, near the Volga 
River city of Saratov.  The advanced version of the Topol Intercontinental 
Ballistic Missile (ICBM) carries a single nuclear warhead and can be 
deployed in silos or on mobile launchers. (AP 971114)
----------------------\-------~-oOo-~-------------------------------------
                     /#/    NEWS BRIEF
----------------------\-------~-oOo-~-------------------------------------
*BRITAIN: The UK government banned all fishing within 2 km of the Dounreay 
nuclear plant on the north coast of Scotland after nuclear fuel was found 
on the seabed. (NewSc 971108)

*FRANCE: Government figures for civil Plutonium stocks, valid as of 31 
December 1996, give a total of 65.4 tonnes of non-irradiated civil 
material and 152.5 tonnes contained in spent nuclear fuel. 
(NucNet 384 970910)

* IRAN: Israeli officials estimate Iran will complete development of the 
Shahab 3--a ballistic missile capable of reaching Israeli cities more than 
1200 km (750 miles) away -- within one to two years. (Reuters 971119)

* US: The U.S. Congress passed a $268.2 billion defense authorization bill 
that represents an increase of $2.6 billion over Clinton's request for the 
fiscal year that began October 1 and an increase of more than $4 billion 
compared with last year's defense spending. (SFC 971115)

* US: Last month, the US purchased 21 advanced MiG fighter jets (capable 
of delivering nuclear weapons) from the former Soviet Republic of Moldova.  
Pentagon officials claim they wanted to deny sale of the aircraft to Iran 
and keep pieces of the old Soviet nuclear arsenal off the open market. 
(NYT, WP 971105)

------------------------------~-oOo-~-------------------------------------
                          WHAT CAN I DO?
------------------------------~-oOo-~-------------------------------------

1)==> A U.S.-Chinese agreement last month cleared the way for U.S. 
manufacturers (Westinghouse, G.E., etc) to sell nuclear reactors to China, 
where no reactor has been sold since 1978.  It appears that U.S. policy on 
this matter is driven by commercial interests and adds to the global 
problem of nuclear proliferation.  Protest this policy decision!  
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      ==> CONTACT THE PRESIDENT:     mailto:president@whitehouse.gov

2)==> President Bill Clinton has sent the Comprehensive Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) to the U.S. Senate.  Key Senators are 
threatening its ratification. 
      ==> E-MAIL YOUR SENATORS:        http://www.senate.gov/senator/
           Let them know what you think.
 
3)==> SIGN THE ABOLITION 2000 INTERNATIONAL PETITION
            http://www.wagingpeace.org/intlpetition.html

4)==> CHECK OUT OUR WEB-PAGE:       http://www.wagingpeace.org/

5)==> FORWARD THIS NEWSLETTER TO A FRIEND

------------------------------~-oOo-~-------------------------------------
                     DECEMBER DATES TO REMEMBER   
------------------------------~-oOo-~-------------------------------------

2 December, 1942: The world’s first artificial chain reaction produced at 
    the University of Chicago by a scientific team headed by Enrico Fermi.  
    Leo Szilard and Enrico Fermi originate the method of arranging graphite 
    and uranium which makes possible the first self-sustaining nuclear 
    reaction.
4 December, 1986: "Establishment of a Nuclear-Weapons-Free Zone in the 
    Middle East" resolution adopted by the UN General Assembly.
9 December, 1950: Genereal MacArthur requests discretionary authority to 
    use atomic weapons during Korean War.
10 December 1997: Human Rights Day: 49th anniversary of the Universal 
    Declaration of Human Rights see: 
                   http://www.wagingpeace.org/univdec.html
10 December 1997: The Nobel Peace Prize will be awarded to Jody Williams 
    and the International Campaign to Ban Landmines (ICBL).
12 December, 1959: UN Committee on Peaceful Uses of Outer Space 
    established.
16 December, 1966: International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural 
    Rights adopted by UN General Assembly.
21 December, 1965: Convention of the Elimination of All forms of Racial 
    Discrimination is adopted by UN General Assembly.
28 December, 1982: Nuclear Age Peace Foundation founded.

------------------------------~-oOo-~-------------------------------------
                          FOUNDATION NEWS
------------------------------~-oOo-~-------------------------------------

* NEW ISSUE OF WAGING PEACE WORLDWIDE 
The Foundation’s newest issue of the WAGING PEACE WORLDWIDE journal will 
be out soon. The journal features an interview with JOSEPH ROTBLAT and 
articles by THE LORD YEHUDI MENUHIN, FRANK KELLY, TRISHA PRITIKIN, and 
JACKIE CABASSO.  The Journal also announced the winners of the 1997 
Swackhamer Peace Essay Prize and the winners of the 1997 Lena Chang 
Scholarship Awards.  
Members receive the journal on a regular basis.  Some articles, however, 
will be put up on our web-site very soon.  
          ==> Keep checking our web-site http://www.wagingpeace.org
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Award information can be found at http://www.wagingpeace.org/programs.html

* NEW RESOURCES 

The following new AUDIO TAPES can be ordered from the Foundation for 
$8.00 each plus $3.00 for shipping and handling:
- "The Social Responsibility of Scientists," by Joseph Rotblat
- "A World Without War," by Joseph Rotblat
- "Musicians Don’t Make War," by Yehudi Menuhin

FREE OF CHARGE
- "President Clinton and Disarmament: Missing an Appointment with 
   History?" by David Krieger 
    ==> also at: http://www.wagingpeace.org/clinton_disarmament.html
- "NATO: The Mirage of Expansion," by Yehudi Menuhin
    ==> also at: http://www.wagingpeace.org/nato_expansion_ym.html
- "The Worst Geopolitical Idea Since the Treat of Versailles," an 
   interview with Janet Bloomfield
    ==> also at: http://www.wagingpeace.org/nato_expansion_jb.html
- "From Controlled Menace to Uncontrolled Menace," by Gene R. Kelley
    ==> also at: http://www.wagingpeace.org/nuclear_disarmament_grk.html
- Information packet on Abolition 2000

------------------------------~-oOo-~-------------------------------------
                             FEEDBACK
------------------------------~-oOo-~-------------------------------------

             PLEASE SEND US YOUR QUESTIONS OR COMMENTS
                     mailto:wagingpeace@napf.org

------------------------------~-oOo-~-------------------------------------
                              EDITORS
------------------------------~-oOo-~-------------------------------------

     David Krieger, J.D., Ph.D.  -  Christoph Hanterman, Ph.D.

------------------------------~-END-~-------------------------------------

To subscribe to "The Sunflower," please send a message 
To:majordomo@igc.org
Subject: <leave empty>
subscribe sunflower-napf <your email address here>

To unsubscribe to "The Sunflower," just send a message 
To:majordomo@igc.org
Subject: <leave empty>
unsubscribe sunflower-napf <your email address here>

                    NUCLEAR AGE PEACE FOUNDATION
        **********************************************************
                        A founding member of
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                  and global contact point for the
                Abolition 2000 Global Network for the 
                   Elimination of Nuclear Weapons
        **********************************************************
                 1187 Coast Village Road, Suite 123
                    Santa Barbara, CA 93108-2794
              Phone (805) 965-3443 * Fax (805) 568-0466
                   E- mailto:wagingpeace@napf.org
                     http://www.wagingpeace.org
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Cc: peace-caucus@igc.apc.org
Date: Fri, 5 Dec 1997 08:24:22 EST
From: LCNP <LCNP@aol.com>
Organization: AOL (http://www.aol.com)
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: ICC and nuclear weapons
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org

December 5, 1997

Dear Friends,
Negotiations are currently underway for the establishment of an international
criminal court which would hold individuals responsible for serious crimes
under international law. The Preparatory Committee for the International
Criminal Court (ICC Prep Com) will be discussing the issue of war crimes on
December 8 and 9. NATO States are lobbying to include the use of chemical and
iological weapons as crimes but not the use of nuclear weapons.

Non-governmental organizations attending the ICC Prep Com have established a
Weapons Systems Caucus. Attached is a paper they will distribute to the Prep
Comm in an effort to influence the debate.

If your organization is able to sign on to this proposal, please let us know
as soon as possible.

An action alert with more details on the issue was posted earlier. Please
contact us if you did not receive it and would like it posted to you.

Yours sincerely,
Alyn Ware
Lawyers' Committee on Nuclear Policy
Phone (1) 212 674 7790. Fax (1) 212 674 6199. Email <lcnp@aol.com>

------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------------------------- 

Proposal of the weapons systems caucus

 [Draft non-paper]

Suggested text: Article 20 (b) (4) (k)

[USING OR THREATENING TO USE][Employing OR DEPLOYING] weapons, projectiles and
material and methods of warfare of such a nature as to cause superfluous
injury or unnecessary suffering or being inherently indiscriminate, including,
BUT NOT LIMITED TO:
(i) poison or poisoned weapons;
(ii) asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and all analogous liquids,
materials or devices;
(iii) bullets which expand or flatten easily in the human body, such as
bullets with a hard envelope which does not entirely cover the core or is
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pierced with incisions;
(iv) bacteriological (biological) agents or toxins for hostile purposes or in
armed conflicts;
(v) chemical weapons as defined in and prohibited by the 1993 Convention on
the Prohibition of the Development, Production, Stockpiling and Use of
Chemical Weapons and On Their Destruction;
(vi) nuclear weapons;
(VII) ANTI-PERSONNEL LANDMINES.

Commentary

Including a general formulation:

It is a well established principle of international humanitarian law that
means and methods of warfare that cause unnecessary suffering are clearly
prohibited. This is explicit in the 1907 Hague Regulation on Land Warfare
which established in its Article 23 (e) a categorical prohibition on the
employment of "arms, projectiles or material calculated to cause unnecessary
suffering."  This prohibition is also affirmed in Protocol I additional to the
1949 Geneva Conventions. According to Article 35 (2) it is clearly prohibited
"to employ weapons, projectiles and material and methods of warfare of a
nature to cause superfluous  or unnecessary suffering." The Criminal Tribunal
for the Former Yugoslavia provides for jurisdiction over the employment of
poisonous or other weapons which cause unnecessary suffering. The Convention
on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons
Which May Be Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate
Effects (1981) confirms in its preamble "the principle that prohibits the
employment in armed conflicts of weapons, projectiles and material and methods
of warfare of a nature to cause superfluous injury or unnecessary suffering."

In reviewing the applicable sources of international law, including the above,
the International Court of Justice conclusively confirmed that "it is
prohibited to cause unnecessary suffering to combatants; it is accordingly
prohibited to use weapons causing them such harm or uselessly aggravating
their suffering." 

To not include the prohibition of means and methods of warfare that cause
unnecessary suffering and superfluous injury in the jurisdiction of the
International Criminal Court would be a failure to accord with international
humanitarian law.

Another axiomatic principle of humanitarian law requires that attacks may
target only  legitimate military objectives. Civilians have to be protected as
far as possible from injurious effects of conflict. For this reason, customary
international law prohibits the employment of means and methods of combat
which fail to distinguish between legitimate and illegitimate  targets. 

The ICC Statute should therefore include as a crime the use of weapons systems
which violate these principles. This can best be accomplished by including a
general formulation concerning weapons the [employment] [threat or use] of
which would be prohibited under this law. Such a general formulation would
give the Court sufficient flexibility in assessing both existing and possible
future weapons systems which due to their effects may violate these
fundamental principles of international humanitarian law.   
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This approach of articulating a general formulation is consistent with
previous formulations in treaties dealing with weapons systems, which include
general provisions on the application of international humanitarian law to
existing and future weapons systems.  

Determining applicability of this provision to specific weapons systems:

The International Criminal Court, as the international authority on the
application of international humanitarian law to individual responsibility,
will be a proper institution to adjudicate on the applicability of this
provision to the [employment] [threat or use] [by individuals] of specific
weapons systems. To assist in this task, the Court will have the power under
Article 44 to call all evidence that it considers necessary for the
determination of the truth, including possibly expert evidence on specific
weapons systems. 

Including a non-exhaustive list of weapons systems for which the threat or use
of nuclear weapons is a crime under the ICC Statute:

The Caucus believes that it is useful to include a non-exhaustive list of such
weapons systems in order to enumerate for the Court existing weapons systems
the [employment] [threat or use] of which clearly violate this provision. 

It is essential that nuclear weapons not be removed from such a list, [as
proposed by some delegations] especially in light of the International Court
of Justice advisory opinion on the legality of the threat or use of nuclear
weapons. The ICJ concluded that "the threat or use of nuclear weapons would
generally be contrary to the rules of international law applicable in armed
conflict, and in particular the principles and rules of humanitarian law."

The ICJ noted "the unique characteristics of nuclear weapons, and in
particular their destructive capacity, their capacity to cause untold human
suffering, and their ability to cause damage to generations to come", and that
"The destructive power of nuclear weapons cannot be contained in either space
or time."

In addition to those weapons systems listed in the consolidated text, a non-
exhaustive list should include anti-personnel landmines. The preamble to the
Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer
of Anti-Personnel Mines and On Their Destruction  states that landmines "kill
or maim hundreds of people every week, mostly innocent and defenseless
civilians and especially children."

The employment of nuclear weapons or landmines would constitute a most serious
violation of international humanitarian law and cannot be omitted from the ICC
Statute if it lists weapons systems the employment of which would be of an
equivalent or even less serious nature. To do so would set a dangerous and
discriminatory precedent.

 [END]

Statement supported by:
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 Abolition 2000 Working Group for the Non Proliferation Treaty Preparatory
Committee  Meetings
 European Law Students Association
 Global Resource Action Center for the Environment
 International Association of Lawyers Against Nuclear Arms
 Lawyers' Committee on Nuclear Policy
 Women's International League for Peace and Freedom
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Return-Path: <owner-ctbt-organize@igc.org>
Date: Fri, 05 Dec 1997 21:13:49 -0500
From: Kathy Crandall <disarmament@igc.apc.org>
Organization: Disarmament Clearinghouse
Sender: owner-ctbt-organize@igc.org
Subject: Great Lakes Area Invited
To: ctbt-organize@igc.org

Dear CTBT Organizers:     
December 5, 1997

A large coalition of organizations that have (like you) been working for
a nuclear test ban for decades, is inviting all nuclear test ban
activists in the very crucial Great Lakes region to come together at the
NUCLEAR TEST BAN TREATY NOW! ACTIVIST TRAINING SUMMIT in PITTSBURGH, PA
on SATURDAY, JANUARY 17.  

You will have the opportunity to meet with citizens from neighboring
states and Washington DC to exchange information about the CTBT and
campaign strategies that work.  You will also have the opportunity to
caucus with others from your state to organize and plan an effective
strategy for your state and communities.

I strongly urge you to attend the Activist Training Summit. I guarantee
you that you will return home with new ideas and a new network of
friends to help you in your efforts to achieve a Nuclear Test Ban Treaty
NOW! 

Please contact me at the Disarmament Clearinghouse to find out more
about the Pittsburgh Activist Training Summit (202) 898-0150 ext. 232 or
<disarmament@igc.org>  Nora Johnson with Physicians for Social
Responsibility in Pittsburgh (412) 521-5091 is also available to answer
questions and help you with travel logistics. 

* If you would like a home-stay, please contact us as soon as  possible. 

* To receive a pre-meeting packet, please let us know you will be  
attending by January 2, 1998.

Kathy Crandall
Disarmament Clearinghouse 
1101 14th Street NW 
Washington DC 20005
TEL: 202 898 0150 ext. 232
FAX: 202 898 0172
<disarmament@igc.org>

(The Disarmament Clearinghouse is a project of: 
Peace Action, Physicians for Social Responsibility, Plutonium Challenge
and Women's Action for New Directions)

The Pittsburgh Activist Training Summit is Sponsored by: Church Women
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United, Disarmament Clearinghouse, Friends Committee on National
Legislation, Methodists United for Peace with Justice, Peace
Action/Peace Action Education Fund, Physicians for Social
Responsibility, Plutonium Challenge, 20/20 Vision, Unitarian
Universalist Association of Congregations, Veterans for Peace, Women
Strike for Peace, Women's Action for New Directions.

YOU ARE INVITED * YOU ARE INVITED * YOU ARE INVITED *

NUCLEAR TEST BAN TREATY NOW! ACTIVIST TRAINING SUMMIT
               
 PITTSBURGH, PA 
 
  SATURDAY, JANUARY 17

For more information, please contact:

Nora Johnson with Physicians for Social Responsibility in Pittsburgh, PA
(412) 521-5091

or 

Kathy Crandall, Disarmament Clearinghouse
(202) 898-0150 ext. 232

1101 14th Street NW Washington, DC 20005
FAX: 202 898 0172
<disarmament@igc.org>
               
                      

We invite you to join other dedicated activists from around the 
    Great Lakes area to an Activist Training Summit on the 
                 Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.

**********************************************************
Saturday January 17,  9:30 AM - 4:30 PM
East Liberty Presbyterian Church, 116 South Highland Avenue
***********************************************************            
            
Goal:   To strategize, mobilize, and train with other
activists from  Indiana, Michigan, western New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
and Kentucky to educate decision-makers and the media about the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty
                        
Training Sessions:  
Organizing and Mobilizing Communities  *   Coalition building     
Educating Congress   *    Media Outreach
            
      
On Sept. 24, 1996, President Clinton joined international leaders
in signing what he called the "longest, hardest fought prize in
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arms control history"-- the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT). 
For decades, activists struggled to secure signature of an
international treaty banning nuclear tests.  Now, with that task
accomplished, the Senate will consider the treaty.

On Sept. 22, 1997, President Clinton submitted the CTBT to the
Senate for ratification, and a vote on the treaty should come by
next summer.  Many senators and their staff need the latest
information on the test ban and its implications.

Breakfast and lunch will be provided.  For more information,
please contact Nora Johnson, PSR (Pittsburgh) at (412) 521-5091 or Kathy
Crandall, Disarmament Clearinghouse (Washington DC) at (202) 898 0150
ext. 233 or <disarmament@igc.org>
 
SPONSORED BY: Church Women United, Disarmament Clearinghouse,
Friends Committee on National Legislation, Methodists United for
Peace with Justice, Peace Action/Peace Action Education Fund,
Physicians for Social Responsibility, Plutonium Challenge, 20/20
Vision, Unitarian Universalist Association of Congregations,
Veterans for Peace, Women Strike for Peace, Women's Action for
New Directions.
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Mon, 8 Dec 1997 11:42:13 GMT
From: NATO Alerts Network <nan@gn.apc.org>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: NATO nukes Working Group
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org

URGENT ACTION

Dear Friends,

You will see from the briefing paper below that NATO and Russia have agreed to establish a forum for the discussion of 
nuclear weapons issues. They have laid out their own agenda for this group, which at the moment includes de-alerting, 
de-targeting, saefty and security, but not nuclear disarmament.

It would be good if as many people from NATO countries as possible could contact their governments to insist that 
nuclear disarmament is on the agenda of this new group. In particular, it would be appropriate for the group to discuss 
the abolition of tactical nuclear weapons, since this is a big NATO problem.

The first meeting of the Working Group will happen on _December 12_, with the next taking place early in the new 
year. Contacting your governments about this is urgently needed.

Best wishes,

Martin Butcher
Director, Centre for European Security and Disarmament.

****************************************************************************

CESD NATO Briefing, 4 December 1997

'NATO-Russia Establish Nuclear Weapons Working Group'

NATO and Russia are to establish an experts working group on nuclear weapons in the framework of their Permanent 
Joint Council (PJC). The decision was taken at the Defence Ministers meeting of the PJC in Brussels on December 3. 
This will be the first permanent forum for the discussion of nuclear weapons issues, and also unique because two small 
nuclear powers, the UK and France, will participate. 
Furthermore, those non-nuclear weapon states which participate in NATO nuclear weapons co-operation programmes 
will have their activities opened to outside scrutiny for the first time. The establishment of the experts group will be 
discussed at the next PJC meeting, which will happen at Ambassadorial Level on December 12. The group is then 
expected to meet for the first time early in the New Year.

There will be three items on the initial agenda for this group. These will be :

Tactical Nuclear Weapons

This will include a discussion of accounting methods, doctrinal concerns - particularly (from the NATO point of view) 
concerns over a Russian move to forward basing of tactical nuclear weapons, transparency, and safety and security 
issues, including transport and storage. A NATO official noted that NATO would like to discuss tactical nuclear 
weapons arms control with Russia (in line with the US-Ru
ssia agreement in Helsinki earlier this year), but that until each side understood the other's accounting methods this 
would be impossible. He noted that, at present, the US can only estimate Russian tactical nuclear weapons stocks as 
being between 8,000 and 16,000.
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President Yeltsin's May 27 Statement

At the signing ceremony of the NATO-Russia Founding Act on May 27, 1997, President Yeltsin interrupted the 
proceedings to declare that Russian nuclear weapons would no longer be targeted on any of the nations present. He also 
seemed to indicate that Russian nuclear forces would be taken off alert. However, the statement was somewhat confused 
and the translation imprecise. At that time a NATO spoke
sman said that NATO would be ready and willing to discuss issues of de-targeting and de-alerting of nuclear forces with 
Russia in the framework of the PJC. The creation of this experts group fulfils the expectations created at that time.

Safety and Security Issues

This area of discussions will focus on strategic nuclear forces. General Habiger, Commander of US Strategic Command, 
has recently visited a Russian Strategic Rocket Forces SS-24 missile base to examine its safety and security procedures. 
At the meeting of the NATO Defence Ministers he proclaimed himself impressed with Russian facilities, although 
admitting he has visited only one facility and that
 for a short time. There will be a reciprocal Russian visit to the US in the near future, and the working group will extend 
the scope of these transparency and confidence building measures. 

Martin Butcher.

$*$*$*$*$ 4 LINES REFORMATTED BY POPPER AT igc.apc.org $*$*$*$*$
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Mon, 08 Dec 1997 17:36:24
From: pol@motherearth.org (For Mother Earth Int'l)
Reply-To: pol@motherearth.org (For Mother Earth Int'l)
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Peacewalk summer '98 - NATO -> Faslane (Scotland)
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org

>>>Please network and publish following announcement

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE - nuclear weapons/walk/NVDA

               Next summer For Mother Earth walks
   from NATO HQ in Belgium to nuclear submarine-base in Scotland 

Gent, December 8, 1997 - Next summer 1998 For Mother Earth
International invites people to join a peacewalk from NATO HQ in
Belgium to the British nuclear submarine base in Faslane (Scotland).
For Mother Earth initiates this walk in its ongoing campaign to
outlaw nuclear weapons, especially following the ruling of the
International Court of Justice from July 8th 1996. 

The walk planned from July 1st to August 25 1998 follows the succesful launch in
1997 of a legal campaign of civil (dis)obedience to stop any futher
preparation of war crimes against humanity through the threat or
use of nuclear weapons. 

The walk will start with an international peacecamp and non-violent
actions near the NATO HQ in Belgium. The walk will end on August
11th, the start of an international direct disarmament campaign at
the British Trident submarine base. 

   

    ***************************************************************
    *           For Mother Earth International office             *
    ***************************************************************
    *         Lange Steenstraat 16/D, 9000 Gent, Belgium          *
    *                Phone/fax +32-9-233 84 39                    *
    *                   Fax +32-9-233 73 02                       * 
    *               E-mail: pol@motherearth.org                   * 
    ***************************************************************
    *             WWW:http://www.motherearth.org                  *
    ***************************************************************
    *              Postal account : 000-1618561-19                *
    *************************************************************** 
    *  For Mother Earth is member of Abolition 2000 - a global    *
    *network to eliminate nuclear weapons, the International Peace*
    * Bureau (IPB) and World Information Service on Energy (WISE) * 
    ***************************************************************
    * For Mother Earth has offices in Belgium, Slovakia, Romania, *
    *    Sri Lanka and USA, aswell as active members/groups in    *
    *      Belarus, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, France, Finland,    *
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    *              Germany, Netherlands and Ukraine               *
    ***************************************************************
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Return-Path: <owner-ctb-followers@igc.apc.org>
Date: Mon, 08 Dec 1997 13:01:45 -0500
From: disarmament@igc.org
Organization: Disarmament Clearinghouse
Sender: owner-ctb-followers@igc.apc.org
Subject: Wash. Post on Nukes
To: ctb-followers@igc.org

Dear Nuclear Disarmament Advocates:

I'm sure some of you have seen these articles already and apologize for
the duplication.

There has been a flurry of articles on nuclear weapons. These stories in
the Washington Post have also generated some Reuters and AP articles -
which means that there may be similar articles in your local papers. I
urge you to utilize this opportunity by  writing letters-to-the-editor,
and calling your local editorial writers and columnists. Help them to
find  the local angle on why nuclear disarmament is a "good thing"
(Martha Stewart reference for those of you also obsessed with holdiday
decorations & cookies), and that it matters to you and readers in your
community. Also look for the recent NEWSWEEK Special Edition (focusing
on the year 2000.) There is  a thought-provoking (and hopefully
letter-provoking) article written by Richard Rhodes, "The Atomic Bomb."

If you would like a copy of Gen. Richard Butler's profile in the
Washington Post Magazine, please contact me. I can fax, mail, or e-mail
you a copy directly.

Kathy Crandall
Disarmament Clearinghouse
1101 14th Street NW #700  Washington DC 20005
TEL: 202 898 0150 ext. 232
FAX: 202 898 0172
<disarmament@igc.org>
(The Disarmament Clearinghouse is a project of: 
Peace Action, Physicians for Social Responsibility, Plutonium Challenge,
and Women's Action for New Directions)

(Many thanks to Daryl Kimball at the Coalition to Reduce Nuclear Dangers
for saving me time - and helping to get this out to all of you promptly)

TO: Coalition members and friends
FR: Daryl Kimball, Director
RE: profile of Gen. Lee Butler and important articles in the W. Post

The cover story of today's Washington Post Magazine, "The Dissenter," is
an excellent profile of Gen. George Lee Butler (Ret.) by reporter Jeff
Smith that can serve as an excellent tool in our efforts to get our
messages about reducing and eliminating the nuclear weapons dangers out
to the public and policy-makers. For those of you outside Washington DC,
the article is available on the web at: 
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http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/digest/daily/dec/07/dissenter1207.htm

Also in today's (12/7) Washington Post, there are two other must read
reports reports. Each report provides further evidence that policy
makers in the US. and Russia are not yet responding to General Butler's
message and are only gradually changing nuclear doctrine in the wake of
the end of the Cold War, and, in some areas, are changing it in ways
that could lead to an expanded role for nuclear weapons by each nation
(U.S.: to strike chem. and bio. weapons threats; Russia: in border
border/regional conflicts).

I invite each Coalition member group and also NGO allies of the
Coalition to consider how and if we might address the several issues
raised by the latter two articles, especially in the context of our
current activities.

DK
Daryl Kimball, Executive DirecCoalition to Reduce Nuclear Dangers
at Council for a Livable World Education Fund
110 Maryland Ave. NE #201
Washington  DC 20002
p: (202)546-0795;    fax: (202)546-5142
website: http://www.clw.org/pub/clw/coalition/
___________________________________
****************

                         Clinton Changes Nuclear Strategy

                         By R. Jeffrey Smith
                         Washington Post Staff Writer
                         Sunday, December 7, 1997; 
                         Page A01 

        President Clinton last month issued new guidelines for the
targeting of U.S. nuclear weapons, jettisonining Cold War dictum that
the military must be prepared to win a  protracted nuclear war that
would devastate the globe, according to senior administration officials.

      Clinton's new orders to the Secretary of defense and chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff require instead that the military aim its
nuclear forces to deter the use of nuclear arms against U.S. forces or
allies simply by threatening a devastating response, and drop any
planning for a long nuclear war, the officials said.

           Clinton's highly classified directive replaces one signed by
President Ronald Reagan in 1981 and marks the first time since
the end of the Cold War that nuclear targeting guidance issued
at the presidential level formally recognizes that no nation
would emerge as the victor in a major nuclear exchange, the officials
said.

     But the directive nonetheless calls for U.S. war planners to retain
long-standing options for nuclear strikes against the military and
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civilian leadership and nuclear forces in Russia. Such planning reflects
a widespread view among military officials in both nations that each
side still poses a potential nuclear threat to the other -- even though
Washington has proposed to give Moscow $242 million in foreign aid
next year.

        Several sources said the directive's language further allows
targeters to broaden the list of sites that might be struck in the
unlikely event of a nuclear exchange with China. In addition,
the sources said, the directive contains language that would
permit U.S. nuclear strikes after enemy attacks using chemical or
biological weapons, an idea that has been hotly debated by
independent arms control experts.

          Clinton's action marks the first formal adjustment in 16 years
of  presidential policy for the targeting of U.S. nuclear weapons
and could pave the way for further reductions in the total        
number of such weapons by requiring that fewer be held in reserve for a
protracted war, several senior officials said.

           But they added that the directive reflects more continuity
than  change in the military's effort to ensure that its strategic
nuclear arms are ready to use at a moment's notice, an effort that costs
an estimated $33 billion annually.

              The document affirms, for example, that the United
States will continue to rely on nuclear arms as a cornerstone
of its national security for the "indefinite future," and that it
will retain a triad of nuclear forces consisting of bombers, land-based
missiles and  submarine-based missiles, according to Robert G. Bell, a
special assistant to the president and senior director for defense
policy at the National Security Council.

           Independent critics of U.S. nuclear policy have
suggested that Washington consider following the example of
France, which  gave up its vulnerable force of land-based
strategic missiles,  partly to save money and partly to undercut
incentives for an enemy first-strike against such missiles. Both
France and England rely solely on nuclear-equipped bombers and submarine
weapons for deterrence.
                         Several sources said the presidential decision
directive, known informally as a PDD, was prepared within an
extraordinarily restricted circle of senior policymakers --
numbering no more than two dozen people -- from the National Security
Council, the Defense Department, the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
the CIA, and the State Department, as well as the office of Vice
President Gore.

           The document sets only broad targeting policy and
will be translated over the next 10 months into more
concrete military requirements -- such as preparations to strike
specific targets -- by the military staff of the Strategic Command
(STRATCOM), headquartered in Omaha, the officials said.
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           They said the directive was principally drafted by
the acting assistant secretary of defense for international
security, Franklin Miller, a career official who has worked on nuclear
weapons issues at the Pentagon since 1981. In preparing the
document,  policymakers did not consult officials at the
Department of Energy -- which designs and produces nuclear arms
-- and the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, including ACDA's
director, John D. Holum, whom Clinton has nominated to
become undersecretary of state for arms control and
international security matters.
          Bell declined in an interview Friday to specify the
length of the directive, the date it was signed or its formal
title; he also  declined to answer questions about the countries it
names as targets of U.S. nuclear arms. He said that the
secretive deliberations were warranted by their extreme
sensitivity and that the administration had not planned to make a
public statement about the directive or discuss it with
foreign governments. He said the White House agreed to comment only
because The Washington Post was preparing an article on the directive.

             "The presidential directive describes in general fashion
the purposes U.S. nuclear weapons serve and provides broad
guidance for military planners who prepare the actual operations plans
and targeting plans for our nuclear forces," Bell said. It "recognizes
that [because] we're at the end of the  Cold War" and many changes have
occurred in Russia and elsewhere over the past seven years, "nuclear
weapons now play a smaller role in our nuclear security
strategy than at any point during the nuclear era."
                        Bell, who was reading from notes, said that
"most notably the PDD removes from presidential guidance all previous
references to being able to wage a nuclear war successfully or
to prevail in a nuclear war. . . . The emphasis in
this PDD is therefore on deterring nuclear wars or the use of
nuclear weapons at any level, not fighting [with] them."

              At the same time, Bell added, "it would be a
mistake to think that nuclear weapons no longer matter, or that they
no longer matter to this administration." Such weapons are
still needed to  deter "aggression and coercion" by threatening a
response that "would be certain and overwhelming and devastating." He
noted that the directive still allows the United States to launch
its weapons after receiving warning of attack -- but before
incoming warheads detonate -- and also to be the first to
employ nuclear arms in a conflict.

                         The directive was prepared in part at the
urging of then-Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman Gen. John Shalikashvili
and Gen. Eugene Habiger, the STRATCOM commander, who told Clinton last
February that the requirements of Reagan's directive could not be met if
the U.S. arsenal was reduced much below the ceiling of 3,000 to 3,500
weapons set by the  1993 START II treaty with Russia. When Clinton and
Russian President Boris Yeltsin agreed the following month eventually to
seek a new, lower ceiling of 2,000 to 2,500 weapons, the new guidance
already was being drafted, Bell and other officials said.



1209.03.txt[5/3/2017 10:48:54 AM]

                         The policy shift that Bell highlighted involves
one of the most controversial features of Reagan's 1981 directive,
which the Pentagon summarized in a 1982 classified document as
requiring that U.S. nuclear forces "must prevail even under the
condition of a prolonged war."

                         Many critics alleged then that preparing to
fight such a war was ludicrous, given the certain destruction of U.S.
and Soviet societies in a modest nuclear exchange; they also
predicted that the military would squander huge sums trying to develop
weaponry and communications systems purportedly capable of            
outlasting such an exchange.

                         Partly to quiet the controversy, Reagan signed
a joint statement with Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev at a 1985
summit meeting pledging that "a nuclear war cannot be won and must    
never be fought." But Bell said that until now, U.S. targeting
policy did not reflect this rhetoric, because neither Reagan nor
President George Bush had sought to amend the secret presidential
directive.
      Another senior administration official, who spoke
on condition he not be named, said this policy shift is
"significant" because it will enable the Pentagon to trim the number of
nuclear weapons held in reserve for possible use after an initial
nuclear exchange or two -- a force estimated at more than 1,000
warheads, out of the roughly 8,000 nuclear weapons now deployed
on U.S. bomber aircraft and intercontinental-range
ballistic missiles.
         But Leon Sloss, a former Pentagon official who was the
principal drafter of Reagan's directive, said that in his view,
"removing the idea of prevailing [in a nuclear war] . . . does not
 change the substance very much" because winning "would have
been nice, but it was never very realistic" and the ambition did
not greatly affect what the Pentagon did. "We were not in a
position to prevail, even when we had 10,000 [deployed] nuclear
weapons," Sloss said.
         William Arkin, a nuclear expert who consults for
various arms control groups, similarly called Clinton's policy
shift superficial. "In theory, this could free up a lot of resources
and brain power that go into preparing to fight World War IV.
But as long as we remain wedded to the option of taking out all of
their strategic forces and nuclear command systems with a          
hair-trigger attack posture, then we really haven't adjusted to
the post-Cold War period," he said.

              Bell said the new directive did not alter a
previous requirement that target planners must be prepared in a crisis
to offer the president various nuclear attack options, from
initiating a major strike involving thousands of warheads to limited
attacks involving a much smaller number of arms.
           Since the late 1970s, for example, the military has
had a special targeting plan for China that required U.S. weapons
to be held in reserve for possible strikes against Beijing's
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handful of strategic warheads, its leadership, its petroleum
supply and its electrical power system. The aim of the plan was to
ensure that China could not become the world's most powerful nation
following a general nuclear war between Russia and the United
States.

      Bell declined, however, to address a reported shift
that would allow the military to plan attacks against a wider
spectrum of targets in China, including the country's growing
military-industrial complex and its improved conventional forces.
Another official said there was "no debate with respect               
to the targeting of China," even though Clinton last month said
he told Chinese President Jiang Zemin that he wanted to            
"establish cooperation, not conflict, as the model for          
U.S.-China relations in the 21st century."                        
According to a written statement to Congress in
June by CIA  Director George J. Tenet, "China is presently
modernizing both the size and the quality of its strategic missile
force. The  qualitative modernization effort may be benefiting
from Russian technology and expertise. Currently, a small number
of China's strategic missiles have sufficient range to target
large urban areas in the United States."

               The directive also demands general planning for
potential nuclear strikes against other nations that have
what Bell called "prospective access" to nuclear weapons and that
are now or may eventually become hostile to the United States.
A separate  official described these countries as "rogue
states" specifically listed in the directive as possible targets in the
event of regional conflicts or crises.
        The idea of targeting non-nuclear states with U.S.
nuclear weapons or planning for U.S. nuclear strikes in
retaliation for poison gas and germ weapons attacks has become
increasingly controversial since 1995. At that time, the United
States and the four other major nuclear powers -- Britain,
China, Russia and France -- formally pledged not to use nuclear
arms or threaten their use against countries that are not
trying to develop or acquire nuclear arms.

      Bell said Clinton's nuclear targeting directive
reflects "much greater sensitivity to the threats" posed by
chemical and biological attacks since the previous directive was
issued. But he added that it only reiterates what senior
administration officials already have said about the issue during
the past year -- namely, that if any nation uses weapons of mass
destruction against the United States, it may "forfeit" its
protection from U.S. nuclear attack under the 1995 pledge. 

****************

                         Russia Considering Increased
                         Nuclear Dependence
                         Move Would Allow Moscow to Cut Armed Forces,
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                         CIA Tells Congress 

                         By Walter Pincus
                         Washington Post Staff Writer
                     Sunday, December 7, 1997; Page A11 

       Russia's military and civilian leaders are debating
whether to increase reliance on nuclear weapons to deter
attacks from neighboring nations, enabling Russia to make
further cuts in its large and costly standing army, navy and air force,
according to the CIA.

       "At present, a number of Russian observers advocate placing
greater reliance on nuclear weapons to compensate for the            
deficiencies of [Moscow's] conventional forces,"
the CIA told Congress in material released last week by the Senate
intelligence committee. Some Russian officials, the agency
added, even "have called for developing first-use and
limited-use nuclear options to prevent a regional conflict from
expanding into a broader war."

     The new Russian military doctrine had been expected
to be approved last May by President Boris Yeltsin, but a
senior U.S. official said last week that it is "still
under active debate." A senior administration foreign policy official
yesterday described the potential movement within the Russian government
toward greater reliance on nuclear weapons as "a  serious downside of
NATO enlargement" that is not getting a hearing before U.S. policymakers
and the public.

                         With little publicity, Moscow in 1993 adopted
what was  described as a transitional military doctrine that
eliminated a "no  first use" pledge on nuclear weapons and
restructured the Russian military into a mobile force with a
strategic reserve capable of handling "local and regional wars along
Russia's periphery," according to the agency.

 Thee State Department, in describing its view of Moscow's              
1993 doctrine to the Senate panel, said the Russian                    
government described any future conventional attack against its
 nuclear forces or early warning systems "as tantamount to a
 crossing of the nuclear threshold," according to the committee
 materials.

         And in a reference to the former Warsaw Pact countries now
in line to join NATO, State Department analysts said: "The            
1993 doctrine also stated that Russia reserved the right to           
initiate the use of nuclear weapons if it is attacked by  non-nuclear
weapons state allied with or supported by a  nuclear weapons state."
This change brought Russian policy in line with long-standing U.S.
nuclear policy.

       Russian military and strategic thinkers "have discussed the use
of nuclear weapons both as political tools and on the battlefield
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to compensate for Russian military weakness," according to             
State Department analysts. "Though it is not official policy," the
analysts say, "various Russian officials have asserted that the         
expansion of NATO might mean an increased reliance on                 
tactical nuclear weapons in defense planning."

        Most Russian tactical weapons are in storage but
could be redeployed to front-line forces within a matter of
months, the  department said.

       The Russian 1993 doctrine envisioned wars along the country's
borders as the most likely, but also foresaw the
possibility  these could escalate into large-scale conflicts.

        The Russian Defense Ministry plan to reform the
1993 doctrine calls for "unrealistically large (and thus
expensive) force structure, one sufficient to fight a large scale
war against an enemy such as NATO or China," State Department analysts
reported.

                         At the same time, the Russian Defense Council
staff, somewhat similar to the White House National Security
Council, says "strategic nuclear weapons could be used to de-escalate
regional wars before they became large scale thus obviating the
need for a vast conventional force structure," according to the
State Department analysis.

                         U.S. officials said last week that the Defense
Council position reflects primarily the view of reformers "who are
worried about the country's economy and at the same time believe
the military threat is almost nonexistent, so that they can turn
to nuclear weapons to deter aggressive actions against them." Knowing
that Russia would turn to a limited nuclear response if a local war
escalated sharply would cause an opponent to de-escalate military
activities, those who want to limit spending on the military believe. As
one U.S. official put it, the Defense Council advocates "don't see a
threat and so an attack requiring nuclear response is only seen in the
abstract."
___________________________________
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Cc: uucp@amok.antenna.nl
Date: Tue, 9 Dec 1997 00:22:36 +0100 (MET)
From: fredpax@online.no (Fredrik S. Heffermehl)
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Holland, BASIC - protest NATO nuclear arms race 
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-Sender: fredpax@sn.no

Karel Koster of AMOK, the Netherlands, wished my help to
post this for him on the abolition network
Oslo, Dec. 8, 1997
Fredrik S. Heffermehl,

PRESS CONFERENCE HELD TO MARK START OF DUTCH NUCLEAR CAMPAIGN

FORMER DUTCH AMBASSADOR AND DIRECTOR DAN PLESCH OF BASIC EXPRESS
THEIR DISQUIET AT CONTINUED NUCLEAR ARMS RACE

On Tuesday 2 December the Working Group Eurobomb held a press
conference to mark the start of a six-month campaign leading up
to the Dutch general elections on 6 may 1998. The aim is to
persuade Dutch public opinion and the political parties that the
continued nuclear arms race is a matter of grave concern and that
a full-scale public debate on this issue is required urgently.

The press conference was timed to take place on the eve of a
series of decisions to be taken by the Dutch government on
nuclear weapons policy:
* On 9 December Holland will vote against the Malaysian
resolution at the UN;
* On 9-11 December the Dutch defence and foreign affairs budgets
will be debated in Parliament; although Holland still has
responsibility for a NATO nuclear mission (F-16 bombers at Volkel
air base, where about 20 nuclear bombs are stored) no steps are
being announced to get rid of it, despite Dutch commitments to
the NPT;
* Dutch political parties will shortly be discussing their draft
political programmes for the national election in may 1998. There
is hardly any mention of nuclear weapons in them;
* Holland is participating in a series of NATO meetings in
Brussels which will confirm present NATO nuclear policy,
including first use of nuclear weapons.

The following reports were also presented at the press
conference:
* A compilation of excerpts from the written reports of
parliamentary debates,  statements and letters by the Dutch
government and political parties on nuclear issues (Dutch
language)
* A translation of the PENN Research note 97.3 describing how NPT
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treaty obligations have been evaded by a questionable
interpretation of the treaty (English and Dutch language)
* A short analysis of Dutch voting  on the Malaysian resolution
L.37 in the First Committee at the UN (Dutch language);
* A report  of the seminar on nuclear weapons in Europe organised
in Amsterdam in June 1997 by the Working Group Eurobomb; it
includes speeches by admiral Eberle (ret Royal Navy), Uta Zapf
(German SPD member of parliament) and SA ambassador to Holland
Niehaus (English language);
* BASIC paper nr. 20 suggesting a new strategic Concept for NATO
(English language).

Dan Plesch illustrated his warnings about the dangers of present
policy with the nuclear alarm which took place at the beginning
of 1995, when Russian strategic forces were minutes away from
launch because a Norwegian weather rocket launch was interpreted
as a possible attack on Russia. This showed the need for urgent
solutions, such as an agreement to separate the warheads from the
launcher systems.
There is an impression amongst the general public, he continued,
which assumes that the abolition of nuclear weapons has the
highest priority for governments, NATO and UN.  This is an
incorrect assumption,
"How can NATO nuclear doctrine be explained to countries which
have met their NPT obligations and abolished their nuclear
weapons, such as the former nuclear weapons state South Africa?"

Former Dutch ambassador Korthals Altes stated that "...the
silence on nuclear weapons policy in fact means that the
modernisation of nuclear weapons, despite all the well-formulated
declarations, is quietly continuing."  He asked himself: "Do we
really want to enter the new millennium with nuclear weapons?"
He suggested that "when the Strategic Concept is discussed in
NATO and if we are truly allies, then we could surely argue for
a pause and say that we want to think a little bit more about
this, because it is a problem which concerns us all."

Korthals Altes also pointed at the 1996 Canberra Commission
report and the declaration of the Generals arguing for serious
steps towards nuclear disarmament as supporting his position.

Further information:
Karel Koster
Working Group Eurobom
(member of the PENN network)
                              p/a Obrechtstraat 43
                                  3572 EC Utrecht
                                  Netherlands

                              Tel:    +31 30 2714376
                                      +31 30 2722594
                              Fax:    +31 30 2714759
                              E-mail: k.koster@inter.nl.net
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To: "Dwain Epps" <dce@wcc-coe.org>
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Draft statement for religious leaders
Cc: atwood@pop.unicc.org, dgracie@afsc.org, crramey@igc.org, dave@paxchristiusa.org
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Dwain:

Dave Robinson of Pax Christi USA is back from a meeeting in Europe and reports that Cardinal Danneels, president of 
Pax Christi International, is willing to participate in the reception at the NPT PrepCom in Geneva on April 27, 1998.  
Further exploration is underway for gaining representation of the Pontifical Commission on Justice and Peace.

I have drafted the attached, proposed statement for religious leaders to be issued in connection with the PrepCom.  I 
suggest that this statement be sent to heads of state and/or foreign ministers two months prior to the PrepCom.  That 
would enable our ideas to be considered as they prepare instructions for delegates.  It would also be available at the 
reception.

This draft is completely open to suggestions for revision.  My intent is to put something in writing so that we can bring 
into focus precisely what we want to ask of the PrepCom.  I will appreciate your suggestions and those of persons 
receiving a copy of this communication.

Shalom,

Howard

###

First Draft of A Statement by Religious Leaders on Nuclear Abolition
 
To: Heads of States and/or Foreign Ministers of Signatories of the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty    [Proposed to be 
sent in February 1998, two months before the PrepCom]

 The meeting of the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty Preparatory Committee (NPT PrepCom) in Geneva, 
Switzerland on April 27 to May 8, 1998 offers an opportunity to make substantial progress toward achieving nuclear 
disarmament.  We therefore ask that delegates come to Geneva committed to set in motion a definitive process directed 
toward expeditious elimination of all nuclear weapons on Earth.  

Statements of Faith

 There is a broad consensus within the world's religious community that nuclear weapons constitute a dangerous 
and unwarranted threat to the human family and to the planet Earth and that therefore all nuclear weapons should be 
eliminated as soon as possible.

 The Sixth Assembly of the World Council of Churches stated: "We believe that the time has come when the 
churches must unequivocally declare that the production and deployment as well as the use of nuclear weapons are a 
crime against humanity and that such activities must be condemned on ethical and theological grounds.  Furthermore, 
we appeal for the institution of a universal covenant to this effect so that nuclear weapons and warfare are delegitimized 
and condemn as violations of international law."  [or an alternative statement]

 Speaking for the Holy See before the First Committee of the United Nations General Assembly on October 15, 
1997, Archbishop Renato Martino  stated: "Nuclear weapons are incompatible with the peace we seek for the 21st 
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century.  They cannot be justified.  They deserve condemnation.  The preservation of the Non-Proliferation Treaty 
demands an unequivocal commitment to their abolition....This is a moral challenge, a legal challenge and a political 
challenge.  That multiple-based challenge must be met by the application of our humanity."  [ or a statement by Pope 
John Paul II or some other Catholic source]

 [Quotations from other religious leaders and religious bodies.]

Obligation to Achieve Nuclear Disarmament

 We are not alone in our belief that all nuclear weapons on Earth should be eliminated. Especially noteworthy is the 
commitment of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), signed by 178 states including all five 
acknowledged nuclear weapon states. Article VI calls for "negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to 
cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete 
disarmament under strict and effective international control."

 The International Court of Justice, at the request of the General Assembly of the United Nations, reviewed Article 
VI and unanimously agreed that "There exists an obligation to pursue in good faith and bring to a conclusion 
negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and effective international control."

Steps toward Nuclear Disarmament

 To fulfill this obligation it is time to commence work on a nuclear weapons convention that will outlaw and 
eliminate nuclear weapons by all possessors.  Because such a convention serves the interests of all humanity and all 
nations on Earth, it is a task that can properly be taken up by an international body, such as the NPT PrepCom, and not 
wait for nuclear weapon states to undertake if and when they determine.   Therefore, we call upon the PrepCom to 
establish a working group or standing committee to begin the process of negotiating a nuclear weapons convention. 

 As a nuclear weapons convention is being negotiated, the nuclear weapon states should refrain from modernizing 
or increasing the number of deployed nuclear weapons. The United States and Russia should continue bilateral 
reduction of strategic nuclear weapons, but we urge a faster pace of reduction

 To reduce the risk of nuclear war, we call upon nuclear weapon states to declare a policy of no first use amongst 
themselves and non-use in relation to non-nuclear weapon states.  To prevent the use of nuclear weapons by accident, 
design, or miscalculation, we urge nuclear weapon states to take nuclear forces off alert and remove warheads from 
delivery vehicles.

 These actions will set the stage for the world to enter the 21st century with a commitment to eliminating from Earth 
the scourge of nuclear weapons.  We hope that the delegates to the NPT PrepCom will rise to the occasion and take 
necessary action to set the course toward abolition of nuclear weapons.

Names of Signers

Drafted by Howard W. Hallman, Methodists United for Peace with Justice, Washington, D.C., December 9, 1997.  
Please send comments to him at mupj@igc.org.
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To: "Rebecca Johnson" <acronym@gn.apc.org>
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Draft statement for PrepCom
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Rebecca:

I have drafted the attached, proposed statement for religious leaders to issue two months before the next NPT PrepCom.  
I would appreciate whatever off-the-record comments you would like to offer.

We now have a commitment from Cardinal Danneels, president of Pax Christi International, to participate in the 
reception at the PrepCom on April 27, so our plans are proceeding nicely.

Shalom,
Howard

####

First Draft of A Statement by Religious Leaders on Nuclear Abolition
 
To: Heads of States and/or Foreign Ministers of Signatories of the Nuclear Non-proliferation 
       Treaty      [Proposed to be sent in February 1998, two months before the PrepCom]

 The meeting of the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty Preparatory Committee (NPT PrepCom) in Geneva, 
Switzerland on April 27 to May 8, 1998 offers an opportunity to make substantial progress toward achieving nuclear 
disarmament.  We therefore ask that delegates come to Geneva committed to set in motion a definitive process directed 
toward expeditious elimination of all nuclear weapons on Earth.  

Statements of Faith

 There is a broad consensus within the world's religious community that nuclear weapons constitute a dangerous 
and unwarranted threat to the human family and to the planet Earth and that therefore all nuclear weapons should be 
eliminated as soon as possible.

 The Sixth Assembly of the World Council of Churches stated: "We believe that the time has come when the 
churches must unequivocally declare that the production and deployment as well as the use of nuclear weapons are a 
crime against humanity and that such activities must be condemned on ethical and theological grounds.  Furthermore, 
we appeal for the institution of a universal covenant to this effect so that nuclear weapons and warfare are delegitimized 
and condemn as violations of international law."  [or an alternative statement]

 Speaking for the Holy See before the First Committee of the United Nations General Assembly, Archbishop 
Renato Martino on October 15, 1997 stated: "Nuclear weapons are incompatible withthe peace we seek for the 21st 
century.  They cannot be justified.  They deserve condemnation.  The preservation of the Non-Proliferation Treaty 
demands an unequivocal commitment to their abolition....This is a moral challenge, a legal challenge and a political 
challenge.  That multiple-based challenge must be met by the application of our humanity."  [ or a statement by Pope 
John Paul II or some other Catholic source]

 [Quotations from other religious leaders and religious bodies.]

Obligation to Achieve Nuclear Disarmament
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 We are not alone in our belief that all nuclear weapons on Earth should be eliminated. Especially noteworthy is the 
commitment of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), signed by 178 states including all five 
acknowledged nuclear weapon states. Article VI calls for "negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to 
cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete 
disarmament under strict and effective international control."

 The International Court of Justice, at the request of the General Assembly of the United Nations, reviewed Article 
VI and unanimously agreed that "There exists an obligation to pursue in good faith and bring to a conclusion 
negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and effective international control."

Steps toward Nuclear Disarmament

 To fulfill this obligation it is time to commence work on a nuclear weapons convention that will outlaw and 
eliminate nuclear weapons by all possessors.  Because such a convention serves the interests of all humanity and all 
nations on Earth, it is a task that can properly be taken up by an international body, such as the NPT PrepCom, and not 
wait for nuclear weapon states to undertake if and when they determine.   Therefore, we call upon the PrepCom to 
establish a working group or standing committee to begin the process of negotiating a nuclear weapons convention. 

 As a nuclear weapons convention is being negotiated, the nuclear weapon states should refrain from modernizing 
or increasing the number of deployed nuclear weapons. The United States and Russia should continue bilateral 
reduction of strategic nuclear weapons, but we urge a faster pace of reduction

 To reduce the risk of nuclear war, we call upon nuclear weapon states to declare a policy of no first use amongst 
themselves and non-use in relation to non-nuclear weapon states.  To prevent the use of nuclear weapons by accident, 
design, or miscalculation, we urge nuclear weapon states to take nuclear forces off alert and remove warheads from 
delivery vehicles.

 These actions will set the stage for the world to enter the 21st century with a commitment to eliminating from Earth 
the scourge of nuclear weapons.  We hope that the delegates to the NPT PrepCom will rise to the occasion and take 
necessary action to set the course toward abolition of nuclear weapons.

Names of Signers
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Comments: Authenticated sender is <ialana@mail.antenna.nl>
Date:  Tue, 9 Dec 1997 14:56:23 +0000
From: "Francisca van Holthoon" <ialana@mail.antenna.nl>
Organization: antenna
Reply-to: ialana@antenna.nl
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: (Fwd) (Fwd) Re: book announcement
To: abolition-caucus@igc.org

          ***     BOOK ANNOUNCEMENT      ***

"Five countries cannot arrogate to themselves forever the exclusive
privilege of having their fingers on the nuclear trigger.... If the 
laws of humanity and the dictates of the public conscience demand 
the prohibition of such weapons, the five nuclear-weapon states, 
however powerful, cannot stand against them." -- Razali Ismail, 
Permanent Representative of Malaysia to the United Nations, to the 
International Court of Justice, 7 Nov. 1995 

THE LEGALITY OF THREAT OR USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS 

A GUIDE TO THE HISTORIC OPINION OF THE INTERNATIONAL COURT OF JUSTICE

By John Burroughs

Forward by Phon van den Biesen

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF LAWYERS AGAINST NUCLEAR ARMS

Lit Verlag, Muenster, 1997

*********************************************************************
**********************************

The 20th century has been defined in large part by the unleashing of 
the terrible destructive power of the atom, and the subsequent 
struggle to overcome the threat of nuclear annihilation.  If 
humankind survives, the 8 July 1996 Advisory Opinion of the 
International Court of Justice, and the extraordinary process that 
led up to it, will have played an essential role. The Legality of 
Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons is a concise yet thorough guide to 
the case. In straightforward language, it describes the history of 
this unprecedented initiative and summarizes and explains the Court's 
findings and the separate statements of the judges. Also included are 
excerpts of states' arguments to the Court, including the moving 
testimony of the mayors of Hiroshima. The author provides cogent 
expert analysis and, most importantly, reveals how the opinion 
imparts hope and points the way to the future: "The Court has 
authoritatively interpreted law which states acknowledge they must 
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follow, including humanitarian law protecting civilians from 
indiscriminate effects of warfare, the United Nations Charter, and 
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. The implications are profound: 
abandonment of reliance on the threatened use of nuclear weapons as 
an instrument of national policy, and expeditious elimination of 
nuclear arsenals.  The opinion can be cited as an authoritative 
statement of the law in any political or legal setting -- including 
the United Nations and national courts and parliaments -- in which 
nuclear weapon policies are challenged." John Burroughs, an 
attorney with the non-profit Western States Legal Foundation in 
California, served as legal coordinator for the World Court 
Project/International Association of Lawyers Against Nuclear Arms at 
the November 1995 hearings before the International Court of 
Justice. 

********************************************************************
*********************************** 

"The threat or use of nuclear weapons would generally be contrary to 
the rules of international law applicable in armed conflict, and in 
particular the principles and rules of humanitarian law ... There 
exists an obligation to pursue in good faith and bring to a 
conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its 
aspects under strict and effective international control." - 
Advisory Opinion of the International Court of Justice, 8 July 1996 

     
"This book shows how courageous states from the developing world, 
working in concert with visionary lawyers, physicians and other 
sectors of international civil society, boldly obtained astonishing 
results from the highest court in the world. The World Court clearly 
ruled that the threat or use of nuclear weapons is illegal in almost 
all conceivable circumstances. The Court further underlined the 
unconditional obligation of the nuclear weapon states to begin and 
conclude negotiations on nuclear disarmament in all its aspects. It 
is now up to all of us to determine the follow-up, whatever the 
opposition. We cannot end this century without clear commitments and 
steps to eliminate nuclear weapons." - Razali Ismail, Permanent 
Representative of Malaysia to the United Nations, President of the 
United Nations General Assembly, 1996-1997 

"It is not often that a judicial opinion on a given question is both 
hailed and criticized by participants on all sides of the question. 
This book, written by a leading member of the team that helped to 
prepare the case on the illegality of the threat and use of nuclear 
weapons, explains succinctly what the World Court, and the judges in 
their separate statements, did and did not say. In so doing, it 
makes a compelling case for the proposition that the Opinion 
represents a milestone on the road to nuclear abolition." - Peter 
Weiss, Co-President, International Association of Lawyers Against 
Nuclear Arms 

*********************************************************************
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*************** ORDER FORM ***************

THE LEGALITY OF THREAT OR USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

A GUIDE TO THE HISTORIC OPINION OF THE INTERNATIONAL COURT OF JUSTICE

Available from the International Association of Lawyers Against 
Nuclear Arms (IALANA), and in North America from Western States Legal 
Foundation (WSLF) or the Lawyers' Committee on Nuclear Policy (LCNP)

Price: Europe - $7.50 per copy (including shipping))
North America, $12 per copy including shipping from WSLF or LCNP  
Elsewhere: $7.50 per copy plus shipping from IALANA (shipping charge: 
$3 for one copy, $4 for two copies, $4.50 for 3 copies, $15 for 10 
copies and $30 for 50 copies)

Discounts available for bulk orders.

Number of copies: _______________________________

Name: __________________________________________

Address: ________________________________________
 
         ________________________________________

Amount enclosed: $ ______________________________
 
For orders to IALANA: please send the cash money by registered mail 
(commisions for check are $7.50 each!) For orders to WSLF or LCNP: 
Please make check payable to WSLF or LCNP. Include this form.  Mail 
to:

International Association of Lawyers Against Nuclear Arms
Anna Paulownastraat 103
2518 BC The Hague
Netherlands
Tel: +31 70 363 4484 
Fax: +31 70 345 5951
E-mail: ialana@antenna.nl

Western States Legal Foundation
1440 Broadway, Suite 500
Oakland, California USA 94612
Phone: (510) 839-5877 ( Fax: (510) 839-5397
E-mail: WSLF@igc.apc.org

Lawyers' Committee on Nuclear Policy
666 Broadway, Suite 625
New York, New York 10012
United States
Tel: +1 212 674 7790  
Fax: +1 212 674 6199
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E-mail: lcnp@aol.com
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To: relctbt
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Report on December 3 Meeting
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

To:  Participants in CTBT Ratification Campaign from Religious Community

The feature of December 3 meeting on grassroots activities for CTBT ratification was discussion with Lori Schultz-
Heim of Senator Jeffords' staff and Ed Levine, minority staff (under Senator Biden) on the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee.  They stressed the need for a diverse coalition in support of treaty ratification, including from the grassroots.  
There should be a sufficient volume of letters and phone calls to get senators' attention.  Persons most likely to gain 
access to senators for home state visits include active clergy, scientists, friends, and donors.  Even if citizens cannot get 
appointments with their senators, they should make contact with staff, who will convey messages to the senator. Radio 
call-in shows and letters to the editor can also make an impact.

On the Foreign Relations Committee it is important for several Republicans to be committed to the treaty.  Awareness 
of this will affect the chairman even if there is never a showdown vote, such as whether to hold hearings.  There was a 
consensus that five committee members in particular should receive our attention: Lugar of Indiana, Frist of Tennessee, 
Hagel of Nebraska, Thomas of Indiana, and Brownback of Kansas.  We will want to pick up on this in January as it 
comes time for Congress to reconvene.

There remains uncertainty when the CTBT will reach the Senate floor.  It is not likely to occur until after the spring 
recess.  Pessimists fear that it will be put off altogether in this session.  Those of you who are looking ahead to 
newsletters and denominational journals might consider March and April as a good time to encourage action in support 
of the CTBT.

We reviewed field status in the target states and realized that we need to continue to build grassroots coalitions in all of 
them.

The next regional workshop will be in Pittsburgh, Pa. on Saturday, January 17.  Flyers are now ready for distribution.  If 
you haven't received them and want some to distribute, contact Kathy Crandall at 202 898-0172, x. 232.

Jim Wetekam of 20/20 inquired whether organizations in the religious community would be interested in their own joint 
postcard alert.  Several thought this would be a possibility.  To determine the interest he will draft one for use in the five 
states of the committee members indicated above.  If there is sufficient interest, this trial run could be mailed in the 
second half of January.

The next meeting on the CTBT grassroots campaign will be held on Wednesday, January 28, 1998 from 12:30 to 2:00 
p.m. in Conference Room 3, Methodist Building.  We hope to see you all then.

Shalom,

Howard Hallman
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Tue, 09 Dec 1997 10:07:53 -0100
From: International Peace Bureau <ipb@gn.apc.org>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: FW: NGOs and NPT 2nd PrepCom Geneva
To: "'ABOLITION-CAUCUS'" <ABOLITION-CAUCUS@IGC.APC.ORG>

Re-posted to abol-caucus on behalf of Edith Ballantyne, Sec of NGO Committee for Disarmament, Geneva. 

                                                 Geneva, 2 December 1997

Dear Colleagues and Friends,

The Geneva-based Special NGO Committee for Disarmament wishes to invite you
to join in a working group to prepare for a strong NGO presence in Geneva
during the second meeting of the Preparatory Committee for the NPT Review
Conference in 2000.

The proposed working group would be open to all coalitions and NGO
groupings, institutions and individual organizations planning to be
represented at the second PrepCom. It's function would be to facilitate and
co-ordinate NGO activities before and during the PrepCom, assist the
registration process of NGOs, co-ordinate with the UN secretariat and the
Bureau of the PrepCom on NGO access and meeting facilities, documentation,
etc.

We have already approached the PrepCom Secretariat on office and meeting
space, registration of NGOs, access to PrepCom documentation and
possibilities of making NGO documentation available to participants in the
PrepCom, as well as access to the PrepCom itself.

Meeting capacities for NGOs are more limited in Geneva than in New York.
The sooner we know of the needs of participation groups the more likely it
will be possible to meet them.

The NGO presentations made at the first PrepCom in New York were very
favourably received by the participating governments. It is most likely
that the same possibility will exist at the second meeting in Geneva and
that these presentations might be made in the first week. It would
therefore be useful to begin thinking and exchanging views on the process
as early and in the widest context as possible.

The Geneva-based Special NGO Committee for Disarmament offers to be a
secretariat for the working group and assume specific responsibilities for
facilitating the exchange of ideas and co-ordinating consultations with the
Bureau and Secretariat of the PrepCom and assisting in every way possible a
powerful NGO presence during the meeting.

We ask you to respond to this letter as quickly as possible, and all other
future communications to the following addresses:

Mailing address: Special NGO Committee for Disarmament
Case postale 50
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1211 Geneva 20, Switzerland.

Telphone, fax and e-mail (area code for all address: (+41 22)
Women's International League for Peace and Freedom
Tel:  731 50 19; Fax: 740 10 63; e-mail: womensleague@gn.apc.org

Edith Ballantyne (NGO Disarmament Committee)
Tel/Fax: 732 50 19; e-mail: edibal@iprolink.ch

International Peace Bureau
Tel: 731 64 29; Fax: 738 94 19; e-mail: ipb@gn.apc.org

David Atwood (Quaker UN Office, Geneva)
Tel: 748 48 00; Fax: 734 40 15; e-mail: atwood@pop.unicc.org

Looking forward to hearing from you,
Edith Ballantyne, for the NGO Committee for Disarmament (Geneva)
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Return-Path: <DGracie@afsc.org>
X-Sender: dgracie@mail.afsc.org
Date: Tue, 09 Dec 1997 15:20:59 -0500
To: mupj@igc.apc.org
From: David Gracie <DGracie@afsc.org>
Subject: Re: Draft statement for religious leaders
X-Info: American Friends Service Committee

Looks good to me, Howard.  You have all the elements there.  I just wonder
about the recipient having to wade through too many statements from
religious bodies in the early part of the text.  Could one of the
statements be selected and identified as expressing the growing consensus
among religious bodies, then attach the others?

At 08:35 AM 12/9/97 -0800, you wrote:
>Dear Dwain:
>
>Dave Robinson of Pax Christi USA is back from a meeeting in Europe and
>reports that Cardinal Danneels, president of Pax Christi International, is
>willing to participate in the reception at the NPT PrepCom in Geneva on
>April 27, 1998.  Further exploration is underway for gaining representation
>of the Pontifical Commission on Justice and Peace.
>
>I have drafted the attached, proposed statement for religious leaders to be
>issued in connection with the PrepCom.  I suggest that this statement be
>sent to heads of state and/or foreign ministers two months prior to the
>PrepCom.  That would enable our ideas to be considered as they prepare
>instructions for delegates.  It would also be available at the reception.
>
>This draft is completely open to suggestions for revision.  My intent is to
>put something in writing so that we can bring into focus precisely what we
>want to ask of the PrepCom.  I will appreciate your suggestions and those of
>persons receiving a copy of this communication.
>
>Shalom,
>
>Howard
>
>###
>
>
>First Draft of A Statement by Religious Leaders on Nuclear Abolition
> 
>To: Heads of States and/or Foreign Ministers of Signatories of the Nuclear
>Non-proliferation Treaty    [Proposed to be sent in February 1998, two
>months before the PrepCom]
>
> The meeting of the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty Preparatory Committee
>(NPT PrepCom) in Geneva, Switzerland on April 27 to May 8, 1998 offers an
>opportunity to make substantial progress toward achieving nuclear
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>disarmament.  We therefore ask that delegates come to Geneva committed to
>set in motion a definitive process directed toward expeditious elimination
>of all nuclear weapons on Earth.  
>
>Statements of Faith
>
> There is a broad consensus within the world's religious community that
>nuclear weapons constitute a dangerous and unwarranted threat to the human
>family and to the planet Earth and that therefore all nuclear weapons should
>be eliminated as soon as possible.
>
> The Sixth Assembly of the World Council of Churches stated: "We believe
>that the time has come when the churches must unequivocally declare that the
>production and deployment as well as the use of nuclear weapons are a crime
>against humanity and that such activities must be condemned on ethical and
>theological grounds.  Furthermore, we appeal for the institution of a
>universal covenant to this effect so that nuclear weapons and warfare are
>delegitimized and condemn as violations of international law."  [or an
>alternative statement]
>
> Speaking for the Holy See before the First Committee of the United Nations
>General Assembly on October 15, 1997, Archbishop Renato Martino  stated:
>"Nuclear weapons are incompatible with the peace we seek for the 21st
>century.  They cannot be justified.  They deserve condemnation.  The
>preservation of the Non-Proliferation Treaty demands an unequivocal
>commitment to their abolition....This is a moral challenge, a legal
>challenge and a political challenge.  That multiple-based challenge must be
>met by the application of our humanity."  [ or a statement by Pope John Paul
>II or some other Catholic source]
>
> [Quotations from other religious leaders and religious bodies.]
>
>Obligation to Achieve Nuclear Disarmament
>
> We are not alone in our belief that all nuclear weapons on Earth should be
>eliminated. Especially noteworthy is the commitment of the Treaty on the
>Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), signed by 178 states including
>all five acknowledged nuclear weapon states. Article VI calls for
>"negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of
>the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a
>treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict and effective
>international control."
>
> The International Court of Justice, at the request of the General Assembly
>of the United Nations, reviewed Article VI and unanimously agreed that
>"There exists an obligation to pursue in good faith and bring to a
>conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects
>under strict and effective international control."
>
>Steps toward Nuclear Disarmament
>
> To fulfill this obligation it is time to commence work on a nuclear weapons
>convention that will outlaw and eliminate nuclear weapons by all possessors.
>Because such a convention serves the interests of all humanity and all
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>nations on Earth, it is a task that can properly be taken up by an
>international body, such as the NPT PrepCom, and not wait for nuclear weapon
>states to undertake if and when they determine.   Therefore, we call upon
>the PrepCom to establish a working group or standing committee to begin the
>process of negotiating a nuclear weapons convention. 
>
> As a nuclear weapons convention is being negotiated, the nuclear weapon
>states should refrain from modernizing or increasing the number of deployed
>nuclear weapons. The United States and Russia should continue bilateral
>reduction of strategic nuclear weapons, but we urge a faster pace of
reduction
>
> To reduce the risk of nuclear war, we call upon nuclear weapon states to
>declare a policy of no first use amongst themselves and non-use in relation
>to non-nuclear weapon states.  To prevent the use of nuclear weapons by
>accident, design, or miscalculation, we urge nuclear weapon states to take
>nuclear forces off alert and remove warheads from delivery vehicles.
>
> These actions will set the stage for the world to enter the 21st century
>with a commitment to eliminating from Earth the scourge of nuclear weapons.
>We hope that the delegates to the NPT PrepCom will rise to the occasion and
>take necessary action to set the course toward abolition of nuclear weapons.
>
>Names of Signers
>
>
>Drafted by Howard W. Hallman, Methodists United for Peace with Justice,
>Washington, D.C., December 9, 1997.  Please send comments to him at
>mupj@igc.org.
>
>
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Return-Path: <ledwidge@psr.org>
Date: Tue, 09 Dec 1997 14:31:54 -0500
From: Lisa Ledwidge <ledwidge@psr.org>
Organization: Physicians for Social Responsibility
To: wandwill@clark.net, tcollina@ucsusa.org, dculp@nrdc.org, paprog@igc.org,
        stevenraikin@delphi.com, billeisen@rocketmail.com, meldredge@igc.org,
        mupj@igc.org, 73744.3675@compuserve.com, bridget@fcnl.org,
        kathy@fcnl.org, disarmament@igc.org, cdavis@clw.org, dkimball@clw.org,
        jsmith@clw.org, basicusa@igc.org, vision@igc.org, btiller@psr.org,
        12028980172@igc.org
CC: lasg@igc.org
Subject: Stockpile Stewardship strategy discussion, suggested agenda and forwarded mssg.

Dec 9 1997

To: Nuclear Weapons Working Group
Fr: Lisa Ledwidge

Below is a suggested agenda for Thursday's Stockpile Stewardship
Strategy discussion.  Also included is a recent email received from Greg
Mello of Los Alamos Study Group in Santa Fe NM suggesting some DC action
with regard to Sen. Domenici and Stockpile Stewardship.  

Please check your fax machine for other materials, including the draft
strategy summary provided by Maureen Eldredge, if you have not already.

Looking forward to seeing you this Thursday.

cc: Greg Mello
. . . . . . . .
Stockpile Stewardship Strategy discussion
Thursday, Dec. 11, 1997
9:00 am - 10:30 am
Mott House

Suggested Agenda:

I.  Introductions, agenda review (5 min.)

II.  Updates (10 min.)
 Grassroots
 Congress
 Administration

III. Discussion of draft strategy document (45 min.)

IV.  Next steps (20 min.)

V.  Next meeting (5 min.)

VI.  Announcements (5 min.)

. . . . . . . . .
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Subject:        Re: [Fwd: Domenici, O'Leary]
  Date:        Fri, 28 Nov 1997 08:34:14 -0800 (PST)
  From:        Greg Mello <lasg@igc.apc.org>
    To:        Lisa Ledwidge <ledwidge@psr.org>, dkerlins@cph.unm.edu,
lasg@igc.org
    CC:        ssmmpn+@igc.org, dkimball@clw.org (Daryl Kimball)

Dear Lisa--
        Thanks for the posting.  This is the third in a series of New
Mexico
headlines on Domenici's nuclear views.  The previous headline--like this
one, across the top of the front page--said "Domenici's Nuclear Vision
Cheered."  The cheerleaders were (in the order they were quoted) Frank
von
Hippel, a VP of Sandia, Alan Waltar (past American Nuclear Society prez
and
founder of the Eagle Alliance), and--ouch!--Daryl.  The only negative
note
was sounded by Paul Leventhal.  It is likely that Frank and Daryl said
more
things than were quoted; John Fleck was searching for something
adulatory--his story line was that Domenici was being praised from
nearly
all quarters; my Journal sources say that this is what the publisher
wanted.
        I already suggested to Daryl that perhaps he shouldn't be so
easy on
Domenici, whom he allowed to sound like a nuclear statesman.  In Daryl's
defense, I myself egged on the Journal's Ian Hoffman, who wrote the
first of
the three big articles, to praise Domenici.  But Ian paid essentially no
attention to Domenici's overall program, emphasizing the de-alerting
message
only.  
        I would like to respectfully suggest that folks in DC had better
get
used to playing hardball with Pete--and with the CTBT.  In my humble
view,
which of course could be wrong, there is no hope of grassroots success
with
Pete until and unless this happens.  It is my belief that unless his run
on
the pork barrel is named for what it is, there will be no leverage to
get
him to vote for the CTBT.  I therefore suggest that you and Daryl take
the
message to the planning meetings you attend that folks need not withhold
the
truth about the SSM program.  To do so will only hurt CTBT ratification
efforts, in my opinion.
        In order to acheive our common goals, which begin first and
foremost
with CTBT ratification,, why not hold a joint press conference taking on
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Domenici in DC, highlighting his reticence about signing up and his pork
barrel interests, and the similarity of much of his program with that of
the
Eagle Alliance?  It is important to say that Pete is trying to use the
CTBT
to advance a very broad nuclear agenda, and to point out salient truths
about the SSM program, organized around the idea that it is far more
than
sufficient to maintain the stockpile, and is a grave danger in itself. 
I
believe this is the most effective thing you could do to advance CTBT
ratification.  But it would have to involve the Stimson Center, the Arms
Control Association, etc.  I and (I am sure) others would be willing to
help.  Without such an effort, don't look for much from us in New
Mexico,
because our efforts to get Pete to do the right thing have been undercut
for
a number of years by centrist, Administration-oriented groups in DC. 
Years
of lack of cooperation has contributed to making us look marginal, not
credible, shrill, and this has very gravely affected our ability to
influence the media, the public, and politicians.  Remember that here in
New
Mexico we are #1 state in people below the poverty line.  And we were,
or
possibly still are, the #1 state in per capita federal spending. 
Federal
money is universally worshipped.
        Regarding Pete's message, which received such accolades in the
press, THERE IS A VERY GRAVE DANGER RIGHT NOW THAT THE CTBT IS BECOMING
A
STALKING-HORSE FOR A BROAD-BASED NUCLEAR REVIVAL.  THIS MUST BE EXPOSED
FOR
WHAT IT IS OR WE WILL BE VERY SORRY IN FIVE OR TEN YEARS.  THE VIEW FROM
LOS
ALAMOS IS THAT PIT MANUFACTURING, STOCKPILE STEWARDSHIP, AND NEW WEAPONS
ARE
ONLY THE BEGINNING.  THE FOLKS HERE ARE WORKING TO IMPLEMENT
REPROCESSING,
BREEDER AND TRANSMUTATION TECHNOLOGIES, ETC. WORLDWIDE, AND ARE
BEGINNING TO
ADVOCATE AN INTERNATIONAL-MONETARY-FUND-LIKE ORGANIZATION TO TAKE CARE
OF
THE PLUTONIUM.  FOCUSSING TOO NARROWLY ON THE CTBT ITSELF, WILL, I
BELIEVE,
BE UNSUCCESSFUL IN BOTH THE SHORT AND THE LONG RUN.  We had better get
out a
coherent warning on proliferation of nuclear technologies, and fast.
        Respectfully, Greg
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To: "Dwain Epps" <dce@wcc-coe.org>
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Special NGO Committee for Disarmament
Cc: dgracie@afsc.org, crramey@igc.org, dave@paxchristiusa.org
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear David, Clayton, and Dave:

I want to share with you a communication from Edith Ballantyne, secretary of the NGO Committee for Disarmament in 
Geneva.  I have replied about our plans for the reception and worship service and inquired whether and how the 
reception might be in the UN Building.

I'll keep you informed.

Shalom,

Howard

###

Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Tue, 09 Dec 1997 10:07:53 -0100
From: International Peace Bureau <ipb@gn.apc.org>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: FW: NGOs and NPT 2nd PrepCom Geneva
To: "'ABOLITION-CAUCUS'" <ABOLITION-CAUCUS@IGC.APC.ORG>

Re-posted to abol-caucus on behalf of Edith Ballantyne, Sec of NGO Committee for Disarmament, Geneva. 

                                                 Geneva, 2 December 1997

Dear Colleagues and Friends,

The Geneva-based Special NGO Committee for Disarmament wishes to invite you
to join in a working group to prepare for a strong NGO presence in Geneva
during the second meeting of the Preparatory Committee for the NPT Review
Conference in 2000.

The proposed working group would be open to all coalitions and NGO
groupings, institutions and individual organizations planning to be
represented at the second PrepCom. It's function would be to facilitate and
co-ordinate NGO activities before and during the PrepCom, assist the
registration process of NGOs, co-ordinate with the UN secretariat and the
Bureau of the PrepCom on NGO access and meeting facilities, documentation,
etc.

We have already approached the PrepCom Secretariat on office and meeting
space, registration of NGOs, access to PrepCom documentation and
possibilities of making NGO documentation available to participants in the
PrepCom, as well as access to the PrepCom itself.

Meeting capacities for NGOs are more limited in Geneva than in New York.
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The sooner we know of the needs of participation groups the more likely it
will be possible to meet them.

The NGO presentations made at the first PrepCom in New York were very
favourably received by the participating governments. It is most likely
that the same possibility will exist at the second meeting in Geneva and
that these presentations might be made in the first week. It would
therefore be useful to begin thinking and exchanging views on the process
as early and in the widest context as possible.

The Geneva-based Special NGO Committee for Disarmament offers to be a
secretariat for the working group and assume specific responsibilities for
facilitating the exchange of ideas and co-ordinating consultations with the
Bureau and Secretariat of the PrepCom and assisting in every way possible a
powerful NGO presence during the meeting.

We ask you to respond to this letter as quickly as possible, and all other
future communications to the following addresses:

Mailing address: Special NGO Committee for Disarmament
Case postale 50
1211 Geneva 20, Switzerland.

Telphone, fax and e-mail (area code for all address: (+41 22)
Women's International League for Peace and Freedom
Tel:  731 50 19; Fax: 740 10 63; e-mail: womensleague@gn.apc.org

Edith Ballantyne (NGO Disarmament Committee)
Tel/Fax: 732 50 19; e-mail: edibal@iprolink.ch

International Peace Bureau
Tel: 731 64 29; Fax: 738 94 19; e-mail: ipb@gn.apc.org

David Atwood (Quaker UN Office, Geneva)
Tel: 748 48 00; Fax: 734 40 15; e-mail: atwood@pop.unicc.org

Looking forward to hearing from you,
Edith Ballantyne, for the NGO Committee for Disarmament (Geneva)
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To: edibal@iprolink.ch
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: PrepCom Reception
Cc: womensleage@gn.apc.org, ipb@gn.apc.org, atwood@pop.unicc.org
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Edith Ballantyne:

I am responding to your posting of December 2 regarding plans for NGO participation in the NPT PrepCom in Geneva.  
The Religious Working Group for Nuclear Abolition (of which I am a co-convener) and some other religious bodies are 
planning a reception for delegates on Monday evening, April 27 from 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.  NGO representatives will also 
be invited.  This date has been cleared with the NPT Working Group of Abolition 2000.

We are working closely with Dwain Epps, international affairs coordinator of the World Council of Churches.  He has 
offered the Ecumenical Center as a site for the reception.  Dr. Konrad Raiser, WCC general secretary, has agreed to 
make substantive welcoming remarks.

Cardinal Danneels, president of Pax Christi International, has agreed to participate. An effort is underway to gain 
official representation from the Holy See.  We are seeking participation of world leaders of other religious faiths.

It has been suggested to us that, although the Ecumenical Center is a good site, we could attract more delegates if the 
reception were held at the UN Building.  Is this possible?  How can this be arranged?  Can you help us?

As a point of departure, we estimate that 200 to 300 might attend.  However, we would like your estimate, based upon 
your experience.  We would want to serve light refreshments ("wine, soft drinks and elegant sandwiches" is how Dwin 
Epps described it).  What would be the cost if at the UN building?  We will raise funds for this purpose.

We are considering the possibility of having an ecumenical worship service during the second week of the PrepCom in 
the chapel at the Ecumenical Center.  We have not selected a day or time.

If NGOs are given the opportunity to address the PrepCom, we would hope that a religious leader would be included.  
We want to work with you and others to offer suggestions who that person might be.  (We realize that there is unlikely 
to be enough NGO slots to have a representative of each major faith.)

In addition to Dwain Epps, I have been in touch with David Atwood about our plans.  You may want to confer with one 
or both of them as well as responding to me.  I will share your December 2 communication with Dwain.  I assume 
David has seen it since his name is included.

Thanks for the efforts you are undertaking to bring NGOs into the PrepCom.

Shalom

Howard W. Hallman, Chair
Methodists United for Peace with Justice
Phone/fax: 301 896-0013 (USA); e-mail: mupj@igc.org
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To: dgracie@afsc.org, crramey@igc.org, dave@paxchristi.org
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: NGO Committee for Disarmament in Geneva
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear David, Clayton, Dave:

If this is a duplicate communication, please excuse it, but I think I goofed on my first attempt.

Attached is a message from Edith Balllantyne, Secretary of NGO Committee for Disarmament in Geneva, about 
PrepCom arrangement.  I replied and told her about our reception and proposed worship service.

Shalom,

Howard

###

Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Tue, 09 Dec 1997 10:07:53 -0100
From: International Peace Bureau <ipb@gn.apc.org>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: FW: NGOs and NPT 2nd PrepCom Geneva
To: "'ABOLITION-CAUCUS'" <ABOLITION-CAUCUS@IGC.APC.ORG>

Re-posted to abol-caucus on behalf of Edith Ballantyne, Sec of NGO Committee for Disarmament, Geneva. 

                                                 Geneva, 2 December 1997

Dear Colleagues and Friends,

The Geneva-based Special NGO Committee for Disarmament wishes to invite you
to join in a working group to prepare for a strong NGO presence in Geneva
during the second meeting of the Preparatory Committee for the NPT Review
Conference in 2000.

The proposed working group would be open to all coalitions and NGO
groupings, institutions and individual organizations planning to be
represented at the second PrepCom. It's function would be to facilitate and
co-ordinate NGO activities before and during the PrepCom, assist the
registration process of NGOs, co-ordinate with the UN secretariat and the
Bureau of the PrepCom on NGO access and meeting facilities, documentation,
etc.

We have already approached the PrepCom Secretariat on office and meeting
space, registration of NGOs, access to PrepCom documentation and
possibilities of making NGO documentation available to participants in the
PrepCom, as well as access to the PrepCom itself.

Meeting capacities for NGOs are more limited in Geneva than in New York.
The sooner we know of the needs of participation groups the more likely it
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will be possible to meet them.

The NGO presentations made at the first PrepCom in New York were very
favourably received by the participating governments. It is most likely
that the same possibility will exist at the second meeting in Geneva and
that these presentations might be made in the first week. It would
therefore be useful to begin thinking and exchanging views on the process
as early and in the widest context as possible.

The Geneva-based Special NGO Committee for Disarmament offers to be a
secretariat for the working group and assume specific responsibilities for
facilitating the exchange of ideas and co-ordinating consultations with the
Bureau and Secretariat of the PrepCom and assisting in every way possible a
powerful NGO presence during the meeting.

We ask you to respond to this letter as quickly as possible, and all other
future communications to the following addresses:

Mailing address: Special NGO Committee for Disarmament
Case postale 50
1211 Geneva 20, Switzerland.

Telphone, fax and e-mail (area code for all address: (+41 22)
Women's International League for Peace and Freedom
Tel:  731 50 19; Fax: 740 10 63; e-mail: womensleague@gn.apc.org

Edith Ballantyne (NGO Disarmament Committee)
Tel/Fax: 732 50 19; e-mail: edibal@iprolink.ch

International Peace Bureau
Tel: 731 64 29; Fax: 738 94 19; e-mail: ipb@gn.apc.org

David Atwood (Quaker UN Office, Geneva)
Tel: 748 48 00; Fax: 734 40 15; e-mail: atwood@pop.unicc.org

Looking forward to hearing from you,
Edith Ballantyne, for the NGO Committee for Disarmament (Geneva)
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Return-Path: <dce@wcc-coe.org>
Date: Wed, 10 Dec 1997 09:02:11 +0100
From: Dwain EPPS <dce@wcc-coe.org>
To: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Draft statement for religious leaders -Reply

Dear Howard,

Your initial draft is an excellent basis from which to move.  Some very
quick reactions:

1.  As its drafter, I am of course thrilled with the inclusion of the
Vancouver statement of the WCC!

2.  I agree that a papal statement from the RCC would be better than
Martini's good statement.

3.  It would be good to get both Jewish and Muslim affirmations.  They
are harder to find, but should exist.

4.  The statement might take a more moral/ethical, even perhaps slightly
spiritual tone, and might emphasize more the justice element.

5.  It might be more concise and sharper.  The recommendations are a
little worn, however pertinent they remain.  You may wish to phrase a
more ringing call for abolition.

I am forwarding separately, in the hope that you can retrieve the WP 6.1
file, of a statement issued by your namesake on the WCC's behalf at
Tokyo.  It has some of the elements of style that might be considered.

More anon,

Dwain
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Return-Path: <dce@wcc-coe.org>
Date: Wed, 10 Dec 1997 09:05:16 +0100
From: Dwain EPPS <dce@wcc-coe.org>
To: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Release: WCC to address Climate Change Summit -Forwarded

Date: Tue, 09 Dec 1997 08:58:09 +0100
From: Sheila MESA <smm@wcc-coe.org>
To: aj@wcc-coe.org,akf@wcc-coe.org, ath@wcc-coe.org, bb@wcc-coe.org,
        bet@wcc-coe.org, bf@wcc-coe.org, bg@wcc-coe.org,
        bgu@wcc-coe.org, bk@wcc-coe.org, bs@wcc-coe.org,
        bst@wcc-coe.org, ca@wcc-coe.org, cbi@wcc-coe.org,
        cc@wcc-coe.org, cf@wcc-coe.org, cjb@wcc-coe.org,
        dg@wcc-coe.org, dm@wcc-coe.org, eao@wcc-coe.org,
        ee@wcc-coe.org, era@wcc-coe.org, erg@wcc-coe.org,
        err@wcc-coe.org, fc@wcc-coe.org, fi@wcc-coe.org,
        fm@wcc-coe.org, gb@wcc-coe.org, gc@wcc-coe.org,
        gcm@wcc-coe.org, gdp@wcc-coe.org, gg@wcc-coe.org,
        gk@wcc-coe.org, gl@wcc-coe.org, ham@wcc-coe.org,
        hhn@wcc-coe.org, hma@wcc-coe.org, hmk@wcc-coe.org,
        hz@wcc-coe.org, igk@wcc-coe.org, ijb@wcc-coe.org,
        ik@wcc-coe.org, in@wcc-coe.org, jbn@wcc-coe.org,
        jcc@wcc-coe.org, jkh@wcc-coe.org, joe@wcc-coe.org,
        ka@wcc-coe.org, kk@wcc-coe.org, kkk@wcc-coe.org,
        km@wcc-coe.org, krm@wcc-coe.org, lcl@wcc-coe.org,
        lde@wcc-coe.org, lf@wcc-coe.org, ma@wcc-coe.org,
        mbe@wcc-coe.org, mbi@wcc-coe.org, mcb@wcc-coe.org,
        me@wcc-coe.org, meg@wcc-coe.org, mgr@wcc-coe.org,
        mj@wcc-coe.org, mka@wcc-coe.org, mke@wcc-coe.org,
        mma@wcc-coe.org, mpm@wcc-coe.org, mpv@wcc-coe.org,
        mvm@wcc-coe.org, pnp@wcc-coe.org, pra@wcc-coe.org,
        pro@wcc-coe.org, rd@wcc-coe.org, reg@wcc-coe.org,
        rg@wcc-coe.org, rha@wcc-coe.org, rl@wcc-coe.org,
        ro@wcc-coe.org, rod@wcc-coe.org, sak@wcc-coe.org,
        sar@wcc-coe.org, sf@wcc-coe.org, slm@wcc-coe.org,
        so@wcc-coe.org, sr@wcc-coe.org, tb@wcc-coe.org,
        tbo@wcc-coe.org, tcw@wcc-coe.org, tg@wcc-coe.org,
        uk@wcc-coe.org, vm@wcc-coe.org, vmo@wcc-coe.org,
        vr@wcc-coe.org, wg@wcc-coe.org, wp@wcc-coe.org,
        TR1@wccxsmtp.wcc-coe.org, TR2@wccxsmtp.wcc-coe.org,
        TR3@wccxsmtp.wcc-coe.org, TR4@wccxsmtp.wcc-coe.org,
        TR5@wccxsmtp.wcc-coe.org, TR6@wccxsmtp.wcc-coe.org
Subject: Release: WCC to address Climate Change Summit

Attached, for your information, is the text of today's press release.

Attachment Converted: C:\INTERACT\data\download\COP3.HE
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Tue, 9 Dec 1997 14:47:38 -0800 (PST)
From: Alice Slater <aslater@igc.apc.org>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Re: FW: NGOs and NPT 2nd PrepCom Geneva
To: International Peace Bureau <ipb@gn.apc.org>,
        "'ABOLITION-CAUCUS'" <ABOLITION-CAUCUS@IGC.APC.ORG>
X-Sender: aslater@pop.igc.org

Dear IPB,
To whom should we respond?  You have listed four addresses.  Does any
correspondence relating to the PrepCom go to all four contacts?  I'm
confused.  Thanks for your help.  Also, on the HAP, in the calendar you
posted you note that attendance at the May 2nd and 3rd sessions are by
invitation only.  Who will be invited?  I thought it was an open meeting for
those NGOs interested in working on the Hague Peace Appeal. Please
elaborate.  Many thanks.
Alice Slater

At 10:07 AM 12/9/97 -0100, International Peace Bureau wrote:
>Re-posted to abol-caucus on behalf of Edith Ballantyne, Sec of NGO
Committee for Disarmament, Geneva. 
>
>                                                 Geneva, 2 December 1997
>
>Dear Colleagues and Friends,
>
>The Geneva-based Special NGO Committee for Disarmament wishes to invite you
>to join in a working group to prepare for a strong NGO presence in Geneva
>during the second meeting of the Preparatory Committee for the NPT Review
>Conference in 2000.
>
>The proposed working group would be open to all coalitions and NGO
>groupings, institutions and individual organizations planning to be
>represented at the second PrepCom. It's function would be to facilitate and
>co-ordinate NGO activities before and during the PrepCom, assist the
>registration process of NGOs, co-ordinate with the UN secretariat and the
>Bureau of the PrepCom on NGO access and meeting facilities, documentation,
>etc.
>
>We have already approached the PrepCom Secretariat on office and meeting
>space, registration of NGOs, access to PrepCom documentation and
>possibilities of making NGO documentation available to participants in the
>PrepCom, as well as access to the PrepCom itself.
>
>Meeting capacities for NGOs are more limited in Geneva than in New York.
>The sooner we know of the needs of participation groups the more likely it
>will be possible to meet them.
>
>The NGO presentations made at the first PrepCom in New York were very
>favourably received by the participating governments. It is most likely
>that the same possibility will exist at the second meeting in Geneva and
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>that these presentations might be made in the first week. It would
>therefore be useful to begin thinking and exchanging views on the process
>as early and in the widest context as possible.
>
>The Geneva-based Special NGO Committee for Disarmament offers to be a
>secretariat for the working group and assume specific responsibilities for
>facilitating the exchange of ideas and co-ordinating consultations with the
>Bureau and Secretariat of the PrepCom and assisting in every way possible a
>powerful NGO presence during the meeting.
>
>We ask you to respond to this letter as quickly as possible, and all other
>future communications to the following addresses:
>
>Mailing address: Special NGO Committee for Disarmament
>Case postale 50
>1211 Geneva 20, Switzerland.
>
>Telphone, fax and e-mail (area code for all address: (+41 22)
>Women's International League for Peace and Freedom
>Tel:  731 50 19; Fax: 740 10 63; e-mail: womensleague@gn.apc.org
>
>Edith Ballantyne (NGO Disarmament Committee)
>Tel/Fax: 732 50 19; e-mail: edibal@iprolink.ch
>
>International Peace Bureau
>Tel: 731 64 29; Fax: 738 94 19; e-mail: ipb@gn.apc.org
>
>David Atwood (Quaker UN Office, Geneva)
>Tel: 748 48 00; Fax: 734 40 15; e-mail: atwood@pop.unicc.org
>
>Looking forward to hearing from you,
>Edith Ballantyne, for the NGO Committee for Disarmament (Geneva)
>
>
>
>
>
>
Alice Slater
Global Resource Action Center for the Environment(GRACE)
15 E. 26 St., New York, NY  10010
212-726-9161 (tel)
212-726-9160 (fax)
aslater@igc.apc.org
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Cc: disarmament@igc.apc.org, peace-caucus@igc.apc.org
Date: Tue, 9 Dec 1997 14:32:29 EST
From: LCNP <LCNP@aol.com>
Organization: AOL (http://www.aol.com)
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: UN adopts nuclear abolition resolution
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org

United Nations Adopts Nuclear Abolition Resolution

December 9

The United Nations today adopted a resolution (116 in favour, 26 against and
24 abstaining) welcoming the International Court of Justice Advisory Opinion
on the Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons and calling for
negotiations to commence which would lead to the conclusion of a nuclear
weapons convention.

There were separate votes on operative paragraph 1 (which notes the ICJ
conclusion that there is an obligation to conclude nuclear disarmament
negotiations, 152 in favour, 6 against and 6 abstaining), and operative
paragraph 2 (which calls for negotiations leading to the conclusion of a
nuclear weapons convention, 106 in favour, 34 against and 24 abstaining).

This resolution is similar to one adopted by the United Nations in 1996 but
adds a call for  states to report to the UN Secretary-General on efforts and
measures they are taking to implement the ICJ opinion and the obligation to
conclude negotiations on nuclear disarmament.

More details on voting to follow.

Lawyers' Committee on Nuclear Policy
666 Broadway, #625, New York, NY 10012
Phone (1) 212 674 7790. Fax (1) 212 674 6199
Email <lcnp@aol.com>
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Tue, 09 Dec 1997 13:19:31 -0800
From: Nuclear Age Peace Foundation <wagingpeace@napf.org>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: A2000-organizations
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-Sender: napf@silcom.com

Dear friends,

The following organizations have signed on to the Abolition 2000 Network:

Sierra Club, Broward County Group, FL/USA
Nuclear Guardianship Project, CA/USA
Guideposts for a Sustainable Future, ON/Canada
Alliance for Democracy, CA/USA
United Nations Association, Sonoma County Chapter, CA/USA
Manchester Friends of the Earth/UK
Our Lady of Nuclear Weapons Shrine Organization, NY/USA
Foundation for a Compasionate Society, TX/USA
Peace Action Maine, ME/USA
Social Action Committee, College Ave. United Methodist Church, MA/USA
Sokagakkai of Japan/Japan
Darmstädter Friedensforum/Germany

There are now 877 organizational members of Abolition 2000.
List is at: http://www.wagingpeace.org/organizs.html

Sincerely,

     Christoph Hanterman

                    NUCLEAR AGE PEACE FOUNDATION
        **********************************************************
                        A founding member of
                  and global contact point for the
                Abolition 2000 Global Network for the 
                   Elimination of Nuclear Weapons
        **********************************************************
                 1187 Coast Village Road, Suite 123
                    Santa Barbara, CA 93108-2794
              Phone (805) 965-3443 * Fax (805) 568-0466
                   E- mailto:wagingpeace@napf.org
                     http://www.wagingpeace.org
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Tue, 09 Dec 1997 13:40:52 -0800
From: Nuclear Age Peace Foundation <wagingpeace@napf.org>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: A2000-organizations 2 of 2
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-Sender: napf@silcom.com

Dear friends,

The following organizations have signed on to the Abolition 2000 Network:

Raging Grannies, BC/Canada
Latin American Center for International Studies (LACISS)/Mexico
World Federalist Association/USA

Best wishes,

Christoph Hanterman

                    NUCLEAR AGE PEACE FOUNDATION
        **********************************************************
                        A founding member of
                  and global contact point for the
                Abolition 2000 Global Network for the 
                   Elimination of Nuclear Weapons
        **********************************************************
                 1187 Coast Village Road, Suite 123
                    Santa Barbara, CA 93108-2794
              Phone (805) 965-3443 * Fax (805) 568-0466
                   E- mailto:wagingpeace@napf.org
                     http://www.wagingpeace.org
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Cc: gathering@cygnus.com
Date: Tue, 09 Dec 1997 16:35:34 -0500
From: Peace through Reason <prop1@prop1.org>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: US/Press/General Lee Butler/text, Washington Post Magazine
  12/7/97
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-Sender: prop1@prop1.org

Tom Boland tells me that my post of last Sunday's very important Washington
Post Magazine article about whistle-blower General Lee Butler, "The
Dissenter," was cut short because it was too long.  

You can access the article at
http://search.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/WPlate/1997-12/07/014l-120797-idx.html

Let me know if you don't have web access, and I'll try to get you the whole
thing.

Ellen Thomas
prop1@prop1.org
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Wed, 10 Dec 1997 10:25:50 GMT
From: Kate Dewes <katie@chch.planet.org.nz> (by way of geowcpuk@gn.apc.org (George Farebrother))
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Final Vote Assessment
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-Sender: geowcpuk@gn.apc.org

* * *
REVISED UN GENERAL ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION L37

FINAL VOTE: 9 December 1997

Assessment by Rob Green & Kate Dewes

On 9 December 1997, Malaysia's revised version of its 1996 UNGA resolution was
adopted as Resolution 52/38 O entitled "Advisory Opinion of ICJ on Legality of
Nuclear Weapons" in the closing plenary of the 1997 UNGA Disarmament
Session.  

Unlike in the First Committee on 10 November, only three votes were taken.
The one
on preambular paragraph 10 was dropped after negotiations between Malaysia and
Chile (Chile having called for the extra First Committee vote at short
notice: this may
help explain why China and South Africa had failed to vote - there had been
no time
for instructions). To recap on the remaining three votes:

1)  On operative paragraph 1, which equates to last year's operative
paragraph 3:
"Underlines once again the unanimous conclusion of the International Court
of Justice
that there exists an obligation to pursue in good faith and bring to a
conclusion
negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict
and effective
international control".

2)  On operative paragraph 2, updating last year's operative paragraph 4:
"Calls once
again upon all States to immediately fulfil that obligation by commencing
multilateral
negotiations in 1998 leading to an early conclusion of a nuclear weapons
convention
prohibiting the development, production, testing, deployment, stockpiling,
transfer,
threat or use of nuclear weapons and providing for their elimination".  

3)  Finally the resolution as a whole was voted on.

OPERATIVE PARAGRAPH 1
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This, signalling support for the ICJ decision, was carried by the biggest
margin (152
for, 5 against, 6 abstained, 22 did not vote).  The "Yes" vote exceeded
last year's by
13, and the "No" vote dropped by 2 (Latvia and Romania moved to "Yes", while
Russia's move to "No" from last year's abstention was balanced by the UK
moving the
opposite way.  So a significant split in approach here between the UK and
USA/Russia/France has been sustained.  NB also that China again voted
"Yes".)  
Abstentions dropped by 14 from last year; however, 3 more did not vote. 

For the lobbying teams, the good news is that the "Yes" vote was increased
by 13 over
the First Committee vote, all from countries which did not vote on 10
November! 
Other new "Yes" votes - from abstentions - were Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, Togo and
Uzbekistan.  These were countered by Benin inexplicably not voting in just
this vote;
Angola and Morocco did not vote at all this time; and tragically co-sponsor
Lesotho
again failed to vote at all.

OPERATIVE PARAGRAPH 2

This paragraph directly challenged the nuclear States to start negotiations
leading to a
nuclear weapons convention: hence the smallest majority (106 for, 34
against, 24
abstentions, 21 did not vote). Last year's equivalent plenary vote was: 110
for, 27
against, 29 abstained, 19 did not vote - so the majority was eroded by 11.
It was good
to see New Zealand and South Africa staying strong; but Russia hardened from
abstention to "No", along with Andorra, Bulgaria, Israel, and Uzbekistan
(the other
new "No" votes were Albania and Greece).  The lobbying teams did well to
get 11
countries to move from not voting on 10 November to "Yes"; but several NAM
states
failed to vote having supported this paragraph last year.

THE RESOLUTION AS A WHOLE 

In the final third vote - the most important one - on the resolution as a
whole, 116
voted for, 26 against, 24 abstained, and 19 did not vote.  The majority
slipped by 3
from last year's plenary vote (115 for, 22 against, 32 abstained, 16 did
not vote). 
However, the good news is that Argentina, formerly a potential nuclear
weapon State,
and Ukraine moved from abstention to "Yes".  China, Ireland, Malta, New
Zealand,
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South Africa and Sweden again voted "Yes".  On the other hand, Andorra,
Bulgaria
and Israel moved from abstention to "No"; and Greece from not voting last
year to
"No".  However, NATO's Nordic rebels Denmark, Iceland and Norway sustained
their
abstention, as did Finland.  Like last year, of the Asia-Pacific States
which voted, the
abstentions by Australia, Japan and South Korea were conspicuous,
especially with
Malaysia as leading sponsor of the resolution.

The lobbying teams again did well to get 13 countries which did not vote in
the First
Committee to vote"Yes".  In addition, Togo and Uzbekistan moved from
abstention to
support - which was slightly spoiled by Turkmenistan moving the opposite way.

In sum, we held the line against what must have been heavy pressure from
the USA in
light of its attempt to exclude use of nuclear weapons from the draft
statute of the
International Criminal Court; and implicit support for the ICJ Advisory
Opinion grew
by 15 votes to an overwhelming majority of 147 UN member States, with only the
USA, Russia, France, Israel and Monaco(!) opposing.  

ENDS
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Return-Path: <owner-ctb-followers@igc.apc.org>
Date: Wed, 10 Dec 1997 12:21:26 -0500
From: disarmament@igc.org
Organization: Disarmament Clearinghouse
Sender: owner-ctb-followers@igc.apc.org
Subject: EXPERTS for ABOLITIION
To: ctb-followers@igc.org

APn  12/09 1623  Nuclear Conflict

   WASHINGTON (AP) -- The United States and the four other declared
nuclear powers should take all nuclear weapons off alert and "set an
immediate goal" of dismantling them, a private commission on conflict
prevention said Tuesday.
   The recommendation by the Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly
Conflict goes well beyond the Clinton administration's current policy.
It is aimed at moving the nuclear powers toward eventual elimination of
their arsenals.
   "The proposition that nuclear weapons can be retained in perpetuity
and never be used -- accidentally or by design -- defies credibility,"
the commission said in a report of its findings based on three years of
study.
   The commission called on the nuclear powers to begin developing a
system of accounting for all nuclear weapons and tracking all
bomb-making materials, as a necessary condition for a global agreement
to eliminate nuclear arms.
   At the same time, governments should take their nuclear weapons off
alert and "set an immediate goal to remove all weapons from active
deployment -- that is, to dismantle them to the point that to use them
would require reconstruction,"
the report said.
   The Clinton administration has chosen to keep some U.S. nuclear
weapons on alert.
   The other nuclear powers are Russia, China, Great Britain and France.

****************************
FROM: Disarmament Clearinghouse
 1101 14th Street NW #700 Washington DC 20005
 TEL: 202 898 0150 ext. 232
 FAX: 202 898 0172
 <disarmament@igc.org>
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Wed, 10 Dec 1997 18:18:34 -0500
From: Bob Tiller <btiller@psr.org>
Organization: Physicians for Social Responsibility
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: PSR resolution
To: tomatompn+@igc.apc.org, abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org

Dear Friends ---

The board of directors of Physicians for Social Responsibility (PSR)
recently adopted the following resolution.  It is not intended as
breaking new ground, but rather as a succinct restatement of policy
already in place.

"PSR strongly supports prompt U.S. ratification of the Comprehensive
Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, and simultaneously strongly supports limiting
funding for nuclear weapons Stockpile Stewardship to passive
guardianship functions until the complete abolition of nuclear weapons
can be achieved."

Shalom,
Bob Tiller
Physicians for Social Responsibility
phone 202-898-0150, ext. 220
fax 202-898-0172
<btiller@psr.org>
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Content-Disposition: inline
Date: Thu, 11 Dec 1997 05:36:03 -0500
From: Dietrich Fischer <102464.1110@compuserve.com>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Report on Dec. 5 Seminar in Washington
To: abolition-caucus <abolition-caucus@igc.org>

Dear Abolitionists, Here is a brief report about the Seminar
TOWARDS THE ABOLITION OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS: STEPS TO BREAK THE
IMPASSE, co-sponsored by PHYSICIANS FOR SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY
and AUSTRIAN STUDY CENTER FOR PEACE AND CONFLICT RESOLUTION,
held December 5, 1997, in Washington. It was a great success. 
It was organized by Basil Massey, a major in the Indian Army on
leave and a graduate of the Masters in Peace Studies Program at
the European Peace University, Burg Schlaining, Austria, who
joined PSR in mid September for three months.

Usually, no more than 30-40 participants attend such seminars
in Washington, but 90 registered, and over 130 showed up.  The
Associated Press recorded it for television for rebroadcast in
India, and many reporters came.  The Austrian Embassy sent two
representatives, as well as many other foreign embassies.

In the keynote address, Mr. Naresh Chandra, the Indian
Ambassador to the United States, explained that India sought a
treaty that banned ALL nuclear weapons within a time certain. 
The double-standard, under which the nuclear powers kept
nuclear weapons indefinitely while they insisted that all other
countries remain free of nuclear weapons, was unstable.

Admiral Stansfield Turner, the former head of the CIA,
presented his idea of a "nuclear escrow," under which the
United States would remove nuclear warheads from its missiles
and put them in storage at a distance of about 300 miles,
verified by Russia, and vice versa.  This could preclude any
surprise attack, as a first step toward complete abolition. 
Former US Defense Secretary Robert McNamara was in the audience
and urged the US government to take a more active role in
working toward the elimination of nuclear weapons.  Otherwise,
given the combination of human fallibility and the awesome
destructive power of those weapons, it was only a matter of
time until catastrophe struck.  Verification was not a real
obstacle, because the Chemical and Biological Weapons
Conventions were concluded successfully, even though their
verification posed a much greater challenge.

Commodore Jasjit Singh, Director of the Indian Institute for
Defense Studies and Analysis, emphasized the need to focus not
only on hardware, but also on public attitudes toward nuclear
weapons. As long as some countries argued possessing nuclear
weapons was essential for their security, it would be difficult
to convince other, militarily weaker countries that they did



1211.01.txt[5/3/2017 10:48:56 AM]

not need them and should not be allowed to possess them.  He
called for the conclusion of a Nuclear Weapons Convention by
2000, otherwise negotiations could drag on for a century.  He
also pointed out that one of the main problems was national
control of nuclear weapons.  They could be placed under
international control within a week, if the will was there.  He
called on people to take these weapons away from the military,
the military would not give them up voluntarily.

The break gave a welcome opportunity for people to talk with
one another.  I met for the first time many people I had known
only through email.  At the end of the break, Robert Musil of
PSR said he regretted to have to call people back into session,
because the most interesting insights in both formal government
negotiations and such informal meetings between governments and
NGOs often emerged in the "corridors."

The second panel explored further "Steps to Break the Impasse." 
Caroline Russell, Foreign Affairs Officer, with the US Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency, listed a series of steps toward
the elimination of weapons of mass destruction that had been
taken by the US and other countries over the last 5-10 years,
including the CTBT, signed by 148 countries and ratified by 8;
signing and ratification of the Chemical Weapons Convention;
the US and Russia capping and reversing the number of their
nuclear weapons; START II called for 80% reductions; defense
expenditures had declined, personnel in the US armed forces was
down by two thirds, the US Army had no nuclear weapons, and the
Navy no tactical nuclear weapons; many nuclear weapons free
zones had been created; the Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Bjelarus
had gotten rid of their nuclear weapons; four of the five
nuclear powers (except China) had ended production of fissile
materials.  Of a series of steps proposed 1988 in the Rajiv
Gandhi plan, many had been achieved.  Of course, we should move
faster, but progress had been made.  She argued in favor of
continuing to move ahead with a series of small steps,
otherwise the end might never be reached.

Stephen P. Cohen, Director of the Program in Arms Control,
Disarmament, and International Security at the University of
Illinois, mentioned that Pakistan remembered its loss of
Bangladesh, formerly East Pakistan, and sought a deterrent
against India.  But many observers had exaggerated the threat
of nuclear war in South Asia.  He proposed agreements between
India and Pakistan on "no first make" of nuclear weapons, or at
least no first deployment or no first use.  The introduction of
missiles could be destabilizing.  He proposed a series of steps
to improve relations, such as increased trade and links between
businesspeople, politicians, journalists, artists and
scientists as the best approach to reduce tensions.

Jo L. Husbands, Director of the Committee on International
Security and Arms Control at the National Academy of Sciences
(NAS) proposed as a first step that nuclear weapons be used
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ONLY to deter a nuclear attack, not an attack with chemical or
biological weapons.  That would make "no first use" possible. 
She also stressed that the discrimination between nuclear and
non-nuclear nations could not endure.  A report on the
abolition of nuclear weapons was available from NAS.

Tilman Ruff from International Physicians for the Prevention of
Nuclear War pointed out that the only true defense against a
nuclear attack was the complete elimination of nuclear weapons. 
This should be the United States' top priority.  He read an
imaginary speech by President Clinton in which he called for a
series of steps leading to the abolition of nuclear weapons.

Joseph Cirincione, Director of the Campaign for Nuclear
Nonproliferation and Abolition at the Henry L. Stimson Center
emphasized the important role played by NGOs in moving us
toward a more secure world.  We could not depend on the
military establishments to give up their weapons voluntarily. 
Others had to push.  He listed four recent reports that had
promoted nuclear abolition: (1) The report by General Andrew
Goodpaster and Ambassador Paul Nitze published by the Stimson
Center, declaring nuclear weapons "impotent and obsolete;" 
(2) The Canberra Commission Report; (3) the December 4, 1996
statement by Generals Goodpaster, Butler and 61 international
Generals and Admirals; (4) the recent report by the National
Academy of Sciences.  The experts agreed that we could
eliminate nuclear weapons, or at least make much deeper cuts
faster, but this consensus had not yet penetrated the Clinton
administration.  People and NGOs had to penetrate four
concentric circles: (1) the media, (2) Congress, (3) the
military and (4) the administration.  If many people wrote
letters or postcards and held personal meetings, the cumulative
effect would make a difference, in the same way as billions of
raindrops can form a mighty stream.

Ambassador Jonathan Dean, former US chief negotiator for the
Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction Talks in Europe, now with
the Union of Concerned Scientists, who had chaired the second
panel, stressed the need to articulate a clear goal, which the
government had avoided so far.  Once we reach a level of 1000
nuclear weapons in the United States and Russia, the President
could make a speech calling for abolition, and begin to involve
the other nuclear powers.  At present, the US government would
not agree to elimination within a fixed time frame, and India
would not agree to join the NPT as long as it implied a double-
standard.  Preaching at each other was counter-productive.  The
best way to proceed was with a series of concrete steps, such
as de-alerting proposed by Bruce Blair, Stansfield Turner's
proposal for an escrow, no first use and other steps proposed
by the Canberra Commission. Opinion was not unified, whether in
the US or South Asia, providing opportunities for constructive
dialogue.  We needed to take steps to build greater confidence
and mechanisms for the peaceful resolution of disputes.
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He thanked and praised Basil for an amazing feat, to begin only
three months ago in a new environment and organize this highly
successful meeting from a standing start, against most people's
expectations.

George Perkovich of the W. Alton Jones Foundation concluded the
conference with a perceptive summary.  He mentioned that bold
visions won Nobel Peace Prizes, like the call to abolish
landmines, to end apartheid, and the call to abolish nuclear
weapons could one day joint the rank.  Ideas that had been
dismissed as infeasible only a few decades ago had since become
reality.  We had to address perceptions.  The conventional
notion that "the stronger wins" no longer applied to a strategy
of mutual destruction, but it was hard to eradicate from the
prevailing way of thinking.  Japan, as a non-nuclear nation and
first victim of atomic bombs, had moral standing and could help
press for abolition.  He stressed the role for NGOs to spark a
public debate, something that governments were reluctant to do.

Basil Massey is now preparing a PEOPLE FOR PEACE CONFERENCE,
Aug. 17
20, 1998 at the Peace Center, Burg Schlaining, Austria. 
It will address (1) Eliminating Weapons of Mass Destruction;
(2) Eliminating or Reducing the International Arms Trade;   
(3) Ending the Use of Child Soldiers; and (4) Strengthening the
United Nations.  One goal is to provide input for the 1999
Peace Conference in The Hague on these four global issues.

Summary by Dietrich Fischer, 114 Conover Road, Robbinsville, NJ
08691, USA, Tel&Fax +1(609)799-8319, 102464.1110@compuserve.com

For further information, please contact Lisa Ledwidge,
Physicians for Social Responsibility, ledwidge@psr.org
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Thu, 11 Dec 1997 10:48:55 -0800 (PST)
From: Alice Slater <aslater@igc.apc.org>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: US/stockpile skewership/congressional strategy
To: abolition-caucus@igc.org
X-Sender: aslater@pop.igc.org

Dear Friends,
Here is an exciting new initiative from Congresswoman Lynn Woolsey to stop
the deathpile skewership juggernaut.  Please do everything you can to get
your Congressional representative to sign on to the letter.  NOW WE NEED TO
ENROLL A US SENATOR TO CIRCULATE A SIMILAR LETTER IN THE SENATE!!  Regards,
Alice
>
>Hello all,
>
>Enclosed is a Dear Colleague letter from Lynn Woolsey's office, (D-CA) about
>the stockpile stewardship program. Her cover letter is first, followed by
>the proposed letter to Clinton.  We are hoping to get as many signatures as
>possible on this letter, so please contact your representatives and urge
>them to sign it!  If you need hard copy please let me know.  It will be sent
>to Clinton sometime in Feb. so you have time to catch your Reps. at home
>before then! 
>Thanks,
>M
>p.s. CA Peace Action gets kudos for getting this letter going.
>
>
>LYNN WOOLSEY
>6th District, California
>House of Representatives
>
>
>         
>         
>                                 November 12, 1997
>         
>         
>                                       STOP!
>                           Don't be Fooled by the Nuclear
>                                 Safety Smokescreen
>             Dear Colleague:
>         
>As the United States nears the ratification. of the Comprehensive Test Ban
>Treaty (CTBT), it is simultaneously putting into place a program to enhance
>the capabilities of its nuclear weapons design laboratories. The U.S.
>Department of Energy's Science Based Stockpile Stewardship(SBSS)program,
>meant to study nuclear components of the U.S. nuclear arsenal, will spend
>millions of dollars developing facilities to research and design new
>warheads instead of        caretaking the existing arsenal as it awaits
>dismantlement.
>         



1211.02.txt[5/3/2017 10:48:56 AM]

>Officially, the purpose of the SBSS program is to maintain the safety and
>reliability of the nuclear arsenal in the absence of nuclear testing. The
>Department of Energy (DOE) has argued that, as the nuclear arsenal ages,
>maintaining the necessary level of safety and reliability without nuclear
>testing will become increasingly complex. However, the DOE also states that
>nuclear weapons are currently reliable and not a significant problem. In
>fact, Doe's own data show that there have been no aging-related nuclear
>safety problems in warheads! Obviously, the SBSS program would provide
>little aid in maintaining the safety of the existing arsenal.
>         
>While the DOE's claims to improve tile safety of the arsenal appear dubious
>at best --they have a clear relationship to increasing the U.S.'s
>capability to design new warheads and make major modifications to existing
>ones. The new SBSS facilities are similar to those used previously as part
>of the weapons design program and one of the program's main goals are the
>retention and attraction of new weapons designers. Furthermore. various
>official documents indicate that the ability to maintain weapons design
>capabilities is a priority of the DOE.
>         
>As long as intact warheads exist, nuclear safety must be an issue of the
>greatest concern, since the human and environmental consequences of
>accidental detonations could be devastating. Fortunately. there are viable
>options which would not require new experimental facilities or the
>maintenance of a large cadre of weapons designers. The Energy Department's
>Stockpile Evaluation Program (SEP) already performs- the core functions of
>stockpile maintenance --surveying the non-nuclear components as the arsenal
>ages. We need to develop a stewardship program to safeguard, not develop our
>existing nuclear arsenal. DOE has not justified the need for new SBSS
>facilities, and it has not considered alternative approaches to maintaining
>the safety of the nuclear arsenal after a CTBT.
>         
>Please join me in sending the attached letter urging President Clinton to
>revise our policies on nuclear weapons. We need a reasoned approach toward
>stewardship, not a renewed buildup of nuclear arms. To sign the attached
>letter. please have your staff contact Mark Dooley at x5-5161.(202-225-5161)
>
>(Letter to President)
>         
>Dear Mr. President,
>
>We write to applaud your announcement to seek ratification for the
>Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.  It is an historic opportunity to begin the
>process of ridding our planet of nuclear weapons, and we are proud that you
>have placed the United States in the forefront.
>
>We are, however, concerned about the Department of Energy's (DOE) continued
>nuclear weapons development under the guise of the Stockpile Stewardship and
>Management Program.  This program will spend enormous sums of money
>developing facilities to research and design new warheads instead of
>caretaking the existing arsenal as it awaits dismantlement.  The costs of
>this program will be a least $60 billion over the next decade.  One
>facility, the National Ignition Facility at Lawrence Livermore Laboratories
>in California, has a price tag of $4.7 billion alone.  
>
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>We encourage you to take this opportunity to revise our policies on nuclear
>weapons.  On average, we are currently planning to spend more money per year
>on nuclear weapons than we did on average during the Cold War.  This
>grandiose program sends the message to the rest of the world that we are not
>serious about our commitment to end the arms race.  In addition, the
>Department of Energy is now conducting "sub-critical" experiments
>underground at the Nevada Test Site -further undermining the treaty.  
>
>The Stockpile Stewardship and Management Program is not necessary for
>maintaining the safety and reliability of the U.S. nuclear arsenal.  Several
>noted weapons scientists have stated that an engineering approach could do
>the job better and cheaper.  The DOE itself has said that aging is not a
>serious problem in the stockpile.  We need a more reasoned approach to
>caretaking the nuclear arsenal, not a renewed build up of the nuclear
>weapons program.  
>
>Please support cuts to DOE's weapons program in the budget cycle, and help
>us move to a more sensible nuclear policy. 
>
>Sincerely,
>         
>     *********************
>       Maureen Eldredge
>       Program Director
>      The Military Production Network
>       1801 18th St. NW, Suite 9-2
>           Washington, DC 20009
>      202-833-4668/fax: 202-234-9536
>
>      A national alliance of watchdog organizations 
>        working on DOE's nuclear weapons complex.  
>
>
Alice Slater
Global Resource Action Center for the Environment(GRACE)
15 E. 26 St., New York, NY  10010
212-726-9161 (tel)
212-726-9160 (fax)
aslater@igc.apc.org



1211.03.txt[5/3/2017 10:48:56 AM]

To: acronym@gn.apc.org
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Geneva costs
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Rebecca:

I want to raise some funds so that I can attend the NPT PreCom in Geneva.  Can you provide me an estimate of hotel 
and meals for two weeks?  This will help me prepare a budget.

Thanks

Howard Hallman
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Fri, 12 Dec 1997 15:50:47 +1300
From: Kate Dewes <katie@chch.planet.org.nz>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: ICC Report by Alyn Ware
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-Sender: katie@mail.chch.planet.org.nz

Dear Abolitionists,

Alyn has tried putting this on abolition-caucus without success, so we're
having a go! He will be putting out a fuller report on Saturday New York time.

Best wishes,
Rob Green & Kate Dewes

* * *

Nuclear Weapons and Landmines Subject of International Criminal Court
Preparatory Meeting
>
>Report by Alyn Ware, Executive Director, Lawyers' Committee on Nuclear
Policy, New York, 9 December 1997
>
>The question of whether or not the threat or use of nuclear weapons and
the use of landmines be included as war crimes under the proposed
International Criminal Court was a major topic of discussion yesterday and
today at the International Criminal Court Preparatory Comitte Meeting (ICC
PrepCom) at the United Nations in New York.
>
>Prior to discussions on war crimes, a caucus of non-governmental
organizations distributed a paper calling for the ICC to have the power to
adjudicate on any act involving the employment of weapons ahich cause
unnecessary suffering or superfluous injury or are inherently
indiscriminate, including, but not limited to expanding bullets, chemical
weapons, biological weapons, nuclear weapons and landmines.
>
>As a basis for discussions on war crimes, Germany submitted a draft text
which was drawn from proposals to the previous ICC PrepCom on war crimes
(February 1997).  The text included as crimes the employment (use) of
expanding bullets, chemical weapons and biological weapons but excluded
nuclear weapons and landmines.  Also submitted was an alternative
formulation drafted by Aotearoa-New Zealand and Switzerland which did not
list any weapons systems but which prohibits the employment of weapons of a
nature as to cause unnecessary suffering or superfluous injury, or which
are inherently indiscriminate.
>
>A large number of countries including Aotearoa-New Zealand, Cuba, Egypt,
Iran, Lebanon, Libya, Mexico, Nigeria, Philippines, Samoa, Sudan, Sweden,
Syria and Trinidad & Tobago said that if there is to be a list of weapons
systems the employment of which would be a crime, nuclear weapons must be
part of that list.  Many of these delegations cited the advisory opinion of
the International Court of Justice in their arguments.
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>
>The US stated that the ICJ opinion did not prohibit the use of nuclear
weapons in every case.  However, Samoa, in a joint statement with the
Marshall Islands and the Solomon Islands noted that it would be nonsensical
to include as a crime the killing of one person with a poison arrow, as
would be the case under the text submitted by Germany, but not the killing
of one hundred thousand people with a nuclear weapon.  Samoa asked whether
"the law is like a spider's web which catches the little flies but lets the
big ones through?"
>
>Several of the above countries, including Aotearoa-New Zealand, Sweden and
the Philippines, as well as Bosnia & Herzegovina argued that landmines
should be included in the list of prohibited weapons.  Sweden also
suggested that blinding laser weapons be included.  Iraq suggested that
Depleted Uranium weapons be included.
>
>The Philippines submitted a formal proposal which combined the option of a
general prohibition against weapons which cause unnecessary suffering or
superfluous injury or are inherently indiscriminate, with the full list of
weapons systems proposed.
>
>Canada submitted a formal proposal, to append to the German list, which
would include "such other weapons or weapons systems as become the subject
of a comprehensive prohibition pursuant to customary or conventional law."
>
>Formal proposals were also made by a number of countries on other aspects
of war crimes such as gender violence and the relationship of international
law to non-international conflicts.
>
>As agreement was not possible, the German text, along with the
alternatives proposed in the formal proposals, will most likely be
submitted for a final determination to the diplomatic conference in Italy
in June 1998.
>
>Thus, for the time being, the employment of landmines and nuclear weapons
is being considered along with expanding bullets, chemical weapons and
biological weapons as war crimes to be adjudicated by the ICC.
>
>ENDS
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
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Return-Path: <acronym@gn.apc.org>
Date: Fri, 12 Dec 1997 10:56:44 GMT
X-Sender: acronym@gn.apc.org
To: mupj@igc.apc.org
From: acronym@gn.apc.org (Rebecca Johnson)
Subject: Re: Geneva costs

Dear Howard,
Just to let you know I received your two messages, but am currently snowed
under with work deadlines, and so will send you a reply early next week, if
that is allright with you.
Best wishes,
Rebecca

>Dear Rebecca:
>
>I want to raise some funds so that I can attend the NPT PreCom in Geneva.
>Can you provide me an estimate of hotel and meals for two weeks?  This will
>help me prepare a budget.
>
>Thanks
>
>Howard Hallman
>
>

The Acronym Institute
24, Colvestone Crescent, London E8 2LH, England.
telephone (UK +44) (0) 171 503 8857
fax                (0) 171 503 9153
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Fri, 12 Dec 1997 08:47:24 -0500 (EST)
From: Jan Lonn <jlonn@undp.org>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Youth Support Abolition 2000 at Kyoto
To: abolition-caucus@igc.org

Dear Abolition 2000 members,

The International Youth and Student Movement for the United Nations, 
ISMUN, used the platform of the High Level Ministerial Session of the 
Climate Conference in Kyoto, December 9, to call for the conclusion of a 
nuclear weapons convention by the year 2000:

"The United Nations Charter recognize the equal rights of nations large and  
small. We thus find it appalling that some countries who demand maximum  
security for themselves, even to the extent of accumulating nuclear  
weapons, insist on continuing to pollute the atmosphere at the risk of  
climate change that will obliterate the very existence of a number of  
small island states and lead to the destruction of the habitat of many  
developing countries. 

The single greatest threat to the global climate and survival of mankind  
would be the use of nuclear weapons leading to a nuclear winter. Therefore  
we reiterate the call for a convention on the abolition of nuclear weapons  
to be concluded by the year 2000. "

I enclose the ISMUN pressrelease with the full text of the statement 
delivered by. Mr. Hirofumi Goto on behalf of ISMUN..

Jan Lonn, ISMUN Secretary General
_______________________________________________________

ISMUN Speech at Kyoto Climate Change Conference

The International Youth and Student Movement for the United Nations, 
ISMUN, was one of a few NGOs that were invited to address the High Level 
Ministerial Segment of the Third Conference of the Parties to the UN 
Framework Convention on Climate Change held in Kyoto, Japan, 1-10 
December 1997. The ISMUN speech was delivered on December 9 by Mr. 
Hirofumi Goto, Environment Coordinator of the UN Student Association of 
Japan. The ISMUN statement reflected inputs from its membership on all 
continents, including small island states. ISMUN has been strongly involved 
on the whole range of sustainable development issues since the inception 
of the UNCED process, including the climate change negotiations. ISMUN 
held its 1996 Summer School in July on the theme of climate change 
parallell to the previous Second Conference of the Parties to the climate 
change convention. It will continue to focus on the dangers of climate 
change as part of its work for sustainable development and global justice. 

For information contact ISMUN Secretary General Jan Lonn: jlonn@undp.org
_______________________________________________________ 
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Third Conference of the Parties to the UN Framework Convention on 
Climate Change, High Level Ministerial Segment, Kyoto, 9 December, 1997 

Statement by the International Youth and Student Movement for the United 
Nations (ISMUN) 

Mr. President 

It is my pleasure to address you on behalf of the International Youth and  
Student Movement for the United Nations (ISMUN) and its global  
constituency of young people from all continents.  

Young people and youth NGOs have taken the lead in many countries in the  
search for the new consumption and production patterns which are 
required to avert the disastrous consequences of climate change.  Yet 
little progress has been made because of the failure of the richest and  
most powerful countries to act in the interest of present and future  
generations. 

The time since Rio has been a time of broken promises. Commitments were  
made to limit greenhouse gas emissions, but instead the opposite has  
taken place. Promises were made for new and additional resources for  
sustainable development, but instead we have experienced new and  
additional cuts. 

Some 85 percent of todays youth live in the developing countries. They will 
be the first to suffer from the approaching disasters caused by  climate 
change 

The United Nations Charter recognize the equal rights of nations large and  
small. We thus find it appalling that some countries who demand maximum  
security for themselves, even to the extent of accumulating nuclear  
weapons, insist on continuing to pollute the atmosphere at the risk of  
climate change that will obliterate the very existence of a number of  
small island states and lead to the destruction of the habitat of many  
developing countries. 

The single greatest threat to the global climate and survival of mankind  
would be the use of nuclear weapons leading to a nuclear winter. Therefore  
we reiterate the call for a convention on the abolition of nuclear weapons  
to be concluded by the year 2000. 

There is no doubt where the responsibility lies for centuries of greenhouse  
gas emissions. And there is no way that the luxury emissions of the few  
can be equalled with the survival emissions of the many. We strongly  
reject attempts to shift the burden for resolving the problems caused by  
industrialized countries to the poor in the developing world. 

This is not the time for compromises that fall below the minimum  
required to avert catastrophe. If some countries chose to opt  out of the 
imperatives of mankind it must not prevent the rest of the  world from 
reaching a principled agreement with the necessary cuts in   emissions 
from the industrialized countries. We are convinced that the  situation of 
an outlaw will not be easy and that the pressure from the peoples of the 
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world may finally convince the recalcitrant country to join. 

The question of climate change is fundamentally an issue of building a  
more just and equitable world. Without a fundamental change of course  
there is little hope to prevent further erosion of the global environment  
which is spurred by greed and shortsighted business interests. Ways and  
means must be found to realize the right to development for all. 

For developing countries to follow with realistic measures they need full  
access to new and sustainable technologies. The threat of climate change  
represent a great challenge to generate the new and additional resources  
required for sustainbable development.  The possibilities for an early  
introduction of global taxes and fees to support sustainable development  
for all must be fully explored. 

To accomplish the great tasks for global cooperation in the new millenium  
we need strong and democratic international institutions. In a world of  
chaos we need the democratic internationalism symbolized by the United  
Nations more than ever. 

We feel that the global public debate on climate change has just started. It  
must now be vigorously pursued in all parts of the world to generate public 
support for the sometimes hard and difficult measures that are called for 
to safeguard our common heritage, the atmosphere. Young people and youth 
NGOs could play a crucial role in this process and we are fully committed 
to fulfilling this role. 
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To: basicusa@basicint.org, dkimball@clw.org, disarmament@igc.org, paprog@igc.org, btiller@psr.org, 
ebellin@juno.com, wandwill@clarknet
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Follow up of December 8 meeting
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Colleagues:

As follow up of our discussion on December 8 regarding nuclear disarmament and international organizations, I believe 
that we should give some attention to the NPT PrepCom, scheduled to meet next in Geneva from April 27 to May 8.  
The United Nations General Assembly is nearly over and has take its votes related to nuclear disarmament.  The 
Conference on Disarmament in Geneva, which will reconvene toward the end of January, is tightly deadlocked and 
won't achieve much until there is some kind of breakthrough.  In contrast, the NPT PrepCom may be more open to 
taking action.  Although it has less authority than the CD and is entering new territory, the NGO community is focusing 
attention on it.  This includes the Abolition 2000 network, religious leaders I am mobilizing, and other NGOs.

I suggest that Washington-based organizations interested in the PrepCom try to develop a position on what we want the 
Clinton administration to support.  We could do this over the next couple of months, in consultation with our colleagues 
in New York.  If we reach a consensus, we can offer our views to President Clinton through a joint statement or sign-on 
letter.  Because of other commitments, I doubt that we could do much grassroots work on this issue.  It is, though, useful 
for us to lay down a position to the administration.

With the religious community I am helping develop a statement for world religious leaders to send to heads of states or 
foreign ministers two months before the PrepCom so that their views can be taken into account in instruction of 
delegates.  When that statement is available, I'll try to get denominational representatives in the United States to contact 
President Clinton in support of the world religious leaders' recommendations.  

In addition to those who attended the December 8 meeting, Jonathan Dean has an interest in the NPT PrepCom.  He 
attended the session last spring in New York and made a presentation to the delegates.  I'm asking him to send you a 
copy of a paper he wrote following that event.  

I would like to know in what you think about my ideas for dealing with the NPT PrepCom.  Those interested in doing 
some together could exchange ideas via e-mail.  If there is sufficient interest, we might have a meeting after the first of 
the year.

Shalom,

Howard Hallman
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Return-Path: <ledwidge@psr.org>
Date: Fri, 12 Dec 1997 16:47:43 -0500
From: Lisa Ledwidge <ledwidge@psr.org>
Organization: Physicians for Social Responsibility
To: ledwidge@psr.org
Subject: Abolition event notes

Following are brief and informal notes from "Towards the Abolition of
Nuclear Weapons: Breaking the Impasse," Seminar and Panel Discussion
sponsored by Physicians for Social Responsibility and the Austrian Study
Center for Peace and Conflict Resolution Dec. 5 1997. 

Special thanks to Basil Massey who coordinated the event, one which has
engaged crucial parties in thinking creatively about how to more
effectively move toward the abolition of nuclear weapons and reduce the
nuclear threat.

Tapes and transcripts will be available soon. Stay tuned.

---------------------------------------------------------------
Brief notes from Seminar and Panel Discussion: 
"Towards the Abolition of Nuclear Weapons: Breaking the Impasse"
Sponsored by Physicians for Social Responsibility/Austrian Study Center
for Peace and Conflict Resolution
December 5, 1997   Washington, DC
---------------------------------------------------------------

AMBASSADOR CHANDRA (Keynote speaker)
Ambassador of India to the US

Article VI of NPT:
 Steps have been taken but we've lost sense of urgency
 parallel steps have turned into consecutive steps
  legal framework for nuclear weapons? need universally agreed upon
standards: World Court, laws on the use of nuclear weapons
 strengthen n-weapons states commitment to preamble of NPT
 timebound framework is needed

concern about China and Pakistan

Nuclear Club Sandwich: Club members get the beef, others beef about the
Sandwich.

US n-weapons policy: be naughty, then promise not to be naughty, then
you get reactors.

Must seize upon trend of calls for elimination of n-weapons

If all 5 n-weapons states made unilateral gestures as proposed by
Admiral Stansfield Turner ("strategic escrow," see below) the Indian
delegation would come to the table.

Did not deny India is developing breeder nuclear program.
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On agenda for Clinton visit to India: technology transfer, US- India
relationship, energy needs of region.

------------------------------------
ADMIRAL STANSFIELD TURNER
Frmr CIA Director and experienced US Navy commander

Interested in reducing the threat of "excessive numbers" of n- weapons

US n-weapons position is inconsistent, undermines US credibility

"Strategic escrow": dealert and move to storage and put Russian observer
there; Russia would probably reciprocate; goal would be zero on alert
(zero mated to delivery vehicles)

Strategic escrow would be a weigh point toward nuclear disarmament

Strategic escrow can be done quickly without risk

Goal is "devaluing" n-weapons

20,000 n-weapons by 2007 isn't good enough.

Turner proposed turning NPT into a no-first-use treaty.

You're not going to go to low numbers if there's a possibility of any
nation cheating.

ROBERT MCNAMARA (from audience):

We need public debate on war plans and n-weapons use policy!

The 19 US generals and admirals that signed statement on abolition have
*not* yet met with Clinton and JCS!

------------------------------------
JASJIT SINGH
Director, Institute for Defence Studies and Analysis, India

The rule of law (ICJ opinion on n-weapons) is undenied.

Changing the belief system, the "software," is most important.

A no-first-use treaty is needed (China's no first use policy has allowed
for India's restraint in developing and deploying the n- weapon)

There are 4 options:
1. N-weapons convention (like the Chemical Weapons Convention)
2. deep reductions and associated treaties (this is slow)
3. de-nationalizing control (dealerting with international inspections
and observers, would propose a UN peacekeeping force)
4. do nothing and wait for elimination or catastrophe
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The debate on n-weapons is lacking. I can't believe US feels safer with
n-weapons. Los Angeles may already be targeted. That the soil of the US
could be threatened is virtually unprecedented.

------------------------------------
TILMAN RUFF
International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War

Gave a moving protagonist speech as the US President announcing
unilateral policy of taking all weapons off alert.

------------------------------------
JO HUSBANDS
Director, Committee on International Security and Arms Control, National
Academy of Sciences

The fundamental discrimination in the NPT cannot endure; there is a need
for serious action by the n-weapons states

Recommendations:
1. To US NGOs: work with Russian NGOs
2. Fundamental change in core fxn of n-weapons is critical to a
no-first-use policy and policy to deter C/BW
3. US should give up hedge (adopted in 1994). Still 10,000 n- weapons
under START II.
4. Further arms reductions. Need to lay ground work for quick progress.
Go for a START III of 1,000 *total* each side, then involve all declared
and de facto n-weapons states.
5. Must work now on figuring our what conditions must be in place for
"prohibition" to be realized,  i,e. changes in nuclear operations, the
cold war is over, etc.
6. Dealerting
7. Multi-lateral efforts -- Fissile material cutoff treaty; Nuclear
weapons free zone treaties should be getting more attention

That a profound shift in elite consensus on the future of n- weapons has
taken place should not be underplayed: Stimson report (1995?), Canberra
(1996), Generals' statement (1996), NAS report (1997) are a testament.

------------------------------------
JOE CIRINCIONE
Stimson Center

Senior administration officials are either uninterested or are obstacles
to progress on nuclear arms control.

Clinton admin pales in comparison to Bush admin in terms of [destroyed
warheads?]

Jody Williams and the ICBL have showed us the way.

4 reports have contributed to abolition:
1. Stimson report (Goodpaster, etc. said n-weapons are impotent and
obsolete)
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2. Canberra report
3. Generals' statement - the biggest event that has stimulated the
national debate
4. NAS study

The admin has failed miserable to reform the post-Cold War US military.

4 circles we need to engage:
1. energize expert and media play on military disutility of n- weapons
2. energize leading members of congress (need hearings, investigations,
dialogues with administration, speeches)
3. begin and intensify dialogue with military personnel
4.identify and engage key decision makers in administration

------------
Taken by 
Lisa Ledwidge
Physicians for Social Responsibility
202-898-0150 x222
ledwidge@psr.org



1213.01.txt[5/3/2017 10:48:56 AM]

Return-Path: <jsmith@clw.org>
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Date: Fri, 12 Dec 1997 17:32:23 -0500
To: jsmith@clw.org
From: Jenny Smith <jsmith@clw.org>
Subject: Meeting schedule in the new year

COALITION TO REDUCE NUCLEAR DANGERS 

December 11, 1997

TO: Coalition Friends
FR: Daryl Kimball and Jenny Smith
RE: Meeting schedule

The following meetings are scheduled in the new year. Please mark your 1998
calendars.  

We're putting CTBT ratification at the top of our New Year's wish list!

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx

Friday, January 23 - CTBT Working Group Meeting, 9:30 - 11:00 AM, NRDC,
1200 New York Ave., Suite 400.

The CTBT Working Group Meeting has been scheduled over 5 months on the
following Fridays, 9:30-11:00 AM in the UCS 7th Floor Conference Room, 1616
P St.:

  Feb 27
  Mar 27
  Apr 24
  May 22
  June 26
       
Please let Tom Collina or Jenny Smith know if there is a major scheduling
conflict.

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx

Wednesday, January 14 - Deep Cuts Working Group Meeting, 3:30 - 5:00 PM,
UCS 3rd Floor Library, 1616 P St.

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx

For further information, please contact the respective Working Group chair,
or Jenny Smith at 546-0795 x137.

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
Coalition to Reduce Nuclear Dangers
Council for a Livable World Education Fund
110 Maryland Ave., NE, Suite 201
Washington, DC 20002
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~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Ph: 202/546-0795
FAX: 202/546-5142
E-mail:  dkimball@clw.org / jsmith@clw.org
Website: http://www.clw.org/pub/clw/coalition/index.html
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
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Pentagon reviews options to lower nuclear alert status
                                    ----------------------------------
                                    By Bill Gertz
                                    THE WASHINGTON TIMES (front page)
     December 12, 1997
                                    ----------------------------------
                                        
 The Pentagon is developing a major strategic weapons plan to lower the
alert status of U.S.  nuclear forces that could lead to
disarming missiles through removing their warheads.                   
Among the options being looked at by a special panel of    experts under
the military's Joint Staff are removing printed      circuit boards from
long-range missiles and storing them       hundreds of miles away, and
requiring nuclear missile              submarines to receive two command
messages before using nuclear    arms, according to defense officials
familiar with the         effort. The current practice requires only
one.
      Robert Bell, the White House National Security Council arms
control specialist, said "several options"  are being looked at in the
review, including the removal of warheads from missiles.
      Critics of the strategic "de-alert" plan within the defense and
military communities say the effort could undermine the U.S. nuclear
war-fighting capabilities at a time when Russia is modernizing its
nuclear forces with new ICBMs, submarines and deep underground command
bunkers -- all signs that Moscow has not
abandoned plans to prevail in a nuclear war.                           
Rep. Curt Weldon, Pennsylvania Republican and chairman of the House
National Security subcommittee on research, said lowering the alert
status of nuclear forces would be a
mistake because the Clinton administration has failed to enforce other
arms control accords. "For the White House to unilaterally take any
action in this area is completely unacceptable and would do more to
destabilize our relationship with Russia than stabilize it," Mr. Weldon
said, noting that the effort could "put our country and troops at risk."
     Mr. Weldon said the White House may be looking for an initiative
for President Clinton "that makes him look good but in the end
undermines our security."
      "My view is this should be approached very cautiously, repeat,
very cautiously," said former Defense Secretary James Schlesinger. The
U.S. global advantage in conventional
force power has lessened the requirements for nuclear forces, said Mr.
Schlesinger, also a former energy secretary."This process, of which
de-alerting is a part, can be carried too far in the direction of sheer
nuclear disarmament," he said.
     Pentagon officials said a report on the proposals will be sent to
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the president about  Jan. 12, and the initiative could be addressed
during President Clinton's State of the Union speech.
Mr. Bell said the recent presidential decision directive (PDD) signed by
Mr. Clinton that fundamentally changed U.S. nuclear war
targeting strategy did not deal with de-alerting strategic forces.
       The directive, formulated in secret by the administration, called
for sharply reducing the number of targets for nuclear weapons and
focusing on using nuclear arms to deter chemical and biological weapons.
Mr. Bell said the directive calls for          keeping nuclear warheads
on missiles.
        "Although this PDD did not address de-alerting, we are reviewing
a number of options for de-alerting in a structured, interagency
review," Mr. Bell said in an interview.
           According to Mr. Bell, the strategic review was prompted by
the recent agreement with Russia to extend Moscow's deadline for
dismantling of START strategic weapons until
2007.
       Pentagon spokesman Kenneth Bacon said the review was launched
several months ago by Defense Secretary William S. Cohen, who asked the
military to "come up with various proposals
that could be done mutually with the Russians."
         The Joint Staff will produce a "very detailed proposal" that
will be "acceptable from a military standpoint," Mr. Bacon said, noting
that Mr. Cohen does not believe it is appropriate to discuss the matter
at this stage.                   
  According to Pentagon sources, one idea being examined is to remove
printed circuit boards from strategic missiles and place them some 500
miles from their missile silos.
       Another proposal being looked at is to double the number of
"emergency action messages" nuclear missile submarines must
receive from U.S. commanders from one to two.
       The messages are orders to set in motion the process of launching
long-range missiles from submarines.
       Military sources said the current procedure involves sending
low-frequency radio messages to submerged submarines that alert them to
come closer to the surface, where more detailed nuclear command messages
can be relayed.
         The communication is very difficult even in peacetime, and
during a conflict it is much harder to send commands to submarines.
    Also, the Russians have very powerful transmitters that are designed
to electronically jam emergency action messages to
  submarines. Requiring a second message would give Moscow a better
chance of blocking the message.
 "It would seriously weaken the most survivable part of the strategic
triad," said  one official of the force of missiles, bombers and
submarines.
      "Communicating with subs is hard enough," this official said. "We
shouldn't make it more difficult."
       Unilateral de-alerting of U.S. nuclear forces has been advocated
by former CIA Director Stansfield Turner, who wrote several op-ed
articles recently calling for "strategic escrow" -- storing warheads
away from missiles.
       Bruce Blair, a Brookings Institution nuclear specialist, has
called for warhead storage, tripping safety switches on ICBMs, and
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deactivating eight missile submarines and placing half the warheads from
the remaining 10 submarines into storage.
       All sea-based missiles should be kept at least one day from
activation status, according to Mr. Blair.
******************************************************
FROM: Disarmament Clearinghouse
  1101 14th Street NW #700 Washington DC 20005
  TEL: 202 898 0150 ext. 232
  FAX: 202 898 0172
  <disarmament@igc.org>
                                  [
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Preparatory Committee on the Establishment of an International Criminal Court 
(ICC Prep Com)
December 1-12, 1997
Report on war crimes and weapons systems
By Alyn Ware
Lawyers' Committee on Nuclear Policy

Introduction

An international diplomatic conference is scheduled to be held in Rome in June
1998 to formally establish an International Criminal Court (ICC). The ICC will
have the power to try individuals charged with the commission of serious
international crimes including genocide, crimes against humanity and war
crimes.

A series of preparatory and intersessional meetings have been held over the
past two years to draft the Statute of the ICC, which will be adopted at the
June 1998 diplomatic conference. Key issues for drafters are trigger
mechanisms (how a case is brought to the court), complementarity (relationship
between national courts and the ICC), and scope (which crimes will be
covered).

The December Preparatory Committee session included the following topics;
international cooperation and judicial assistance, general principles of
criminal law, penalties, remaining procedural questions, and lists and
definitions of war crimes.

War crimes

There is a large body of international law which greatly restricts behavior
permissible during wartime. The Nuremberg Principles, which were used to
convict German war criminals, affirm that individuals cannot escape
responsibility for such actions even if they are condoned be their respective
governments. The Rwanda and Yugoslavia Tribunals are using this law in the
trials of individuals who committed, ordered or condoned atrocities in these
countries. The ICC Draft Statute thus includes a section which would provide
for the prosecution of individuals for war crimes.

The first draft of this section, which was prepared at the February 11-21,
1997 session of the ICC Prep Com, contained many unresolved issues, the most
controversial being which weapons systems would be prohibited and whether war
crimes could apply to internal conflicts.
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In February, the U.S. had proposed that the use of expanding bullets, chemical
weapons and biological weapons be prohibited. Syria, with very little support,
proposed that the threat or use of nuclear weapons also be listed as a war
crime. 

Aotearoa-New Zealand and Switzerland proposed that no weapons as such be
listed, but that the ICC Statute include a prohibition on "employing weapons,
projectiles and material and methods of warfare of such a nature as to cause
superfluous injury or unnecessary suffering or being inherently
indiscriminate." This has the advantage of allowing the court flexibility to
prosecute individuals for the use of a wide range of weapons which currently
exist or which may be developed in the future, but has the disadvantage of not
specifying clearly which weapons already are prohibited to use.

At the December Prep Com, Germany submitted a consolidated version of the
February draft on war crimes but kept only the U.S. formulation for weapons
systems. Aotearoa-New Zealand and Switzerland successfully pushed for the
inclusion of their formulation as a second option. Non-Governmental
Organizations, which were present in much larger numbers than in February,
pushed for a third option of having both the Aotearoa-New Zealand/Switzerland
formulation and the inclusion of a list of prohibited weapons including
nuclear weapons and landmines. This proposal, formally submitted by the
Philippines, was forcefully opposed by the powerful NATO states, but
successfully remained as an option (along with the addition of blinding laser
weapons) due to support by most other states.  

Samoa speaking to a paper circulated in conjunction with Marshall Islands and
Solomon Islands, noted that it would be ludicrous if the killing of one person
with a poison arrow or expanding bullet could be tried by the court, but not
the killing of hundreds of thousands of people with a nuclear weapons. Samoa
asked whether "The Law is like a spider's web which catches the little flies
but lets the big ones break through?"

A fourth option, proposed by Canada which was surprisingly quiet on the issue
of including landmines, called for the prohibition of expanding bullets,
chemical weapons and biological weapons and "such other weapons or weapons
systems as become the subject of a comprehensive prohibition pursuant to
customary or conventional international law."

All four options will now go to the diplomatic conference in June for the
final decision.

Conclusion

The efforts of anti-nuclear states and NGOs have ensured that the criminality
of the threat or use of nuclear weapons and the employment of landmines will
at least be an issue at the diplomatic conference in 1998 which will establish
an International Criminal Court. 

The International Court of Justice advisory opinion on the legality of the
threat or use of nuclear weapons was a key factor in providing legal
justification and political strength for the inclusion of the threat or use of
nuclear weapons as a war crime in one of the options. The Landmines Convention
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was a key factor in ensuring the inclusion of landmines.

However NATO states will be lobbying very hard for the final ICC Statute to
retain only the very restrictive list of prohibited weapons systems. NGOs and
supportive governments will need to work hard to ensure the inclusion of
nuclear weapons and landmines in the final list, or at the very least
including the general formulation proposed by Aotearoa-New Zealand and
Switzerland.

For more information contact:
Lawyers' Committee on Nuclear Policy
666 Broadway, #625, New York, NY 10012
Phone (1) 212 674 7790. Fax (1) 212 674 6199
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To: newscope_office@ecunet.org
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Newscope subscription
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

To: Rich Peck

I'm confused about our Newscope subscription.  We have been receiving Newscope via first class mail.  Some months 
ago we were offered an opportunity to receive Newscope via e-mail, which we accepted.  I believe that we renewed our 
subscription within the past six months.  Now you are billing us $15 for an e-mail subscription.  Does this mean that e-
mail has a different subscription than regular mail?  I'm quite satisfied with e-mail Newscope, don't need a regular mail 
subscription in addition, and would be will to drop the later.  We'll pay whatever is due but need clarification.

Howard W. Hallman, Chair
Methodists United for Peace with Justice
301 896-0013
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  The New York Times 
  (National/ Metro Sec.)
          December 15, 1997

          Sleeping Below the Plains, Missiles Stay at the Ready

          By JAMES BROOKE

          B URNS, Wyo. -- Sixty feet below the windswept
              prairie, behind a 3-foot thick concrete blast door,
          an Air Force missile officer was explaining to visitors
          that a red light flashing "LIP" was signaling "launch
          in progress."

          It was just a circuit test, he hastened to add.
          Suddenly he was interrupted by a metallic clanging and
          banging, and all the lights dimmed. Up on the surface,
          a civilian backhoe operator had accidentally sliced
          through a buried cable supplying power to the launch
          control center, which is responsible for 10 nuclear
          missiles with a total explosive power equal to 600
          Hiroshima bombs.

          The backhoe operator, in bib overalls, scratching his
          head above the open ditch here in the southeastern
          corner of Wyoming, offered a post-Cold War reminder
          about the awesome nuclear power that still sleeps below
          the Plains.

          "This is the first time in 18 months that someone from
          the national press has come out here," Maj. Gen. Donald
          G. Cook, the commander of the 20th Air Force, shouted
          as his helicopter thundered over the cold, treeless
          landscape occasionally dotted with the telltale
          concertina-wire enclosure of a Peacekeeper or Minuteman
          III missile silo.

          Nationwide, not all the silos serve their original
          purpose. Some reported new uses for abandoned sites
          include grain storage in South Dakota, a document
          warehouse in Washington state, a workshop in Wyoming, a
          corporate swimming pool in Illinois, a scuba diving
          school in Texas.



1215.03.txt[5/3/2017 10:48:57 AM]

          In Dover, Kan., Ed Peden, the nation's leading real
          estate agent for abandoned missile silos, lives and
          works in an old Atlas E launch site. Below the Plains
          of eastern Colorado, teen-agers play a dangerous game
          of Dungeons and Dragons in an old Titan base, an
          abandoned underground city that once was home to 150
          airmen. In Wall, S.D., and Valdai, Russia, Cold War
          museums occupy abandoned launch control capsules.

          But many of the weapons, and their keepers, still
          remain on watch.

          "Some people thought it all went away," Gary Smith, a
          civilian silo supervisor, said as he watched
          maintenance technicians scurry along catwalks
          surrounding the gleaming titanium nose cone of a
          Peacekeeper missile. "These are the men and the
          missiles that won the Cold War."

          It is easy to forget that the U.S. military still
          spends about $28 billion a year to keep about 7,500
          nuclear warheads ready for use. This is roughly the
          equivalent of 145,000 Hiroshima bombs.

          "This morning's alert rate is 99.6 percent," an Air
          Force officer crisply announced in the daily briefing
          at a base auditorium here.

          The hall was filled with captains and lieutenants
          preparing to disperse over a 12,600-square-mile area of
          Wyoming, Colorado and Nebraska to serve for 24 hours at
          a stretch in the bomb-proofed underground launch
          control capsules.

          Some missile officers argue that the nuclear deterrent
          -- the threat that any nuclear aggressor would be met
          with a devastating counterattack -- is only effective
          if the missiles are kept on alert status. But the idea
          of taking American and Russian nuclear missiles off
          alert is gaining ground among nuclear weapons experts
          in both nations.

          The movement for so-called de-alerting is fueled by
          nightmares as diverse as human error dressed in bib
          overalls or a Kremlin illness that is more serious than
          a head cold.

          "The basic concept of de-alerting, of taking a step
          away from the hair trigger, is gaining momentum," said
          Andrew Koch, a nuclear weapons analyst for the Center
          for Defense Information, a private military research
          group based in Washington.
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          At the Pentagon, potential de-alerting techniques --
          like blocking missile silo lids or removing batteries
          or guidance circuit boards from the missiles -- are
          being studied by a panel headed by Vice Adm. Dennis
          Cutler Blair, joint staff director of the Joint Chiefs
          of Staff.

          In Congress, the concept of taking missiles off alert
          status is gaining bipartisan support, most recently
          from Sen. Pete Domenici, R-N.M., who is influential on
          nuclear matters. Overseas, NATO and the Russian
          military have working groups studying the issue.

          In the 1996 presidential campaign, Americans heard one
          of President Clinton's favorite applause lines: "For
          the first time since the dawn of the nuclear age, there
          are no Russian missiles pointed at any American
          children tonight."

          While U.S. and Russian missiles, for safety reasons,
          are now targeted at the open ocean, what Clinton
          neglected to add was that both Russia and the United
          States can retarget their missiles in less than 30
          seconds.

          In Wyoming, Air Force officials say the threat of their
          weapons, if forgotten by the American public, are on
          the minds of current and potential foes.

          "Why do you suppose that Saddam Hussein didn't use
          anthrax and chemicals during Desert Storm?" Cook of the
          20th Air Force asked over soup and sandwiches at the
          launch control center's above-ground cafeteria.

          And while relations with Moscow have warmed, he added,
          "as long as Russia's capability exists, we have to be
          aware that their intentions could change overnight."

          At the silo where the contractor cut the power, a
          backup battery and generator smoothly repowered the
          control center's computers and elevator. Air Force
          officers used the occasion to argue that the current
          alert system is virtually fail-safe.

          "The likelihood of an accidental launch is virtually
          zero," said Cook, who commands all of the nation's 575
          land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles from his
          headquarters at Francis E. Warren Air Force Base in
          Cheyenne, 20 miles west of Burns. "It takes multiple
          crews to launch. It takes a message from the president.
          It is very secure, very predictable."

          Many of Cook's missileers fear that Americans believe
          that the Russian missile threat ended with the Cold
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          War.

          "The Russians are holding on to their weapons like
          crazy -- it's what makes them a superpower," said Capt.
          Robert Fabian as he watched technicians replace an
          aging battery on a Peacekeeper missile.

          Indeed, with the collapse of Russia's conventional
          military forces, Moscow seems to have shifted the
          defensive role of its Strategic Rocket Forces from the
          last ditch to the front line. In the last decade,
          Russia's troops and tanks have been cut by two-thirds,
          while its warships, combat aircraft and artillery
          pieces have dropped by one-third, says a study by the
          congressional Research Service of the Library of
          Congress.

          Against this background, Gen. Igor D. Sergeyev,
          commander of the Strategic Rocket Forces, which
          controls Russia's long-range nuclear arsenal, was
          promoted in May to defense minister, a post
          traditionally occupied by an Army general.

          With Russia increasingly reliant on its nuclear
          missiles, the question here and in Washington is: What
          to do about it? Those who advocate taking all missiles
          off alert status argue that the greatest threat of a
          nuclear war is the potential for a Russian launch,
          accidentally or at the hands of insurgents or
          terrorists.

          "The main nuclear threat today is not a deliberate,
          cold-blooded Russian attack," said Bruce G. Blair, a
          senior fellow at the Brookings Institution and a former
          Minuteman missile launch officer.

          "It is loss of Russian control over its arsenal. Both
          our forces are cocked on hair-triggers. Both sides can
          retarget a missile in seconds -- just a few strokes on
          a keyboard."

       ************************************************
FROM: Disarmament Clearinghouse
  1101 14th Street NW #700
  Washington, DC 20005
  TEL: 202 898 0150 ext. 232
  FAX: 202 898 0172
  <disarmament@igc.org>
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-------------------------------------------------------------------------
Book Review in Washington Post
To: ctb-followers@igc.org
X-Mailer: Mozilla 3.0 (Win95; I)

------------------------------------------------

                         An Explosive Topic

                         By Richard Lourie

                         Monday, December 15, 1997; Page B02

                         ONE POINT SAFE

                         By Andrew and Leslie Cockburn

                         Anchor. 288 pp. $23.95

                         The admirably ungrabby title of this truly
                         alarming book refers to the "standard that
                         every U.S. weapon must meet, so that in case of
                         an accident, the chance of its producing an
                         explosion with a nuclear yield greater than
                         four pounds of TNT is only one in a million."

                         The Cockburns are bearers of very bad news.
                         While U.S. weapons are bar-coded and tracked by
                         sophisticated computers (not that computers
                         don't crash, and every shopper knows that bar
                         codes often foul up at the checkout counter),
                         the Russian "system" is simply hair-raising.
                         U.S. inspectors found that records of nuclear
                         weapons were kept in a "great big thick ledger,
                         the kind of thing that a Victorian clerk in a
                         Dickens novel would have used." The Russian
                         weapons themselves did not meet the "one point
                         safe" standard and could "go nuclear at the
                         drop of a hat." In many cases, weapons and
                         weapons-grade uranium were stored by a few old
                         women (though Russian old women can be
                         formidable indeed). The elite troops charged
                         with guarding the most important nuclear
                         installations were rewarded much better than
                         ordinary soldiers (who often went unpaid for
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                         months) -- they received an extra ration of
                         four pounds of sausage per month. But by the
                         time the Cockburns finished their
                         investigation, that perk had been taken away.

                         Horrifying incidents began as early as 1991.
                         "Deep in the Russian countryside . . . an SS-25
                         Mobile Intercontinental Ballistic Missile . . .
                         was discovered totally unmanned and unguarded,
                         complete with its nuclear warhead. The crew,
                         once elite and pampered, had abandoned their
                         weapon. This missile targeted at the United
                         States with a warhead that could pulverize half
                         a state was deserted because the rations had
                         stopped coming and the entire crew of
                         missileers had left to search for food."

                         The authors also remind us that many of the
                         things we were worrying about happening in the
                         future are already part of the past. In January
                         1977, in an incident kept secret until
                         recently, radical German leftists, the
                         Baader-Meinhof gang, staged a near-successful
                         raid on the "Fort Knox of American tactical
                         weapons" in Giessen, Germany. As the authors
                         point out: "History had been made. No longer
                         was it a question `if' terrorists wanted to
                         steal a nuclear weapon. Tonight, they had
                         actually tried to do it."

                         A good deal of this book is spent documenting
                         other such instances in the 20 years since the
                         failed raid in Germany. In one of the more
                         grotesquely comical incidents, the initially
                         successful theft of nine pounds of enriched
                         uranium by some Russian naval officers in 1993
                         went awry only because one of the conspirators
                         had preferred to stay home getting sloshed with
                         his pet rat, which he dressed in a sailor suit
                         and had taught to drink vodka. In 1995 the
                         breakaway republic of Chechnya sent a chill
                         through Moscow by revealing that it had buried
                         radioactive cesium-137 in a large public park.
                         That same year Germany's BND Intelligence
                         Service logged 32 cases of attempts to buy
                         nuclear materials from Russia, half of them
                         involving other countries. Elements of the
                         Russian government and the Russian mafia, often
                         indistinguishable, know who the real customers
                         are -- Iran, Iraq, Libya, North Korea -- and
                         the Cockburns chronicle attempts to satisfy
                         those buyers as well. Even more dispiriting are
                         the Clinton administration's attempts to put a
                         "happy face" on the whole problem as a way of



1215.04.txt[5/3/2017 10:48:57 AM]

                         supporting Russian President Boris Yeltsin.

                         The inescapable conclusion drawn from reading
                         "One Point Safe" is that the bookies of history
                         would place high odds on a nuclear incident,
                         caused either by terrorist groups or a
                         terrorist nation, in the near future. The
                         bombings of the World Trade Center and the
                         Alfred P. Murrah Federal Building in Oklahoma
                         City will inevitably be seen as prelude. As one
                         unnamed source, a 20-year veteran of Pentagon
                         intelligence, is quoted as saying: "This is
                         going to kill a lot of people. The cold war was
                         a game. Now it's real."

                         The question then is, as one of the principal
                         players in the post-Cold War nuclear game puts
                         it: "Why isn't everybody screaming?" One of the
                         answers to that question lies in the trajectory
                         of this book itself. As the authors
                         acknowledge, the book's "genesis" was in Vanity
                         Fair magazine, and it served as the basis of
                         the recent movie "The Peacemaker," of which the
                         authors were co-producers in the first venture
                         of the DreamWorks studio. In America everything
                         begins as sensation and ends as entertainment.

                         The reviewer is finishing a novel called "The
                         Autobiography of Joseph Stalin" and beginning a
                         biography of Andrei Sakharov.

                         
********************************************
FROM: Disarmament Clearinghouse
 1101 14th Street NW #700
 Washington DC 20005
 TEL: 202 898 0150 ext. 232
 FAX: 202 898 0172
 <disarmament@igc.org>
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>From fellowship  Mon Dec 15 07:43:42 1997
Return-Path: <fellowship@igc.apc.org>
X-Sender: fellowship@pop.igc.apc.org
Date: Mon, 15 Dec 1997 10:41:39 -0500
To: bpfna@primeline.com
From: fellowship@igc.apc.org (Fellowship Editor)
Subject: Please join the Coalition for Justice in Iraq!
Cc: mary_miller@ecunet.org, lpf@ecunet.org, sojourn@ari.net,
        jkstoner@prolog.net, gcn@mtn.org, globalexch@igc.org, unahq@unusa.org,
        mupj@igc.org, nde@igc.org, esrmain@igc.org, lcross@urlink.com,
        mpf@igc.org
Sender: fellowship@igc.org

Forty Days in the Desert
A Time of Solidarity with the People of Iraq
January 15-February 23, 1998

December 15, 1997

As the situation in Iraq continues to deteriorate, with one child dying
every ten minutes from the effects of the US-led sanctions, we need to say
"enough is enough!"  We will no longer tolerate the biased rhetoric in the
media that sacrifices the innocent civilians of Iraq to a futile effort to
remove Saddam Hussein from power.  We must blow the lid off of the media
blackout that prevents the true situation of suffering and death in Iraq
from being reported.

At this time, FOR is launching a national campaign to end the economic
sanctions on Iraq: "Forty Days in the Desert: A Time of Solidarity with the
People of Iraq." The campaign begins on January 15,1998, the seventh
anniversary of the war in the Gulf against Iraq, and contains a period that
includes Ramadan, the birthday of Martin Luther King, Jr., the 25th
anniversary of Abraham Joshua Heschel's death, and the 50th anniversary of
the assassination of Gandhi.  It will stretch to near the end of
February--a time for remembrance and action mirroring the forty-three day
length of the war, a war which has not ended yet for the Iraqi people.

In order to make our combined voices stronger in calling for an end to this
tragedy, FOR has united organizations who have worked on the issue over the
past seven years,   The Coalition for Justice in Iraq is being developed at
this time, and a joint statement will follow this mailing.  Other national
organizations are mobilizing their own constituencies during this period to
maximize its impact on national policy and the public consciousness.

***Please review the statement of the Coalition for Justice in Iraq that
follows this letter.  We hope you will add your name to the growing list of
organizations that are taking this stand against the policy of the US that
is tantamount to a war against the Iraqi civilization.  Organizations which
endorse the statement will receive hard copies to distribute to their
membership and draw media attention to its name, as well as kept informed
of the events planned by Coalition members.  Please e-mail, fax or phone in
your comments and response to Vincent Romano, FOR, fellowship@igc.org, ph
(914) 358-4601, fax (914) 358-4924.
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The time to act is now.  We ask you to make a public presence in your
communities during the forty days, in as many possible ways as you can
organize yourselves.  Here are some suggestions for action.

* FOR National is holding a press conference in New York City on Thursday,
January 15 to kick off the campaign.  Former US Attorney General Ramsey
Clark and Eileen Storey, recently back from their nonviolent civil
disobedience of breaking the embargo, will share stories from their
experiences of the suffering of the Iraqi people.

* On Friday, January 16, the 8th Day Center in Chicago is planning to hold
a demonstration that will herald the continuation of the war in Iraq that
is now only being waged by one side.  They are ringing a bell, an action
which usually signifies a war's end, along with invoking the theme of a
jubilee in the seventh year.  They will be outside the Federal Building
during the prime-time news.  The Coalition for Justice in Iraq views this
as an action that we all can do to unite us.

* FOR has designated Monday, February 2 as a national call-in day to
Washington, DC.  Along with others in the Coalition for Justice in Iraq, we
will be able to flood the government with thousands of phone calls
demanding an end to the sanctions.  Call President Clinton at (202)
456-1111, fax (202) 456-2461, e-mail president@whitehouse.gov.  Also call
your Congressional representative: the Capitol switchboard is (202)
224-3121.

Please contact us for further information and resources.  Thank you for
your dedication to the cause of justice.

Sincerely,
Vincent J. Romano, Peace and Disarmament/Communications Intern
________________________________________________________________________________
Coalition for Justice in Iraq--Logo

Statement on Iraq

We stand together against the evil of weapons of mass destruction. We agree
that these weapons should not exist, and that where the potential for their
manufacture does exist, it should be carefully and continuously monitored
by the people of the world.

A weapon of mass destruction that is being used is worse than the weapon of
mass destruction that might be used.

The sanctions on Iraq, the largest in the history of the world, were
allegedly intended to move a tyrant toward restraint, but they have instead
become an instrument of tyranny. Since the sanctions began over seven years
ago, the United Nations estimated in 1997 that over one million people,
including 576,000 children, have died miserably of starvation and treatable
illnesses-because our government and its allies stood in the way of life's
routine mercies for political reasons.
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These are civilians. These are pointless and unnecessary deaths. We are
talking about children like our own.

The year-old UN Resolution 986, the "oil for food" agreement, has had only
the most trivial impact on this horrifying disaster. It allows for no more
than thirty cents a day toward the food and medical needs of the average
Iraqi-but the average Iraqi never sees its tiny benefits.

Why do seven extraordinary births in Iowa make a headline, while more than
a million extraordinary deaths in Iraq do not? UNICEF reports in 1997 that
approximately 960,000 Iraqi children under the age of five are suffering
from malnutrition. Another child will die as a direct victim of American
foreign policy in the time that it takes you to read this. And then
another. And then another. And then another. And then another.

This deplorable situation is not Saddam Hussein's doing, although he is
profiting from it. It actually strengthens his power. No trace of
deprivation has touched the banqueting tables in any of his more than sixty
palaces. He uses the general suffering the sponsors of sanctions hoped he
would feel to control his political enemies. Our government's policy allows
him to channel the outrage of the Iraqi people far away from himself,
toward us. Any policy that accomplishes merely this is a failed policy.

We believe the people of the US have a moral character that will not permit
this situation to continue after it is brought fully into our awareness.
The greatness of nations is in their generosity and justice, not in their
vengefulness or the amount of pain they can inflict. We, unlike the Iraqis,
have a government that we can attempt to control. Join us in demanding that
it behave toward our neighbors in the way that we would behave ourselves.
______________________________________________________
American-Arab Anti-Discrimination Committee
Fellowship of Reconciliation
Jewish Peace Fellowship
Muslim Peace Fellowship



1215.06.txt[5/3/2017 10:48:57 AM]

To: LCNP <LCNP@aol.com>
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Re: UN Statements on ICJ opinion and NWC
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Yes, Alyn, please send me a copy.
Thanks, 
Howard Hallman

At 02:34 PM 12/15/97 EST, you wrote:
>Dear Friends,
>
>The Lawyers' Committee on Nuclear Policy has compiled a list of excerpts on
>the ICJ opinion and the nuclear weapons convention from statements to the
>current session of the UN General Assembly. Please let us know if you would
>like a copy.
>
>Peace
>Alyn Ware
>
>
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Tue, 16 Dec 1997 21:05:33 +1300
From: Kate Dewes <katie@chch.planet.org.nz>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: (Fwd) Bougainville News - SMH 16/12/97
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-Sender: katie@mail.chch.planet.org.nz

>Dear friends,
>Although this news is not about abolition of nuclear weapons, it is such an
>inspiring example of abolition of conventional weapons and peacemaking it
is worthwhile reading. It is from a region rarely covered by postings on
the caucus and I hope it gives you all encouragement that  a peaceful
planet is possible.
>With season's greetings to you all,
>Kate Dewes
>IPB Vice President

>>From: "Vikki John" <VIKKI@lexsun.law.uts.edu.au>
>>Organization:  Faculty Of Law, Uni. Of Tech., Syd.
>>To: Bougainville.Updates@lexsun.law.uts.edu.au
>>Date:          Tue, 16 Dec 1997 11:01:22 GMT-1000
>>Subject:       (Fwd) Bougainville News - SMH 16/12/97
>>Reply-To: v.john@uts.edu.au
>>X-Confirm-Reading-To: v.john@uts.edu.au
>>X-Pmrqc:       1
>>Return-Receipt-To: v.john@uts.edu.au
>>Priority: urgent
>>
>>------- Forwarded Message Follows -------
>>
>> The Sydney Morning Herald - World News 16 December, 1997
>>
>>     THE BOUGAINVILLE TRUCE 
>>
>>     Tuesday, December 16, 1997
>>
>>     Fighting men forgo
>>     arms in battle for peace
>>
>>     Peace, Be Easy: Glenn Sheen and Steven
>>     Attleir with an Arawan family. Photograph by
>>     DAVID CROSLING 
>>
>>     By TONY WRIGHT, Herald
>>     Correspondent in Arawa,
>>     Bougainville
>>
>>     Colonel Stephen Joske stood last week
>>     before a crowd of Bougainvilleans, many of them fighters from the
>rebel Bougainville
>>     Revolutionary Army, and held open his empty hands.
>>
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>>     "We do not come bearing arms," he declared. "The only arms we have
>are an open
>>     heart and a broad smile."
>>
>>     It was a strange thing for a soldier to say, stranger still for an
>artillery man - Colonel
>>     Joske's usual job is Commander of the Australian Defence Force's Land
>Command,
>>     Artillery, at Land Headquarters in Paddington, Sydney.
>>
>>     But in the jungle village of Roreinang - home of Joseph Kabui, head
>of the BRA's
>>     political wing, the Bougainville Interim Government - his message of
>peace got a
>>     standing ovation.
>>
>>     Colonel Joske is the commander of the Australian Defence Force
>contingent taking
>>     part in a highly unusual peace operation on Bougainville.
>>
>>     It is, for a start, the first time Australian troops have been under
>the ultimate command
>>     of a New Zealander. While Colonel Joske is in command of the
>Australian contingent,
>>     New Zealand Defence Force Brigadier Roger Mortlock is in charge of
>the mission to
>>     monitor the recent truce between warring factions on the island,
>known as Operation
>>     Bel Isi, Pidgin for "Peace, Be Easy". 
>>
>>     An Australian diplomat, Mr James Bagley, is second-in-charge of the
>whole group,
>>     which involves about 170 New Zealanders and almost 150 Australian
>soldiers and
>>     civilians.
>>
>>     More particularly, it is the first time Australian soldiers have gone
>overseas without
>>     weapons. Considering Bougainville has been at war for the past nine
>years, it was and
>>     remains an obvious risk, and caused some unease among the troops.
>>
>>     However, Colonel Joske and much of the BRA command, including Mr
>Kabui, agree
>>     it was the most powerful gesture of peace imaginable. The message of
>Bel Isi is that the
>>     Australians and New Zealanders are here neither to keep the peace nor
>to enforce it.
>>     Their job is to watch, to listen and to help if asked.
>>
>>     It appears to be working.
>>
>>     In villages hidden in the dense jungle, faction leaders and chiefs
>who have been at each
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>>     other's throats for years are holding reconciliation meetings,
>breaking spears and
>>     burying them, or chewing betel nut together, spitting into a pit and
>covering it with a
>>     stone to signify their truce.
>>
>>     In just a couple of weeks, Bougainvilleans have come out of hiding in
>the mountains,
>>     established long-dormant markets, moved back into houses in coastal
>towns and taken
>>     to wandering along the streets and roads in significant numbers.
>Weapons, which until
>>     recently were carried openly by most male Bougainvilleans, have
>disappeared from
>>     view.
>>
>>     The most obvious sign of the new peace is in the centre of Arawa, the
>provincial
>>     capital. There, on the old sports grounds, newly mown and spruced up
>after nine years
>>     of war and neglect, clans from throughout the strife-wracked island
>have gathered this
>>     week for the first Bougainville Games since 1993.
>>
>>     BRA warriors stand shoulder-to-shoulder with fighters from the
>pro-Government
>>     Resistance, soldiers of the PNG Defence Force, young criminal raskols
>(some of
>>     whom have been loosely allied with the BRA, and are known as
>BRASkols), women
>>     and church leaders who have been pleading for peace, and members of
>both the rebel
>>     Bougainville Interim Government and the pro-PNG Bougainville
>Transitional
>>     Government.
>>
>>     Under a huge sign declaring the games are dedicated to "Promoting
>Peace, Unity and
>>     Reconciliation", leaders from the disparate factions stood during the
>official opening on
>>     Saturday making long speeches imploring their fellow islanders to
>forget their
>>     differences and work together towards a settled future.
>>
>>     Mr James Hasunn, who is down from the northern island of Buka with
>his softball
>>     team, said the atmosphere was "ecstatic".
>>
>>     "We have not been able to feel like this until now," he said. "We
>have some hope."
>>
>>     Perhaps the most compelling, and certainly most colourful, signs of
>that hope arrived
>>     when a large group of traditional dancers and musicians came out of
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>the jungle and
>>     took over the centre of the sports field.
>>
>>     Blowing huge wooden pipes, waving spears and axes, and stomping their
>way through
>>     a complex, circular dance, the group set the crowd hollering and
>cheering. Many of
>>     these people had never been to Arawa.
>>
>>     They came from a fiercely BRA-controlled area known as Sinari in the
>Aropa Valley,
>>     and BRA leaders had requested at the last minute that they be allowed
>to take part in
>>     the games ceremony. The clear implication, according to senior
>community figures, was
>>     that they had been sent by the rebels as a message of peace.
>>
>>     The traditional dancers came from the clan of Francis Ona, the BRA
>leader considered
>>     to hold the key to Bougainville's future.
>>
>>     He remains aloof, bunkered away in the mountains around the Panguna
>copper mine
>>     that was the genesis of the war, and which has been closed since
>1989. He has given
>>     no clear indication of his commitment or antagonism to the peace
>process, but optimists
>>     surmised - or hoped - he might have sent the dancers as a hint of
>goodwill.
>>
>>   
>>
>>
>>
>>
>
>
>
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To: 70761.2655@compuserve.com
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Re: A2000, Religious Working Group established
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Jim, This is forward to you.

Howard

>Return-Path: <prop1@prop1.org>
>X-Sender: prop1@prop1.org (Unverified)
>Date: Tue, 16 Dec 1997 13:00:36 -0500
>To: mupj@igc.apc.org
>From: Peace through Reason <prop1@prop1.org>
>Subject: Re: A2000, Religious Working Group established
>
>Howard W. Hallman, Methodists United for Peace with Justice,
>
>I noticed that MUPJ mailing list sends more than one newsletter to us at PO Box 27217, Washington DC 20038 
(perhaps to Peace Park, and Proposition One, and Ellen or William Thomas).  This is expensive for you.  Would you 
please pass this along to whoever is in charge of the mailing list?
>
>Thanks!
>
>Happy holy days!
>
>
>
>
>Ellen Thomas
>
>Proposition One Committee
>Peace Park Antinuclear Vigil
>PO Box 27217, Washington DC  20038 USA
>202-462-0757 -- prop1@prop1.org -- http://prop1.org
>(Check http://prop1.org -- Current Events!)
>
>
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To: Peace through Reason <prop1@prop1.org>
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: Re: Abolition 2000 email list: update your address, please?  For  our weblink.
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

At 01:36 PM 12/16/97 -0500, you wrote:
>Dear Abolitionists,
>
>I was asked to update our online version of the Abolition 2000 email list....

Ellen:

We are Methodists, not Maryland, United for Peace with Justice.

Howard
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To: dwain
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: New draft of statement, other matters
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Dwain:

I've written another draft of the statement for religious leaders to make it more succinct.  This time I used a stewardship 
theme.  I couldn't figure out how to bring in justice succinctly and would appreciate your suggestions.  I put the 
quotations from religious bodies as an attachment rather than in the body of the statement.  Religious groups in 
particular nations can attach their own statements if they make use of the statement with their political leaders.

I feel the need to inquire with Ambassador Wyzner about his plans for a reception.  If you don't have time to handle this 
letter, please let me know, and I'll take care of it.

Who should I contact in Geneva for leads on Jewish, Islamic, and Buddhist participation?  Any other faiths?

Shalom,

Howard

#####

A Statement by Religious Leaders on Nuclear Abolition
Draft of December 16, 1997
 +
To: Heads of States and/or Foreign Ministers of Signatories of the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty    [Proposed to be 
sent in February 1998, two months before the NPT PrepCom]

        "The earth is the Lord's and the fulness thereof, the world and those who dwell therein." So says Psalm 24, sacred 
to Jews and Christians alike.  The First Book of Moses, also known as Genesis, indicates that God made earth available 
to humankind to till and keep, that is, to use for mutual benefit and to preserve.  [Add appropriate Islamic and Buddhist 
teachings.]  It follows that all of us together have a responsibility to be good stewards of planet Earth.

        Because nuclear weapons have the potential of doing grave harm to Earth and its inhabitants, our stewardship 
responsibility requires us to rid Earth of this perilous threat.  The necessity of nuclear abolition is affirmed by numerous 
voices from the world's religious community, represented by several attached statements.

        Already the nations of Earth are committed by Article VI of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons (NPT) "to the cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament."  After 
reviewing this article at the request of the General Assembly of the United Nations, the International Court of Justice 
unanimously agreed that "There exists an obligation to pursue in good faith and bring to a conclusion negotiations 
leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and effective international control."
   
        The time has come to take this obligation seriously.  Therefore, we ask you to instruct your delegation to the 
forthcoming meeting of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) Preparatory Committee, scheduled for April 27 to 
May 8, 1998 in Geneva, Switzerland, to come committed to setting the course resolutely for the abolition of all nuclear 
weapons on Earth.  
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        To be specific, we call upon the NPT Preparatory Committee to establish a working group to begin the process of 
negotiating a Nuclear Weapons Convention that will outlaw and eliminate nuclear weapons by all possessors.  Because 
such a convention serves the interests of all humanity and all nations on Earth, it is a task that can properly be taken up 
by an international body, such as the NPT Preparatory Committee, and not wait for nuclear weapon states to undertake, 
if and when they determine.

        As a Nuclear Weapons Convention is being written, the nuclear weapon states should take steps to reduce the risk 
of nuclear war and make progress toward nuclear disarmament.  
Such action should include: 
· Declare a policy of no first use amongst themselves and non-use in relation to non-nuclear weapon states.
· Take nuclear forces off alert and remove warheads from delivery vehicles.
· Refrain from modernizing or increasing the number of deployed nuclear weapons.
· Continue  bilateral reduction of nuclear weapons by the United States and Russia, but at a faster pace of reduction

 These intermediate actions will combine with negotiations for a Nuclear Weapons Convention to set the stage for 
the world to enter the 21st century with a commitment to eliminating from Earth the scourge of nuclear weapons. 

Names of Signers

Attachment: Statements by Religious Bodies and Religious Leaders on Nuclear Abolition

 The Sixth Assembly of the World Council of Churches stated: "We believe that the time has come when the 
churches must unequivocally declare that the production and deployment as well as the use of nuclear weapons are a 
crime against humanity and that such activities must be condemned on ethical and theological grounds.  Furthermore, 
we appeal for the institution of a universal covenant to this effect so that nuclear weapons and warfare are delegitimized 
and condemn as violations of international law."  [or an alternative statement]

 Speaking for the Holy See before the First Committee of the United Nations General Assembly on October 15, 
1997, Archbishop Renato Martino  stated: "Nuclear weapons are incompatible with the peace we seek for the 21st 
century.  They cannot be justified.  They deserve condemnation.  The preservation of the Non-Proliferation Treaty 
demands an unequivocal commitment to their abolition....This is a moral challenge, a legal challenge and a political 
challenge.  That multiple-based challenge must be met by the application of our humanity."  [ or a statement by Pope 
John Paul II or some other Catholic source]

 [Quotations from other religious leaders and religious bodies.]

Drafted by Howard W. Hallman, Methodists United for Peace with Justice.  Please send comments to him via e-mail at 
mupj@igc.org, or by fax to 301 895-0013 (USA), or by regular mail to 1500 16th Street, NW, Washington, DC 20036
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To: dgracie@afsc.org
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: New draft of statement
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear David:

You may not have time to respond, but I want to share my next draft of the statement for religious leaders, which is 
more succinct that the first and uses a stewardship theme.  I will appreciate any comments.

I talked to a woman at the MacArthur Foundation, and she said that it was within their current priorities to support my 
work preparing for the NPT PrepCom and travel costs.  That doesn't guarantee a grant, but I'm trying there.  
Nonetheless, I appreciate your willingness to offer some help to my plane fare.

If you want to contribute $200 or so to the cost of the reception in Geneva, it would broaden the base as we seek 
additional funds.

Enjoy your retirement, which sounds more like a change of venue.

Shalom,

Howard

####

A Statement by Religious Leaders on Nuclear Abolition
Draft of December 16, 1997
 
To: Heads of States and/or Foreign Ministers of Signatories of the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty    [Proposed to be 
sent in February 1998, two months before the NPT PrepCom]

        "The earth is the Lord's and the fulness thereof, the world and those who dwell therein." So says Psalm 24, sacred 
to Jews and Christians alike.  The First Book of Moses, also known as Genesis, indicates that God made earth available 
to humankind to till and keep, that is, to use for mutual benefit and to preserve.  [Add appropriate Islamic and Buddhist 
teachings.]  It follows that all of us together have a responsibility to be good stewards of planet Earth.

        Because nuclear weapons have the potential of doing grave harm to Earth and its inhabitants, our stewardship 
responsibility requires us to rid Earth of this perilous threat.  The necessity of nuclear abolition is affirmed by numerous 
voices from the world's religious community, represented by several attached statements.

        Already the nations of Earth are committed by Article VI of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons (NPT) "to the cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament."  After 
reviewing this article at the request of the General Assembly of the United Nations, the International Court of Justice 
unanimously agreed that "There exists an obligation to pursue in good faith and bring to a conclusion negotiations 
leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and effective international control."
   
        The time has come to take this obligation seriously.  Therefore, we ask you to instruct your delegation to the 
forthcoming meeting of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) Preparatory Committee, scheduled for April 27 to 
May 8, 1998 in Geneva, Switzerland, to come committed to setting the course resolutely for the abolition of all nuclear 
weapons on Earth.  
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        To be specific, we call upon the NPT Preparatory Committee to establish a working group to begin the process of 
negotiating a Nuclear Weapons Convention that will outlaw and eliminate nuclear weapons by all possessors.  Because 
such a convention serves the interests of all humanity and all nations on Earth, it is a task that can properly be taken up 
by an international body, such as the NPT Preparatory Committee, and not wait for nuclear weapon states to undertake, 
if and when they determine.

        As a Nuclear Weapons Convention is being written, the nuclear weapon states should take steps to reduce the risk 
of nuclear war and make progress toward nuclear disarmament.  
Such action should include: 
· Declare a policy of no first use amongst themselves and non-use in relation to non-nuclear weapon states.
· Take nuclear forces off alert and remove warheads from delivery vehicles.
· Refrain from modernizing or increasing the number of deployed nuclear weapons.
· Continue  bilateral reduction of nuclear weapons by the United States and Russia, but at a faster pace of reduction

 These intermediate actions will combine with negotiations for a Nuclear Weapons Convention to set the stage for 
the world to enter the 21st century with a commitment to eliminating from Earth the scourge of nuclear weapons. 

Names of Signers

Attachment: Statements by Religious Bodies and Religious Leaders on Nuclear Abolition

 The Sixth Assembly of the World Council of Churches stated: "We believe that the time has come when the 
churches must unequivocally declare that the production and deployment as well as the use of nuclear weapons are a 
crime against humanity and that such activities must be condemned on ethical and theological grounds.  Furthermore, 
we appeal for the institution of a universal covenant to this effect so that nuclear weapons and warfare are delegitimized 
and condemn as violations of international law."  [or an alternative statement]

 Speaking for the Holy See before the First Committee of the United Nations General Assembly on October 15, 
1997, Archbishop Renato Martino  stated: "Nuclear weapons are incompatible with the peace we seek for the 21st 
century.  They cannot be justified.  They deserve condemnation.  The preservation of the Non-Proliferation Treaty 
demands an unequivocal commitment to their abolition....This is a moral challenge, a legal challenge and a political 
challenge.  That multiple-based challenge must be met by the application of our humanity."  [ or a statement by Pope 
John Paul II or some other Catholic source]

 [Quotations from other religious leaders and religious bodies.]

Drafted by Howard W. Hallman, Methodists United for Peace with Justice.  Please send comments to him via e-mail at 
mupj@igc.org, or by fax to 301 895-0013 (USA), or by regular mail to 1500 16th Street, NW, Washington, DC 20036
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To: dave@paxchristiusa.org
From: mupj@igc.apc.org
Subject: New draft of statement 
Cc: 
Bcc: 
X-Attachments: 

Dear Dave:

I have written the attached new draft of the statement for religious leaders, mainly to make it more succinct and also to 
introduce the theme of stewardship.  I will welcome your comments.

We need to talk about how we will finalize the statement, including gaining the consent of the leading Catholic who will 
sign it.

Shalom,

Howard

###

A Statement by Religious Leaders on Nuclear Abolition
Draft of December 16, 1997
 
To: Heads of States and/or Foreign Ministers of Signatories of the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty    [Proposed to be 
sent in February 1998, two months before the NPT PrepCom]

        "The earth is the Lord's and the fulness thereof, the world and those who dwell therein." So says Psalm 24, sacred 
to Jews and Christians alike.  The First Book of Moses, also known as Genesis, indicates that God made earth available 
to humankind to till and keep, that is, to use for mutual benefit and to preserve.  [Add appropriate Islamic and Buddhist 
teachings.]  It follows that all of us together have a responsibility to be good stewards of planet Earth.

        Because nuclear weapons have the potential of doing grave harm to Earth and its inhabitants, our stewardship 
responsibility requires us to rid Earth of this perilous threat.  The necessity of nuclear abolition is affirmed by numerous 
voices from the world's religious community, represented by several attached statements.

        Already the nations of Earth are committed by Article VI of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons (NPT) "to the cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament."  After 
reviewing this article at the request of the General Assembly of the United Nations, the International Court of Justice 
unanimously agreed that "There exists an obligation to pursue in good faith and bring to a conclusion negotiations 
leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and effective international control."
   
        The time has come to take this obligation seriously.  Therefore, we ask you to instruct your delegation to the 
forthcoming meeting of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) Preparatory Committee, scheduled for April 27 to 
May 8, 1998 in Geneva, Switzerland, to come committed to setting the course resolutely for the abolition of all nuclear 
weapons on Earth.  

        To be specific, we call upon the NPT Preparatory Committee to establish a working group to begin the process of 
negotiating a Nuclear Weapons Convention that will outlaw and eliminate nuclear weapons by all possessors.  Because 
such a convention serves the interests of all humanity and all nations on Earth, it is a task that can properly be taken up 
by an international body, such as the NPT Preparatory Committee, and not wait for nuclear weapon states to undertake, 
if and when they determine.
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        As a Nuclear Weapons Convention is being written, the nuclear weapon states should take steps to reduce the risk 
of nuclear war and make progress toward nuclear disarmament.  
Such action should include: 
· Declare a policy of no first use amongst themselves and non-use in relation to non-nuclear weapon states.
· Take nuclear forces off alert and remove warheads from delivery vehicles.
· Refrain from modernizing or increasing the number of deployed nuclear weapons.
· Continue  bilateral reduction of nuclear weapons by the United States and Russia, but at a faster pace of reduction

 These intermediate actions will combine with negotiations for a Nuclear Weapons Convention to set the stage for 
the world to enter the 21st century with a commitment to eliminating from Earth the scourge of nuclear weapons. 

Names of Signers

Attachment: Statements by Religious Bodies and Religious Leaders on Nuclear Abolition

 The Sixth Assembly of the World Council of Churches stated: "We believe that the time has come when the 
churches must unequivocally declare that the production and deployment as well as the use of nuclear weapons are a 
crime against humanity and that such activities must be condemned on ethical and theological grounds.  Furthermore, 
we appeal for the institution of a universal covenant to this effect so that nuclear weapons and warfare are delegitimized 
and condemn as violations of international law."  [or an alternative statement]

 Speaking for the Holy See before the First Committee of the United Nations General Assembly on October 15, 
1997, Archbishop Renato Martino  stated: "Nuclear weapons are incompatible with the peace we seek for the 21st 
century.  They cannot be justified.  They deserve condemnation.  The preservation of the Non-Proliferation Treaty 
demands an unequivocal commitment to their abolition....This is a moral challenge, a legal challenge and a political 
challenge.  That multiple-based challenge must be met by the application of our humanity."  [ or a statement by Pope 
John Paul II or some other Catholic source]

 [Quotations from other religious leaders and religious bodies.]

Drafted by Howard W. Hallman, Methodists United for Peace with Justice.  Please send comments to him via e-mail at 
mupj@igc.org, or by fax to 301 895-0013 (USA), or by regular mail to 1500 16th Street, NW, Washington, DC 20036
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Return-Path: <owner-ctb-followers@igc.apc.org>
Date: Tue, 16 Dec 1997 21:58:20 -0500
From: Disarmament@igc.org
Organization: Disarmament Clearinghouse
Sender: owner-ctb-followers@igc.apc.org
Subject: Daschle on De-Alerting
To: ctb-followers@igc.org

To Nuclear Disasrmament Advocates:

Useful information from Daryl Kimball, Executive Director of the
Coalition to Reduce Nuclear Dangers . . .

TO: Coalition Members and Friends
FR: Daryl Kimball
RE: Daschle speaks on de-alerting at Committeen on Nuclear Policy forum

Senator Daschle took the podium to urge the US to de-alert most of its
nuclear arsenal at a Committee on Nuclear Policy forum to discuss
de-alerting now that the Cold War is over. Attached are two articles
triggered by that briefing.

However, for the moment, the White House is still taking it slowly. In
response to an earlier (Nov. 17) Coalition to Reduce Nuclear Dangers
letter to Sec. Albright and Sandy Berger, Major General Kerrick,
replying on behalf of Berger, said that  "once START II enters into
force ...[U.S.-Russian expert] meetings [will begin] ... to decide on a
method for the deactivation of those strategic nuclear delivery vehicles
which will be eliminated under START II by December 31, 2003.  In this
context, we are currently examining a number of potential "dealerting"
measures."

DK

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx

Daschle Says U.S. Should Take Its Finger Off The Nuclear 'Trigger'
CQ Washington Alert, by Bob Gravely, December 11, 1997

The United States should take the bulk of its strategic nuclear arsenal
off "hair-trigger" readiness status, Senate Minority Leader Tom Daschle,
S.D., said today.

At a Committee on Nuclear Policy forum, Daschle said that despite the
end of the Cold War, the United States and Russia continue to possess
the ability to launch thousands of nuclear warheads at one another
within minutes, which he said exposes both countries to the risks of
mistaken launches. The problem is compounded, Daschle argued, by the
growing "disarray" of the Russian military.

"How can the United States and Russia be one bad call away from nuclear
disaster?" Daschle said. "No subject is more important than reducing the
risks associated with weapons of mass destruction."
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Daschle said he would push three specific changes to U.S. nuclear policy
next year, which he said he hopes would then prompt the Russians to
reciprocate.

One change Daschle is backing is to "de-alert" MX missiles. De-alerting
means increasing the amount of time needed to launch the missile and can
be done in a number of ways, such as removing the batteries that power a
missile's guidance system.

Daschle also suggested developing a shared early warning system with the
Russians and that the two countries allow one another real-time access
to their early warning systems that track missile launches around the
globe.

The third proposal Daschle backed is one to lower the readiness status
of Trident submarines, which carry several multiple-warhead nuclear
missiles each and are seen as highly threatening by the Russians.

Bruce G. Blair of the Brookings Institution agreed that control of
Russia's nuclear arsenal is becoming less reliable and that steps should
be taken to increase the time needed to launch an attack.

Blair said that several trends within the Russian military make the
threat more pronounced, including aging computer systems and early
warning sensors, the expertise and training of Russian submarine and
mobile rocket crews and more general corruption and incompetence in the
military.
The threat of an mistaken nuclear exchange is exacerbated by an
adherence on both sides to a launch-on-warning strategy which calls for
the launch of a retaliatory strike upon warning of an attack, even
before an incoming warhead hits.

 "This posture, on both sides, is wildly out of step with the end of the
Cold War," Blair said.
*************************

Strategic Nuclear Balance Increasingly Unstable—Blair
Armed Forces Newswire, December 15, 1997
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Return-Path: <owner-ctb-followers@igc.apc.org>
Date: Tue, 16 Dec 1997 22:00:21 -0500
From: disarmament@igc.org
Organization: Disarmament Clearinghouse
Sender: owner-ctb-followers@igc.apc.org
Subject: Correction
To: "undisclosed-recipients:;"

Many thanks to the vigilant and informed Steve Schwartz, who has pointed
out a factual error in the AP Story I posted earlier about Minuteman
missiles...
>From the AP story...
To: ctb-followers
X-Mailer: Mozilla 3.0 (Win95; I)

>>In all, there were about 1,000 Minuteman II silos across the Midwest
>>and the northern United States. All are now gone except for one that
>>is to be turned in to a museum, an Air Force spokesman said.

NOTE: This is incorrect!  There were some 1,000 total silos for the
Minuteman force, split from the 1970s into the mid-1980s between the
MMII [450] and MM III [550].  Beginning in 1986, 50 MM IIIs were
withdrawn and replaced with the MX/Peacekeeper missile.  Sixteen
additional silos were built at Vandenberg AFB for testing purposes
(though they had the ability to be used in war if necessary).  There are
still 550 operational silos--500 for the MM III [Warren AFB, Malmstrom
AFB, Minot AFB and Grand Forks AFB] and 50 for the MX/Peacekeeper
[Warren AFB].
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Return-Path: <LCNP@aol.com>
From: LCNP <LCNP@aol.com>
Date: Tue, 16 Dec 1997 18:54:47 EST
To: dh3m@hrzpub.tu-darmstadt.DE
Cc: gdaniell@wt.com.au, salvador@hawaii.edu, mupj@igc.apc.org,
        wslf@igc.apc.org, okamoto@shudo-u.ac.jp, edibal@iprolink.ch,
        btiller@psr.org, henrik.arnell@klingen.uu.se,
        kawapic@sag.bekkoame.or.jp, geowcpuk@gn.apc.org,
        ialana@mail.antenna.nl, fredpax@online.no, amok@amok.antenna.nl,
        afsccamb@igc.apc.org, aslater@igc.apc.org, wagingpeace@napf.org,
        LCNP@aol.com
Subject: UN statements: Excerpts refering to ICJ and NWC
Organization: AOL (http://www.aol.com)

Content-ID: <0_882318765@inet_out.mail.aol.com.1>
Content-type: text/plain; charset=US-ASCII

Dear Friends,

Attached are excerpts from statements to the United Nations refering to the
ICJ advisory opinion and/or the nuclear weapons convention. Please let us know
if these do not reach you in readable form.

Peace
Alyn Ware
Content-ID: <0_882318765@inet_out.mail.aol.com.2>
Content-type: text/plain;
        name="STATS.ASC"

Content-disposition: inline

     Excerpts from Statements to the United Nations on the ICJ
        Advisory Opinion and the Nuclear Weapons Convention.
                                  
              52nd Session of the UN General Assembly
                     September - December 1997
                                  
1) General Assembly Plenary: General Debate

Aotearoa-New Zealand: 
H.E. Mr. Clive Pearson 
Disarmament Ambassador   
14 October 1997 

"The International Court of Justice has confirmed that there is indeed an obligation to pursue
and conclude negotiations leading to complete nuclear disarmament."

Ireland:
H.E. Mr. Ray Burke T.D.
Minister for Foreign Affairs of Ireland
25 September 1997 

"Now is the time for serious consideration of an integrated approach, encompassing both
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bilateral and multilateral negotiations, culminating in an international agreement on a total
ban on nuclear weapons." 

Malaysia:
H.E. Dato'Seri Abdullah Haji Ahmad Badawi
Minister of Foreign Affairs of Malaysia 
26 September 1997 

"We urge the international community to expedite efforts in achieving the total elimination of
nuclear weapons, to be formalised in a Nuclear Weapons Convention."

Mexico:
H.E. Mr. Angel Gurria 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of Mexico 
24 September 1997

"Accordingly, we regret that the advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice of 8
July 1996, which indicated the illegality of the use of nuclear weapons and the obligation to
negotiate nuclear disarmament measures, has not been taken into account by the main
nuclear-weapon States."     

Philippines:
H.E. Domingo L. Siazon, Jr.
Secretary of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of the Philippines
29 September 1997 

"Let us pursue negotiations on the complete and total elimination of nuclear weapons by a
certain time. This call is already supported by the International Court of Justice, which last
year recognised that all states have an obligation to pursue such negotiations in good faith."     

2) General Assembly: Report of the International Court of Justice (36th Plenary Meeting)

Brazil:
Mr. Amorim 
27 October 1997 

"In addition to its role in solving the contentious cases before it, the Court retains its unique
capacity to issue advisory opinions on any legal question in response to requests by the
General Assembly and the Security Council. The impact of the Advisory Opinion delivered on
the Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons can still be felt in the deliberations of the
General Assembly, and there are many who feel that greater use should be made of the
Court's expertise under article 96."       

Costa Rica: 
Mr. Berrocal Soto 
27 October 1997

"Furthermore - and this is one of its essential functions - the International Court of Justice
plays a central role in the progressive development of international law. In particular, Costa
Rica believes that the Court's Advisory Opinion on the Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear
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Weapons is one of the milestones in the development of international law, recognizing as it
does the obligation on all States to enter into negotiations in good faith on complete nuclear
disarmament under effective international control. My country is fully committed to
compliance with that commitment and is prepared to participate in such fundamental and
necessary negotiations at any time.

...The International Court of Justice is flourishing. The number of cases before it, as reflected
in the report (A/52/4) now before the Assembly, is unusually high, and it is especially being
used by developing countries. In addition, as we have said, the recent Advisory Opinions on
the legality of the use of nuclear weapons involved the participation of an unprecedented
number of States. This attests to the growing interest and confidence in the Court, which we
believe is a very healthy and positive trend."              

Malaysia:
Mr. Kamaruddin Bin Ahmad 
27 October 1997 

"The intergovernmental organs of the United Nations should not only utilize the Court as a
source that can interpret the relevant and applicable laws, but should also refer controversial
issues to the Court for advisory opinions. In this regard, Malaysia is particularly pleased with
the Advisory Opinion rendered by the Court last year on the Legality of the Threat or Use of
Nuclear Weapons, which, in the view of my delegation, was an important development in the
issue of nuclear disarmament."       

Mexico:
Mr. Tello
27 October 1997 

"We underscore once again the importance of the advisory opinion handed down by the Court
on 8 July 1996 regarding the Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons. In its opinion,
the Court determined that the threat or use of nuclear weapons would generally  be contrary
to the rules of international law applicable in armed conflict, and in particular the principles
and rules of international humanitarian law. Likewise, and unanimously, it affirmed that there
exists an obligation on the part of all States to pursue in good faith and bring to a conclusion
negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament under strict and effective international control.
We note with concern that, in spite of this opinion, there is no sign yet of an unequivocal
commitment on the part of all States to implement effectively this judgement by the Court."    

Philippines:
Mr. Mabilangan
27 October 1997 

"The changed global circumstances has also made possible one of the most significant requests
for an advisory opinion ever made of the Court. While a definitive ruling on the specific issue
before it would have been desirable, the assumption by the Court of its jurisdiction on a highly
political issue and its subsequent Advisory Opinion on the Legality of the Threat or Use of
Nuclear Weapons is a welcome development. The Court must, therefore, have the resources by
which to play its increasing role in resolving disputes and in the progress of international law." 
  

3) First (Disarmament) Committee: General Debate



1217.03.txt[5/3/2017 10:48:58 AM]

Bangladesh:
H.E. Ambassador Anwarul Karim Chowdhury
Permanent Representative of Bangladesh to the United Nations
15 October 1997

"At the last session Bangladesh delegation joined others in recalling the historic advisory
opinion of the International Court of Justice on the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.

Let me recall this year again that the Court decided unanimously that any threat or use of force
by nuclear weapons was unlawful if it violated Article 2 (4) of the UN Charter which calls on
nations to refrain from the threat or use of force that fails to meet "all of the requirements" of
Article 51 on rights of self defense. The use of nuclear weapons, the Court said, would generally
be contrary to the rules of international law applicable in armed conflict, and in particular the
principles and rules of humanitarian law. Let us also draw attention to the oft-quoted
unanimous verdict of the Court that there exists an obligation to pursue in good faith and bring
to a conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and
effective international control.

Let there be no misunderstanding that when we refer to the conclusions of the Canberra
Commission that nuclear weapons diminish the security of all States, and hence quote the
Court's advisory opinion, we are not attempting to turn the opinion of the Court into a legal edict.
In doing so, we are simply reminding the obligations of NPT signatories to nuclear
disarmament. In repeating the mention, we are urging all concerned to take cognizance of the
experts' views and the threats impending on the very existence of mankind. We are
encouraged by the European Parliament resolution of 13 March 1997 calling on members to
support the commencement of negotiations in 1997 leading to the conclusion of a convention for
the abolition of nuclear weapons."

Brazil:
H.E. Ambassador Celso L. N. Amorim
Permanent Representative of Brazil to the United Nations
14 October 1997

"From its position of authority in the international system, the International Court of Justice
has delivered a clear advisory opinion denying legal legitimacy to atomic weaponry.
Furthermore the Court concluded that there exists an obligation to pursue in good faith and
bring to a conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict
and effective international control."

Egypt: 
H. E. Dr. Nabil Elaraby
Permanent Representative of Egypt to the United Nations
16 October 1997

"The mere existence of nuclear weapons constitutes a serious threat to international peace and
security. It is ironic, however, that the efforts of the international community have not yielded
significant results, despite consecutive G.A. resolutions, references in international legal
instruments, most notably Article VI of NPT, the advisory opinion of the ICJ, the findings of
the Canberra Commission and last but not least the determined contributions of NGO's."     
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Holy See:
H.E. Archbishop Renato R. Martino
Apostolic Nuncio
Permanent Observer of the Holy See to the United Nations
15 October 1997

"With the valuable admonition offered in the Advisory Opinion of the International Court of
Justice, the international community can now see how the legal and moral arguments against
nuclear weapons intertwine with the strategic: since nuclear weapons can destroy all life on the
planet, they imperil all that humanity has ever stood for, and indeed humanity itself.

... The work that this committee has done in calling for negotiations leading to a Nuclear
Weapons Convention must be increased. Those nuclear weapons states resisting such
negotiations must be challenged, for, in clinging to their outmoded rationales for nuclear
deterrence, they are denying the most ardent of aspirations of humanity as well as the opinion
of the highest legal authority in the world. The gravest consequences for mankind lie ahead if
the world is to be ruled by the militarism represented by nuclear weapons rather than the
humanitarian law espoused by the International Court of Justice."

India:
H.E. Professor Bharati Ray
Member of the Indian Parliament
17 October 1997

"Mr Chairman, we have dealt with the two other weapons of mass destruction through two
comprehensive conventions which govern all aspects of these weapons. It will be only logical
that a similar third convention should be negotiated for nuclear weapons. 

...This is what the Advisory Opinion of the International Court of Justice last year demands -
the opinion is unequivocal that negotiations must begin and conclude -  that the process must
not be open ended, but finite and time-bound. This year a number of international Non-Governmental Organizations 
have launched an initiative for a Nuclear Weapons Convention.
Such demands are bound to gain momentum. Global opinion and the international community
want a Nuclear Weapons Convention which, like the Conventions on the two other weapons of
mass destruction, would ban development, production, stockpiling of nuclear weapons and
ensure their destruction in a comprehensive manner."

Kenya:
H.E. Mary D. Odinga
Ambassador/Permanent Representative of Kenya to the UNCHS (Habitat) 
24 October 1997

"Our conviction is bolstered by the ICJ Advisory Opinion on the "Legality of the Threat or
Use of Nuclear Weapons" which stressed the obligation for all states to pursue in good faith
and bring to a conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects."

Korea:
H.E. Ambassador Kim Chang Guk
Deputy Permanent Representative of the Democratic People's Republic of Korea 
to the United Nations
22 October 1997

"For the complete elimination of nuclear weapons a sort of duty-bound international
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agreement is needed.
My delegation wishes to join the Non-Aligned Movement and other non nuclear weapon states
in urging the nuclear weapon states to come to an international negotiation for the complete
elimination of nuclear weapons." 

Madagascar:
H.E. M. Rajerisonina BAKO
24 October 1997

"Les efforts doivent se poursivre en vue de l'elimination complete des armes nucleaires et,
dans ce contexte, nous rappelons l'avis de la Cour internacionale de justice du 8 juillet 1996
sur la liceite de la menace ou de l'emploi d'armes nucleaires, et sa conclusion selon laquelle il
existe une obligation de poursuivre de bonne foi et de mener a terme des negociations
conduisant au desarmement nucleaire dans tous ses aspects, sous un controle internacional
strict et efficace."       

Malaysia:
H.E. Ambassador Hasmy Bin Agam
Permanent Representative (Alternate) of Malaysia  
13 October 1997

"Almost two years ago, the International Court of Justice, in an historic advisory opinion on
the legality of the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons, had unanimously concluded that
States Parties to the NPT have the obligation not only to begin but also to bring to a
conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects under strict and
effective international control. It was a positive and important contribution by the Court
towards realising the goal of the total elimination of nuclear weapons. At its last session, this
Committee, and later the General Assembly, adopted resolution 51/45M by a significant
majority which, inter-alia, underscored the Court's ruling on the obligation to pursue these
negotiations in good faith, and called for the commencement of negotiations in 1997 leading
to an early conclusion of a Nuclear Weapons Convention. In the light of the continuing
impasse in the Conference on Disarmament, the sponsors of this resolution will renew their
urgent call during this session of the General Assembly."           

Mexico:
H.E. Ambassador Antonio de Icaza
Representative of Mexico
13 October 1997

"The International Court of Justice has already stated that there exists an obligation to pursue
in good faith and bring to a conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in all its
aspects, and that this is an obligation for all States.

... There is no lack of material or ideas on the subject. The Program of Action submitted last
year by 28 Delegations belonging to the Group of 21 in the Conference on Disarmament, the
Canberra Commission Report and the Model Convention for the Elimination of Nuclear
Weapons presented by the Lawyers Committee on Nuclear Policy, are just a few good
examples.
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... My Delegation will continue to support the draft resolutions on nuclear disarmament, on
the Convention for the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, and on the Advisory
Opinion of the International Court of Justice."

          
Pakistan:
H.E. Mr. Muhammad Siddique Khan Kanju
Minister of State for Foreign Affairs
17 October 1997

"The threat of use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapon States in response to the
use or threat of use of "other weapons of mass destruction" has been contravened by one
nuclear weapon State. This completely negates existing security assurances under Security
Council resolutions 255 and 984, as well as the Advisory Opinion of the ICJ.

... Nuclear weapons must be banned and eliminated just as chemical and biological weapons
have been prohibited. This is the view of the International Court of Justice.....

... As a first step, a universal and legally binding multilateral agreement committing all states
to the objective of complete elimination of nuclear weapons - the central recommendation of
the ICJ..."

Paraguay:
H.E. Bernardino Hugo Saguier Caballero 
Representing the Group of Rio.
16 October 1997

"In this opinion the Court unanimously proclaimed the obligation of the states to undertake in
good faith to conclude negotiations aimed at nuclear disarmament in all its forms under a
strict and effective international control."

Philippines:
Hon. Jaime Lopez
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations, House of Representatives, Congress of the
Republic of the Philippines   
20 October 1997

"We have an authoritative legal determination by the International Court of Justice that states
are under an obligation to negotiate an end to nuclear weapons. 

... We can hardly be considered unreasonable when the obligation to rid the world of nuclear
weapons has been in the NPT since three decades ago and has been enunciated by the
International Court of Justice last year."  

Sri Lanka:
H.E. Ambassador Bernard A. B. Goonetilleke
Representative of Sri Lanka
16 October 1997 

"These NWS seem to overlook their treaty obligations, the call made by the Heads of States
and & Governments of NAM in 1995, the ICJ advisory opinion of July 1996...
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... The most effective way to prevent nuclear war is to eliminate nuclear weapons altogether.
In addition to the GA resolution 51/46D on a Convention on the Prohibition of the Use of
Nuclear Weapons supported by 114 States, a growing number of NGOs too have voiced their
views on the matter. Prominent among these NGOs is the group known as Lawyers
Committee on Nuclear Policy representing international lawyers, scientists & disarmament
experts, which has tirelessly laboured and produced a Model Nuclear Weapons Convention
demonstrating the fact that the civil society too has strong views to express on the matter.

... If the eventual elimination of nuclear weapons will take a considerable period of time, it is
logical to demand that a convention prohibiting the use of such an inhumane weapon of mass
destruction be concluded at an early date. This would facilitate the NWS to address the
question of total elimination of nuclear weapons at a pace comfortable to them."    
      

Zimbabwe:
H.E. Mr. Cavins N. Mugaviri
Representative of the Delegation of Zimbabwe
24 October 1997

"That finding by the SSOD1 was echoed by the International Court of Justice which
concluded, in its epoch-making advisory opinion of 8 July 1996, which should be a constant
reminder, particular to the Nuclear Weapon States, that "there exists an obligation for all
States to pursue in good faith and bring to a conclusion, negotiations leading to nuclear
disarmament in all its aspects under strict and effective international control." 

4) First Committee: Introduction of the Draft Resolution A/C.1/51/L.37 on Advisory Opinion
of the International Court of Justice on the Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons

Malaysia:
H.E. Ambassador Hasmy Bin Agam 
Alternate Permanent Representative of Malaysia to the United Nations
6 November 1996

"At a public sitting on 8 July 1996, the International Court of Justice has recognised, for the
first time in history, that the threat or use of nuclear weapons is generally contrary to the rules
of international law applicable in armed conflict, and in particular the principles and rules of
humanitarian law, while also recognising that there exists an obligation to pursue in good faith
and bring to a conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament.

Mr. Chairman,
It is not my intention to elaborate on the Court's Opinion, which is well understood. It suffices
for me to say that the pronouncements by the highest international legal authority is of
historic importance and cannot be dismissed. It is important in that it has set the legal
parameter whereby the use of nuclear weapons indeed ignores customary international law and
international treaties such as the Geneva and Hague Conventions.

... The rendering of this Opinion by the International Court of Justice has direct impact on the
activities of the General Assembly and on the policies and obligations of member States in the
area of nuclear disarmament.

... The call for the commencement of negotiations leading to the conclusion of a Nuclear
Weapons Convention is a necessary one. It is necessary because the existence of a legal
obligation would require early, indeed, immediate action."                
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5) First Committee: Explanations before the Votes on Draft Resolution A/C.1/52/L.37

Explanation of vote made by Belgium, in the name of Benelux:  
10 November 1997

"Mister President 

The countries of Benelux agree with the opinion of the International Court of Justice and give
it great importance. In this spirit, they voted "yes" on the OP.1 of the resolution L.37.  But
they had to oppose the resolution in total which misrepresents and quotes selectively from the
Court.

The explanation of  vote of Benelux, given in the 51st General Assembly on the related
resolution about the same subject, in this sense, doesn't lose any of its pertinence.     

I thank you, Mister President"

Explanation of vote by the Greek Government: 
10 November 1997

"La Grece tient a reiterer le respect et l'estime qu'elle attache a la Cour Internationale de
Justice, ainsi qu'a la preservation de son statut, de son prestige et de sa haute mission.

Dans ce contexte, la Grece a toujours considere la Cour comme une institution indispensable
au fonctionnement adequat du regime des nations Unies et a la preservation de la paix et de
la securite internationale.

Ainsi, le fait que la Grece n'a pas pu appuyer la resolution L.37 ne s'adresse nullement a l'avis
de la Cour mais a ce que les auteurs de la dite resolution ont procede a une selection
arbitraire de certains passges de cet avis. En effet, ils ont juge opportun, et ce pour des
motivations qui ne sont pas d'ordre juridique, de proceder a une compilation selective des
certains points de l'avis de la Cour, ce qui altere non seulement son vrai fond mais aussi son
esprit."

Explanation of vote by Japan:

"Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

I would like to explain Japan's position in the voting on the draft resolution contained in
document A/C.1/52/L.37, entitled "Advisory Opinion of the International Court of Justice on
the Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons". Japan voted Yes on OP.1, and
abstained on PP10, OP.2 and the resolution itself.  

Mr. Chairman, 

As I have stated before, Japan with sorrowful experience of Atomic Bombing, fervently desires
that the use of nuclear weapons, which causes incomparable human suffering, will never be
repeated, and firmly believes that continuous efforts should be made towards a world free of
nuclear weapons.

Japan believes that, because of their immense power to cause destruction and the death of and
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injury to human beings, the use of nuclear weapons is clearly contrary to the spirit of humanity
which gives international law its philosophical foundation.      

The advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice, which this draft resolution
addresses, demonstrates the complexity of the subject.

We therefore would like to appraise carefully the implications that this advisory opinion might
have on the international community's legal views of the use of nuclear weapons.

We support the unanimous opinion of the judges of the ICJ on the existing obligation to
pursue nuclear disarmament and to conclude negotiations on that matter in good faith. Japan
firmly believes that we must take concrete measures to achieve steady and step-by-step
progress in nuclear non-proliferation and nuclear disarmament.

In this connection, we believe that it is more important for the international community, as the
"Principles and Objectives for Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament" which was
adopted in 1995 stipulates, to commence, as early as possible, negotiations on a cut-off treaty
which is the next realistic measure following successful conclusion of the Comprehensive
Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty, rather than to commence, in 1998, negotiations leading to the
conclusion of a nuclear weapons convention as is called upon by this draft resolution.

Because of this reason, Japan could not support this draft resolution L.37 in its entirety. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman."

Explanation before the vote by U.K.:     

"The United Kingdom is committed to the goal of the global elimination of nuclear weapons.
We will press for mutual, balanced and verifiable reductions in nuclear weapons. When
satisfied with verified progress towards our goal, we will ensure that British nuclear weapons
are included in multilateral negotiations.

Considerable progress has been made on nuclear disarmament and we believe that the
negotiation of a Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty is a crucial next step, as was recognised by the
Parties to the NPT when they agreed a set of "Principles and Objectives" at the 1995 Review
and Extension Conference.     

We welcome the recognition of the importance of obligations under the NPT, including the
nuclear weapon states' obligation on nuclear disarmament, by the International Court of
Justice's Advisory Opinion on the Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons. But
given that the draft resolution contains highly selective quotations from the Court's Advisory
Opinion, the United Kingdom will abstain on operative paragraph 1 of draft resolution L.37.

In view of this selectivity and on account of the unrealistic call, in operative paragraph 2, for
multilateral negotiations in 1998 leading to an early conclusion of a Nuclear Weapons
Convention, the United Kingdom will vote against the draft resolution as a whole, and against
operative paragraph 2."

Explanation before the vote by USA:            

"Mr. Chairman, the United States will vote NO on L. 37, entitled "Advisory Opinion of the
International Court of Justice on the Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons," as well as
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on operative paragraph  1 and 2 .

Mr. Chairman, let me be frank. Despite the title and the mention of the ICJ opinion in preambular
paragraph twelve and operative paragraph one, this resolution is not really about the ICJ's advisory
opinion at all. It is, rather, a repetition of calls made in other resolutions for immediate multilateral
negotiations on the time-bound elimination of nuclear weapons.
The United States has opposed this idea in the past and will continue to do so because we remain
convinced that the bilateral efforts which have already produced concrete results in the area of
nuclear disarmament remain, for the time being, the only realistic approach to arms control in this
highly complex field.

Mr. Chairman, this resolution not only advocates a course of action with which the United States
cannot agree, it does so in a highly tendentious, not to say disingenuous manner. I refer to the
mischaracterization of NPT Article VI and the NPT Principles and Objectives decision document,
which are selectively quoted in preambular paragraphs 3 and 4 by omitting crucial references to
"general and complete disarmament ." This omission  distorts the Article VI obligation so that it
would appear to relieve non-nuclear weapon states of any disarmament responsibilities. The Court 's
"advisory"  opinion -- and I stress "advisory " -- is itself misrepresented. Operative paragraphs one
and two, taken together, attempt to turn the ICJ's advisory opinion into a legal edict that requires
immediate negotiations and their rapid conclusion in a multilateral forum.

The United States takes its NPT article VI obligations very seriously -- and reaffirmed them in the
context of the 1995 extension of the Nuclear Nonproliferation [Treaty]. However, the Court's
statement that there exists an obligation to bring to a conclusion negotiations on nuclear
disarmament does not alter the substance of Article VI duty in any way, since the responsibility to
pursue negotiations in good faith inherently involves seeking a successful conclusion to
negotiations."
         
6) Other UN Committees

- Special Political and Decolonization Committee (Fourth Committee)

Marshall Islands: 
H.E. Ambassador Jackeo Relang 
Deputy Permanent Representative of the Marshall Islands
13 October 1997

"Furthermore, the Marshall Islands Government takes notes of the advisory opinion rendered
by the International Court of Justice on the legality of threat or use of nuclear weapons. The
Court recognized that all members of the international community have an obligation, to
pursue in good faith and bring to a conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament in
all its aspects under strict and effective international control."    
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Cc: INESnet@fy.chalmers.se
Date: Wed, 17 Dec 1997 13:59:02 -0800
From: Nuclear Age Peace Foundation <wagingpeace@napf.org>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Newly designed Abolition 2000 page
To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org
X-Sender: napf@silcom.com

Dear friends,

We just finished redesigning our Abolition 2000 home page.  We have 
- added foreign language pages in Dutch, French, German, and Spanish;
- restructured the introductory articles;  
- created a new "Keep in Touch" category that will hopefully invite people to participate in working groups and the 
abolition caucus;
- added information about regional coordinators, international facilitators, and the transition team; and
- try to maintain an updated "key news" section.  

We hope that the page turns out more user-friendly than the old one.  Feedback is appreciated.

Page is at: http://www.wagingpeace.org/abolition2000.html

Best wishes,

   Christoph Hanterman

                    NUCLEAR AGE PEACE FOUNDATION
        **********************************************************
                        A founding member of
                  and global contact point for the
                Abolition 2000 Global Network for the 
                   Elimination of Nuclear Weapons
        **********************************************************
                 1187 Coast Village Road, Suite 123
                    Santa Barbara, CA 93108-2794
              Phone (805) 965-3443 * Fax (805) 568-0466
                   E- mailto:wagingpeace@napf.org
                     http://www.wagingpeace.org



1218.02.txt[5/3/2017 10:48:58 AM]

Return-Path: <ledwidge@psr.org>
Date: Thu, 18 Dec 1997 12:10:53 -0500
From: Lisa Ledwidge <ledwidge@psr.org>
Organization: Physicians for Social Responsibility
To: mupj@igc.org, disarmament@igc.org, vision@igc.org, meldredge@igc.org,
        bmorse@igc.org, kathy@fcnl.org
CC: paprog@igc.org
Subject: coolfont grassroots presentation speaker guidance draft

Dec 18 

To: 'Coolfont grassroots presentation working group'
Fr: Lisa Ledwidge

Here is a draft of questions, most of which were raised at today's
meeting, which we could provide to John Pollack and Mike of VVAF to help
guide and structure their comments during the Coolfont grassroots
presentation. Please share your thoughts and edits. Thanks.

. . . . . . . .

How and why was the [landmine ban / CWC] campaign successful in the
following aspects?

LANDMINES: 

Public education/outreach -
 -what materials worked? why?
 -how did you engage the public, make issue interesting/appealing to
masses?
 -how did you use the media?

CWC:

Organizing for treaty ratification in US -
 -how did you build, expand, strengthen coalitions?
 -how was info effectively communicated among national and local
networks, between grassroots and inside-the-beltway contacts?
 -what influenced Senators? (this will tie into next topic, Senator
profile, presented by Maureen Eldredge and Brad Morse, MPN/ANA)

end
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Return-Path: <owner-ctb-followers@igc.apc.org>
Date: Thu, 18 Dec 1997 11:50:28 -0500
From: disarmament@igc.org
Organization: Disarmament Clearinghouse
Sender: owner-ctb-followers@igc.apc.org
Subject: Rethinking in Britain
To: "undisclosed-recipients:;"

PA   12/17 2236  EX-DEFENCE CHIEFS URGE RETHINK ON TRIDENT
To: ctb-followers
X-Mailer: Mozilla 3.0 (Win95; I)

  By Andrew Evans, Lords Staff, PA News
   Pressure on the Government to consider scrapping Trident grew tonight
when two former Chiefs of the Defence Staff declared their backing for
the abolition of nuclear weapons.
   Field Marshal Lord Carver (Ind), who previously came out in favour
multilateral nuclear disarmament, declared his support for
unilateralism.
   Field Marshal Lord Bramall (Ind), who previously supported the
Polaris and Trident nuclear weapons systems, surprised peers by urging
ministers to include the "virtually unusable" nuclear deterrent in their
strategic defence review.
   Tory defence spokesman Lord Burnham said he had been "very startled
and very saddened" by the two former defence chiefs' contribution to
tonight's Lords debate on the elimination of nuclear weapons.
   Labour ex-minister and CND vice-president Lord Jenkins of Putney, who
initiated the debate, said he had been "invigorated" by it.
 Lord Carver, who was defence chief from 1973-76, told peers: "The risks
of not trying to eliminate nuclear weapons are greater than the risks of
trying to do so.
   "A situation in which a few privileged states retain nuclear weapons,
asserting that they are essential to their security while attempting to
deny them to others, some of whom face much more real potential threats
from their neighbours, cannot indefinitely be sustained.
   "It must lead to a dangerous proliferation."
   Lord Carver said: "The Government say that elimination is their aim,
but they show no more sign of trying to move in that direction than
their predecessors, in spite of the attitude of several ministers and
supporters in the past. Let them demonstrate that they mean what they
say."
   He urged ministers to take nuclear forces off alert, to remove
warheads from their delivery vehicles and to seek no "first use"
agreements with other nuclear states.
   Lord Carver declared: "I personally would like to see us getting rid
of ours now -- because I believe them to be unnecessary and a waste of
money, which would be better spent elsewhere in the defence field.
   "Maintaining our nuclear weapons capability and the means to deliver
it costs a lot more than most people realise and most Government
spokesmen have ever admitted.
   "Even if you are a believer in the usefulness of nuclear weapons, you
do not need them as we are fully covered by the American nuclear
umbrella." 
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   He insisted: "Justifications like `weapons of last resort' are
meaningless when you begin to analyse them.
   "What could be that last resort when it would make sense to use them?
The Russians had somehow reached Calais?
   "It would not be to our advantage to use them. It would be an act of
suicide, like Hitler in his bunker, but worse as it would be committing
the whole nation to destruction."
   Lord Carver warned: "Our retention of them and all the reasons we
invent for doing so could be applied equally to any independent nation,
even more justifiably to those who have neighbours who are hostile.
   "They are an encouragement to proliferation -- not, as some suggest,
a counter to it."
   He said: "Our nuclear weapons are useless to us as military weapons.
They cannot conceivably be used.
   "We do not need them as a so-called deterrent and I urge the
Government to consider very carefully how to set about changing its
policy which, like so many others, is inherited from its predecessors."
 Lord Bramall, who was defence chief 1982-85, then surprised peers by
declaring:
"I speak as someone who, in the light of a number of factors relating to
the international scene and our own defence effort, has in fact changed
his mind.
   "I now find myself largely in agreement with Lord Carver."
   Lord Bramall, who had seen the wartime ruins of Hamburg and
Hiroshima, told the House: "In hindsight, I do not think it would have
changed the course of history one iota if we in this country had not had
our own so-called independent deterrent."
   He went on: "Now, looking at the world scene, the authority and
legitimacy of the UN Security Council, the world's correct preoccupation
with the environment and what we are doing to our world, the economic
and social problems of waging excessive war which have absolutely
nothing to do with nuclear restraint, and
the power of the media and of public and world opinion generally, I
personally cannot see any situation in which this country would
authorise the use of our own nuclear weapons on another country.
   "Not in the East, even after post-Yeltsin, not in the Middle East or
anywhere.
   "Against a strong country, people in glass houses don't throw stones;
and against a weak one it is, I hope, just not our style."
   Lord Bramall acknowledged the bombing of Japan in 1945 had saved
hundreds of thousands of lives by shortening the war.
   "But since then the weapons have been virtually unusable except
perhaps, as Winston Churchill said, as a response from the grave when it
really would hardly matter."
 Lord Bramall said: "Whatever way you look at it, it must be admitted
that we in this country are greatly `over-nucleared' in the context of
our over-tight defence expenditure.
   "It does rather amaze me that this Government of all governments ...
should have accepted the whole nuclear deterrent philosophy -- I almost
said `theology' -- without demur or question."
   Citing Government estimates that Trident was costing  1 billion a
year, he insisted: "Surely, in view of the manifest weaknesses of our
conventional forces, there must be better ways to spend this money.
   "It must be a matter of military priorities to get the programme into
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proper balance."
  Lord Bramall declared: "I do urge the Government to put our nuclear
deterrent under the same microscope as everything else under their
strategic defence review, so that we can keep our whole defence
programme in proper balance.
   "Quite apart from the moral point of view, savings here may produce
just that amount of extra resources we require to put right so many of
the other things in our conventional forces that so badly need doing."
 Tory defence spokesman Lord Burnham told peers: "I have to say I have
been very startled and very saddened by the speeches of the two Field
Marshals."
   Lord Burnham, a former Guards officer, said: "I feel that they have
totally misunderstood the nature and importance of nuclear weapons for
the peace of the world.
   "I am glad that Lord Bramall thought differently when he was Chief of
the Defence Staff."
   He told Lord Carver: "The point is that the Russians didn't reach
Calais. The Russians had no chance of reaching Calais because they knew
that there was the overwhelming threat of nuclear retaliation."
   Lord Burnham accused disarmers of "ignoring the impracticalities" of
eliminating nuclear weapons and he defended Trident as the "ultimate
guarantee of security".
   He added: "Anybody who believes, as the Field Marshals seem to
believe, that if we totally abandoned our nuclear policy the Treasury
would allow the Ministry of Defence to have all the money it cost for
conventional weapons, I think they are very sadly misleading
themselves."
 Junior Foreign Office minister Baroness Symons of Vernham Dean assured
Lords Carver and Bramall that the Government's longer-term goal of
"mutual, balanced and verifiable" global nuclear disarmament was very
different from that of the
previous Tory Government.
   Lady Symons stressed 90% of the  12 billion procurement cost of
Trident had been spent already, and running costs were estimated at  200
million a year for the next 30 years.
   "The abolition of nuclear weapons therefore offers no financial
panacea."
   The minister pointed out the RAF's "free fall" nuclear bomb would be
unilaterally withdrawn by the end of next March, leaving the UK with
just one nuclear system.
   Lady Symons commented: "Lord Bramall suggested Britain should be
doing more to set an example. We are setting that example."
   The UK was likely to be the first nuclear power to ratify the
comprehensive test ban treaty, she stressed.
   The minister said the strategic defence review would cover "all
aspects of our nuclear policies, including nuclear warhead numbers,
greater transparency, and de-alerting".
   She insisted: "If we conclude that circumstances allow us to make
changes in any of these areas, we will be prepared to do so, while
ensuring that we retain an effective deterrent."
   The Government was committed to retaining Trident, said Lady Symons.
   "But the UK's nuclear deterrent policy remains entirely defensive. We
would only ever consider using a nuclear weapon in extreme circumstances
of self-defence, which includes the defence of our Nato allies."
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************************************************************
FROM: Disarmament Clearinghouse
  1101 14th Street NW #700 
  Washington DC 20005
 TEL: 202 898 0150 ext. 232
 FAX: 202 898 0172
 <disarmament@igc.org>
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Date: Thu, 18 Dec 1997 08:43:09 -0800 (PST)
From: Alice Slater <aslater@igc.apc.org>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: international/strategies for 1998/annual letter to sponsors
To: abolition-caucus@igc.org
X-MIME-Autoconverted: from quoted-printable to 8bit by igc3.igc.apc.org id IAA11071
X-Sender: aslater@pop.igc.org (Unverified)

Dear Friends,
Enclosed is a LONG letter which will be mailed this week to signers of the
Abolition Statement.  If you don't receive it, we may not have your snail
mail address, you may not be the contact person for your organization, or
your organization may not be listed as a sponsor of the Abolition Statement.
Please contact the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation if your organization would
like to sign on to the Statement.(wagingpeace@napf.org). Many of the
enclosures noted can be printed out from the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation's
website.  (http://wagingpeace.org/abolition2000.html) 
  If your organization is a sponsor of the Abolition Statement and didn't
receive the letter, please notify me at GRACE after the New Year, and we
will mail it out to you with enclosures.  Many thanks for your working with
us to forward the number one priority of the Abolition 2000 Network:  The
negotiation of a Nuclear Weapons Convention by the year 2000. Peace, Alice
Slater 

Dear Abolition 2000 Partner,

Your organization is one of over 870 groups in 75 countries which has
endorsed the Abolition 2000 Statement calling for the elimination of nuclear
weapons, adopted at the 1995 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) Review
and Extension Conference.  Dismayed at the lack of commitment by the nuclear
powers to honor their NPT disarmament obligation, more than 60 NGOs worked
together at the United Nations in New York to draft a statement that would
put nuclear abolition on the world's agenda.  Even before the NPT Conference
ended, nearly 300 organizations had signed onto the Abolition 2000 Statement
which soon became the basis for our rapidly growing Abolition 2000 Global
Network.  We're writing to update you on some of the Network's recent
activities and to enlist your support in working with us to develop
strategies that will enable us to realize our number one priority: the
negotiation of a Nuclear Weapons Convention  by the year 2000.  

WHERE WE ARE TODAY
Abolition 2000's 1997 annual meeting took place in January in Tahiti/Moorea
(French-occupied Polynesia).  Over 100 abolitionists from more than 20
countries were generously hosted by Hiti Tau, an indigenous peoples'
organization which had spearheaded our successful global campaign to stop
French nuclear testing in the Pacific.  We took a strong stand against
colonialism in our Moorea Declaration, adopted as a supplement to the
Abolition 2000 Statement.  (A copy of the Moorea Declaration is on the
reverse side of the enclosed Abolition Statement. Also enclosed is a summary
of other resolutions adopted by the meeting’s participants).  We now have a
strong network of Pacific allies.
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Abolition 2000 is currently managed by an all volunteer cadre of people
representing organizations from around the world. We have established a
lively electronic mail network which is administered by the International
Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War at their Massachusetts office
(Instructions on how to get on line are on the enclosed Abolition
Statement.)  The Nuclear Age Peace Foundation in California is  providing
administrative support -- maintaining our database of endorsing
organizations and serving as treasurer.

We have a number of international Working Groups addressing Abolition 2000
priorities (see enclosed list of Working Group Convenors).  A small
Transition Team representing a larger international Facilitator's Group
(self-selected among volunteers at the 1997 NPT Preparatory Committee
meeting (PrepCom)
 with some outreach to help extend our horizons beyond the groups who
attended the New York PrepCom), is managing our burgeoning activities (see
letterhead ).  Abolition 2000 networks are active at the regional, national
and international levels. (see enclosed list of Regional Contacts).

Abolition 2000 had an active presence at the 1997 NPT PrepCom in New York.
Although we were kept out of most of the official proceedings, we meet daily
in our Abolition 2000 caucus, made official and unofficial presentations to
delegates and NGOs at the UN and lobbied delegations as they entered their
meetings.  ONE OF OUR MOST SUCCESSFUL EFFORTS WAS THE LAUNCHING OF A MODEL
NUCLEAR WEAPONS CONVENTION, drafted by lawyers, scientists and policy makers
under the leadership of the Lawyers Committee on Nuclear Policy and the
International Network of Engineers and Scientists Against Proliferation. The
model convention has recently been introduced as an official UN document by
Costa Rica. We now need a strategy for using the model convention to get the
negotiations started!  

NPT PREPCOM--STARTING EARLY FOR 1998
Planning is now underway for greater Abolition 2000 NGO participation at the
1998 NPT PrepCom in Geneva, from Sunday, April 26th (for which a general NGO
orientation has been planned) through May 8th.  ABOLITION 2000  WILL HOLD
ITS ANNUAL MEETING ON MAY 1ST AND MAY 2ND IN GENEVA  We  will also convene a
daily strategy caucus, and we are planning a series of panel presentations
for delegates and other NGOs.  We hope you will be able to join us, and we
welcome your suggestions for additional panels or speakers for the proposed
panels. (See Proposed Schedule for the PrepCom, enclosed.)  BUT EVEN IF YOU
CAN'T COME TO GENEVA, MOST OF THE WORK FOR THE PREPCOM MUST BE DONE WELL IN
ADVANCE, AT HOME, WITH OUR OWN GOVERNMENTS. 

SPECIFIC GOALS FOR YOUR ORGANIZATION TO WORK ON FOR THE PREPCOM 

Abolition 2000 calls on the PrepCom to adopt a Final Report calling for the
following steps in 1998:
1. Establish an Intersessional Working Group to assist in the commencement
of  negotiations in 1998 on a Treaty to Eliminate Nuclear Weapons (called
for by the Marshall Islands, at the 1997 PrepCom, now part of Chairman’s
Report of the PrepCom , UN document NPT/CONF.2000/PC.I/32/Corr.1)
2. Take all nuclear  weapons off alert.
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3. Adopt a "No First Use" pledge by all Nuclear Weapons States.
4. End all nuclear weapons design, development, laboratory and sub-critical
nuclear  testing.
5. End all international shipments of nuclear waste.
6. Establish a Sustainable Energy Agency.

We urge you to reach out to other organizations in your community and hold a
meeting to arrange a delegation of citizens to visit with your government
representatives. Let them  know that the steps above are the instructions
you'd like them to give to their delegates to the NPT PrepCom.  We need to
start the pressure now and let our governments know that we want real
results at the PrepCom. ABOLITION 2000 URGES THAT TREATY NEGOTIATIONS BE
COMPLETED BY THE TURN OF THE CENTURY ON A NUCLEAR WEAPONS CONVENTION. That's
Abolition 2000-- not 3000!

NGO ACCESS AT THE PREPCOM
We are also seeking greater NGO participation and access at the PrepCom.
(See enclosed letter to Ambassador Wyzner ) Please support this Network
initiative by writing a letter to Ambassador Wyzner from your organization
with copies to your Foreign Minister and Head of State asking for their
assistance in gaining greater NGO access at the PrepCom.

SOUTH AFRICAN STRATEGY
At the April 1997 PrepCom meeting in New York, Abolition 2000 participants
agreed that South Africa should be encouraged to take a leadership in role
in advancing the nuclear abolition agenda. Use whatever contacts you have in
South Africa to urge Nelson Mandela to come to Geneva and call for
negotiations to begin on a Nuclear Weapons Convention.  Mandela may be  the
only leader of a non-nuclear power who has the stature to command the
attention of the media and the world regarding the urgency of our mission.

MIDDLE POWER INITIATIVE
Douglas Roche, former Canadian Ambassador for Disarmament is working with
the Canadian Network for the Abolition of Nuclear Weapons on a new
international effort, called the "Middle Power Initiative"(MPI). This would
establish an international network of NGOs, within the Abolition 2000
framework, to urge the governments of a number of key States to form a new
coalition to press the Nuclear Weapons States for an unequivocal commitment
to negotiate the elimination of nuclear of nuclear weapons, starting with
De-alerting and a No-First Use pledge.  The MPI is considering States such
as Canada, Japan, Mexico, Australia, New Zealand, Norway, Sweden, Malaysia,
Egypt, South Africa, Germany, Italy, and Ireland.  A coalition of Abolition
2000 NGOs in these countries is now being organized to formulate a
collective action plan and we hope to keep you informed of developments on
this important new initiative. (The proposal is spelled out in Douglas
Roche's new book "The Ultimate Evil: The Fight to Ban Nuclear Weapons." To
order the book, write to: James Lorimer: Formac Distributing, 5502 Atlantic
St., Halifax, N.S. Canada, B3H 1G4and enclose US $20.)

U.S. STRATEGY - (Special Insert to US Abolition 2000 Partners)
Congresswoman Lynn Woolsey (D-CA), is circulating the enclosed "Dear
Colleague" letter seeking co-signers on a letter urging President Clinton to
scale back the enormously expensive and provocative "Stockpile Stewardship"
program, and to substitute a "more reasoned" approach to "caretaking" the
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existing nuclear arsenal as it awaits dismantlement.  We need to get as many
members of Congress as possible to sign on to this letter in order to head
off a new generation of nuclear weapons research and development.  Please
organize a delegation to visit with your Congressperson and urge him or her
to sign on to the letter.  WE URGENTLY NEED TO FIND A SENATOR WHO WILL
CIRCULATE A SIMILAR LETTER.  Please make it a number one priority for your
organization to enroll your Senator into initiating a Senate version of this
letter. Send the results of your meeting to Alice Slater, GRACE, 15 E. 26
St. New York, NY  10010; 212-726-9161(tel); 212-726-9160(fax);
aslater@igc.apc.org

ENROLLMENT
The Transition Team is proposing the following enrollment initiatives to
help spread the word:

· 1,000 SPONSORS TO SIGN ON TO THE ABOLITION 2000 STATEMENT by the time we
reach Geneva in April!  Please reproduce copies of the enclosed Abolition
2000 enrollment form and encourage other organizations in your community to
sign on.
· INTERNATIONAL PETITION CAMPAIGN: 3,000,000 individual signers by 1999!
Please reproduce copies of the enclosed  petition and circulate it for
signatures as broadly as possible.
· CITIES RESOLUTION: 146 cities have passed resolutions supporting nuclear
abolition.  Please use the enclosed Sample Resolution or modify it as
needed, and get your municipality to adopt it.
 
 The successful Campaign to Ban Landmines was accomplished with 1,500 NGOs
working together worldwide, using a draft treaty, and circumventing the
established halls of power to achieve their stunning result!  We can do it
too!!  Working together, we can start the negotiations going in 1998 on a
convention to eliminate nuclear weapons.
 
 SUNFLOWERS
 Use the sunflower as a symbol of  Nuclear Abolition.  The sunflower was
adopted by the Abolition 2000 Network after the US, Russian, and Ukrainian
Defense Ministers planted sunflowers in the soil from which Soviet missiles
had been removed in Ukraine. (This month, Ukraine changed its vote in the
U.N. General Assembly and supported a Resolution submitted by Malaysia
calling for negotiations to begin on a treaty to eliminate nuclear weapons.)
Sunflowers also represent the critical need to stop the proliferation of
nuclear power and move towards reliance on the benign energy of the sun.
Abolition 2000 supports the establishment of a SUSTAINABLE ENERGY AGENCY and
was represented at the recent Global Warming Conference in Kyoto. There is
no one "official" sunflower design.  Make up your own!  Let a thousand
(sun)flowers bloom!! (see enclosed resolution regarding a Sustainable Energy
Agency).
 
 MISSING IN ACTION
 During the 1995 NPT Conference, when our Abolition Statement was adopted,
we faxed it out all over the world.  We were overwhelmed with responses --
nearly 300 organizations signed on before the close of the conference.  A
number of our records from that period are incomplete.  Enclosed with this
letter is a list of organizations in your region for which we are missing
information. Please see if you can help us fill in the blanks.  If you are
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in contact with one of the groups on the enclosed list, please complete an
enrollment form with address, phone, fax, and e-mail to help us update our
database.   All forms should be returned to the Nuclear Age Peace
Foundation.  And, as a reminder, make a commitment to enroll at least one
new group to sign on to the Abolition Statement.  
 
 FINANCIAL CONTRIBUTIONS
 As you can see, Abolition 2000 is alive and well -- and active.  But, while
our e-mail network has been very effective, we currently lack the resources
to keep our other communications up-to-date. Individual organizations have
been donating services such as this global mailing, the administration of
the e-mail list, and maintenance of the database, but if we're going to
succeed we need to employ a full-time Administrator at the Nuclear Age Peace
Foundation. To maintain our momentum we need more regular notices to our
burgeoning network, many of whom are not "on-line" via computer.  If each
organization donated only $25, we would have nearly $25,000, which would
allow us to hire some staff and  provide regular mailings (or possibly a
newsletter).  While $25 may be more than some of us can afford, many of us
are well able to contribute more.  What is nuclear abolition worth to you?
Please search your hearts and give as much as you can.  Whether you
contribute one, ten, one hundred, or one thousand francs, yens, dollars,
pounds, rupees, deutchmarks, pesos or other currencies, please demonstrate
your commitment to Abolition 2000 by using the enclosed envelope to fund our
work. Be sure to contribute something, whatever the right amount may be for
you. We've come a long way since 1995, but we need to redouble our efforts.
Take your inspiration from the Landmines Campaign.  Together we will abolish
nuclear weapons! If you are sending a check please make it payable to
Abolition 2000/Nuclear Age Peace Foundation.  To wire your contribution,
please transfer funds to the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation via Montecito Bank
and Trust, 1000 State Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101, USA, Routing
#ABA-122234783, Account #192036100.[To mail a donation, send it to Nuclear
Age Peace Foundation, 1187 Coast Village Road, Santa Barbara, CA 93108 USA]
 
 Finally, we know we put a lot on your plate.  All of us are working in our
own way to abolish nuclear weapons.  But the synergy of collective action
with all of us working together will rid the world of nuclear weapons. Share
this letter and the enclosed materials with other members of your
organization and with other organizations in your community. And let us know
what you are up to and what ideas you have for moving our agenda forward.
Check out the list of Working Groups and see if there is one you would like
to join.  Or let us know what new Working Groups you would like to see
formed.  What initiatives have you taken that might be useful for others to
know about?  Abolition 2000 is now spread far and wide around the world.  We
need to be an inspiration for each other.  So above all, let us hear from
you.  Let us know what works in your community and tell us your ideas for
improving our network. 
 
 With all best wishes for peace in the New Year and for a Nuclear Weapons
Free World,
 
 
 
 Alice Slater                           Jacqueline Cabasso           
 Global Resource Action Center  Western States Legal Foundation
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 for the Environment (GRACE)            California, USA   
 New York, USA   
 
 For the Transition Team of the International Facilitator's Group, Abolition
2000 Global Network to Eliminate Nuclear Weapons 
  
 Enclosures:
 
· Abolition 2000 Statement/Moorea Declaration
·  Summary of Resolutions Adopted in Tahiti/NPT PrepCom Sustainable Energy
Resolution
· Abolition 2000 Working Group Convenors List
· South African Strategy Paper
· Abolition 2000 NPT 1998 Geneva Proposed Schedule
· Letter to Ambassador Wyzner
· Congresswoman Lynn Woolsey’s sign-on letter to Clinton re: Stopping
Stockpile Stewardship
· Abolition 2000 Enrollment Form/ Abolition 2000 Statement on back
· Abolition 2000 Petition/ Municipalities Resolution 
· List of Regional Contacts/Abolition 2000 Organizations By Region With
Incomplete Data 
Alice Slater
Global Resource Action Center for the Environment(GRACE)
15 E. 26 St., New York, NY  10010
212-726-9161 (tel)
212-726-9160 (fax)
aslater@igc.apc.org
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>
Cc: "Abolition Canada LIST (E-mail)" <abolition@watserv1.uwaterloo.ca>
Date: Thu, 18 Dec 1997 13:19:11 -0500
From: Ross Wilcock <rwilcock@execulink.com>
Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org
Subject: Abolition 2000 Endorsements
To: "Abolition Caucus List (E-mail)" <abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org>

I have reviewed the Abolition 2000 Endorsers List taking note of Lachlan's 
comments.

It has been operating since early 1996. It is based on an early list 
original sent to me by Pamela Meidell. The PGS Endorsers List was used as 
the basis for the current NAPF List.  The associated Web Form on the PGS 
site adds Endorsements and sends email copies to designated Endorsement 
recipients.

The PGS list is updated and sorted automatically when an organization 
endorses via the PGS site. There is a requirement for sufficient 
information to validate the endorsement. 107 organizations have endorsed in 
this way.

I find on merging the current NAPF material and eliminating duplications 
that this total is now 943 Endorsers.

A discrepancy exists! On the PGS site, all IPPNW, IPB and WILPF sites are 
listed by abbreviation apart from the main international address which has 
the full title. There seems no point in prolonging download times with 
unnecessary repetition of long names. Web links are elsewhere since this 
would disrupt automatic List sorting.

There may still be slight duplication of similar names or when an 
organization is listed twice with addresses such as e.g. CA/USA or simply 
/USA which implies that the latter is a national address when it might be 
only regional.

No policy has been proposed about listing regional and national chapters of 
national or international organizations endorsing - of which there are 
already quite a few.

The PGS version of the endorsers list is now showing 943 endorsers - might 
almost make it to 1000 by Christmas!  http://www.pgs.ca/pages/a2endorg.html 
 The online Endorsment Form is easy to find in the PGS Abolition 2000 
section.

Ross Wilcock
rwilcock@web.net
http://www.pgs.ca/
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>From meldredge  Thu Dec 18 11:27:04 1997
Return-Path: <meldredge@igc.apc.org>
Date: Thu, 18 Dec 1997 11:26:11 -0800 (PST)
X-Sender: meldredge@pop.igc.org (Unverified)
To: kathy@fcnl.org, wandwill@clark.net, ledwidge@psr.org, NABbasic@aol.com,
        vision@igc.org, disarmament@igc.org, jsmith@clw.org, mupj@igc.org,
        paprog@igc.org, bmorse@igc.org, dculp@nrdc.org, dkimball@clw.org,
        btiller@psr.org, bridget@fcnl.org, bruce.hall@wdc.greenpeace.org,
        cdavis@clw.org, 73744.3675@compuserve.com, tperry@ucsusa.org,
        tcollina@ucsusa.org, paexec@igc.org, tom.clements@wdc.greenpeace.org,
        ieer@ieer.org, anitas@ieer.org
From: maureen eldredge <meldredge@igc.apc.org>
Subject: 1998 Priorities Survey
Sender: meldredge@igc.org

Enclosed is the survey of the Nuclear Weapons Working Group as we discussed
at a previous meeting (a month ago??) regarding our priorities for 1998.  I
am hoping by giving a weighted average of responses we will have a clearer
picture of what areas we want to work on jointly.  I will bring hard copies
of this survey to Cool Font as well.  Please take a moment to fill out the
survey and confer with your colleagues if there is more than one staff
person in your organization working on nuke issues!  Please return these to
me by January 15th or earlier. 
Thanks,
Maureen

Survey of the Nuclear Weapons Working Group
Priorities for 1998

Each year the Nuclear Weapons Working Group tries to narrow its focus by
more clearly defining what issues we, as a group, are going to work on.
Each group has its own set of priorities.  This survey will be used to try
to develop a picture of where those priorities overlap and how we can be
most effective working together.   As always, there will be events and
issues that arise which are not expected and many of us will shift our
priorities to reflect this over the course of the year.  This survey is not
meant to constrain our flexibility but to help us to focus.  

Please rate the following issue areas according to your organization's
priorities.  A five (5) denotes highest priority, a one (1) is the lowest.
You may assign as many "5"s or "1"s as appropriate.  If there are issues
that are not on this list that you believe should be, please write them in
the space provided and provide a ranking (5-1).   Please also indicate the
ways in which your organization does its work (lobbying, grassroots
organizing, research, etc.) by checking all boxes that apply.  

If your organization has more than one staff person that works on these
issues, please coordinate your response and send in only one response per
organization.  

Thanks for participating!  Please return to Maureen Eldredge via email, fax,
or in person by January 15, 1997. 
Email: meldredge@igc.org   fax: 202-234-9536.
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ISSUES -Please rank 5 to 1.

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty Ratification5 4 3 2 1
 
Stockpile Stewardship and Management 5 4 3 2 1

Deep Cuts in Nuclear Arsenals/START  5 4 3 2 1

De-Alerting    5 4 3 2 1

Use Policy (First Use, Chem & Bio) 5 4 3 2 1

Fissile Material Cut-off  5 4 3 2 1

Reprocessing/PU separation  5 4 3 2 1

NATO Expansion    5 4 3 2 1

MOX Fuel/PU Disposition   5 4 3 2 1

Weapons Complex Cleanup   5 4 3 2 1
 
Nuclear Waste/Waste Policy  5 4 3 2 1

Subcritical Testing   5 4 3 2 1

Other (please list separately)

WHAT KIND OF WORK DOES YOUR ORGANIZATION DO? (Please check all that apply)

 __ Lobbying/Meeting with Congress (Direct)

__ Lobbying/Meeting with Administration (Direct)

__ Research

__ Media Work
 __ Ed board
 __ story placement
 __ tv/video production
 __ radio spots
 __ media training

__ Legal Work (Lawsuits, etc.)
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__ Conferences, seminars, workshops, summits

__ Resource/Materials production
        __ reports
        __ brochures
        __ Web Site
        __ Fact sheets
        __ Newsletters
        __ action kits
        __ Other
 
__ Grassroots Organizing/Mobilizing
 __ action alerts
 __ email networks
 __ phone banks
 __ speakers tours
 __ local press conferences
 __ membership recruitment
 __ letter/postcard campaigns
        __ Grassroots lobbying (indirect)
 __ other (please list)
 

Are you a membership organization? ___

If Yes: How many members do you have (approximately)?____

How would you rate the ease of getting your members to take action (write a
letter, make a call, etc.)? (circle one)

Easy - We just ask!

Moderately Easy - It takes some prodding but they usually take action.

Difficult - They are very busy and must be convinced it is very important.

Very Difficult - Our members rarely take action, we don't really operate
that way. 
 
Do you have Chapters and/or local leadership? __

If Yes:  Compared to your general membership, are your chapters/leaders:
  More active The same  Less active  

How do you communicate with your chapters/members?
 __email   __ meetings
 __ regular mailings __ phone calls
 __ faxes
 __ conference calls
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Please include your organizations name:

______________________________________________________

     *********************
       Maureen Eldredge
       Program Director
      The Military Production Network
       1801 18th St. NW, Suite 9-2
           Washington, DC 20009
      202-833-4668/fax: 202-234-9536

      A national alliance of watchdog organizations 
        working on DOE's nuclear weapons complex.  
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Return-Path: <vision@igc.apc.org>

Received: from sheldon.intr.net (sheldon.intr.net [207.32.89.4])

 by igcb.igc.org (8.8.8/8.8.7) with ESMTP id MAA09448;

 Thu, 18 Dec 1997 12:24:07 -0800 (PST)

Received: from [207.32.94.120] (120.pepe.intr.net [207.32.94.120])

 by sheldon.intr.net (8.8.7/8.8.7) with SMTP id PAA27810;

 Thu, 18 Dec 1997 15:16:31 -0500 (EST)

Date: Thu, 18 Dec 1997 15:16:31 -0500 (EST)

Message-Id: <199712182016.PAA27810@sheldon.intr.net>

X-Sender: vision@pop.igc.apc.org (Unverified)

Mime-Version: 1.0

Content-Type: text/plain; charset="us-ascii"

To: kathy@fcnl.org, ledwidge@psr.org, mupj@igc.org, meldredge@igc.org,

        disarmament@igc.org, bmorse@igc.org, vision@igc.apc.org

X-UIDL: 882536173.001

From: vision@igc.apc.org (20/20 Vision)

Status: RO

X-Status: 

X-Mozilla-Status: 0001

Thanks for helping to organize the grassroots workshop at Coolfont this

year. As discussed, here is the proposed agenda for the hour that we have,

and the names of people responsible for each assignment. If you have any

questions, concerns or for some reason, are not able to carry out your

tasks, please let me know ASAP. Thanks again.

Wednesday, January 7th 10:30 am - 11:30 am
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Grassroots Campaigns (Can anyone else think of a catchier title?)

Moderator - Laura Kriv

10:30 - 10:40

General introduction of workshop

Presentation/description of calendar on the wall. The calendar should

include organization's priorities for the coming year, campaigns, important

dates and events, etc. Each organization will be encouraged to add things

to the calendar throughout the few days.  (Kathy Crandall and Lisa Ledwidge

to put together).

10:40 - 10:55

The grassroots campaign on the Chemical Weapons Convention - What worked,

what didn't work

John Pollack (former CWC organizer, current speech writer for Rep. Bonior)

invited by Laura Kriv

Presentation on clear examples on coalition building (moving beyond our

traditional allies), strategic thinking on each Senator and where he/she is

coming from, examples of clear message development.

10 minutes for presentation, 5 minutes for quick questions

10:55 - 11:10

The grassroots campaign on landmines.

Michael Levik (spelling?) from Vietnam Veterans of America invited by Kathy

Guthrie

Presentation on successful coalition building from early in the campaign,
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developing a message that appealed to everyone, building a national and

international movement.

10 minutes for presentation, 5 minutes for quick questions

(Laura Kriv and Lisa Ledwidge to draft key points/ topics that presenters

should cover)

11:10 - 11:30

Sample profile of Senator Frist (TN) - Support needed on the CTBT

Creative ways to organize support in his state by looking more into who he

is: where he gets his money from, what religion he is, what schools he went

to, who he is married to  (who his baker is!), etc...

Ask organizations how their constituencies can take advantage of this

information, what can they add?

(Maureen and Brad to do research and presentation)

Let's try to do this in 10 minutes so we can have the last 10 minutes for

additional questions. I think this hour looks pretty packed.

Materials to handout at workshop  (Kathy C. - could you pull this all together?)

* Tips on how to work effectively with grassroots organizations  (Kathy

Crandall)

* Chart of each religious denomination's presence in each state (Howard Hallman)

* Monday Lobby Working Groups and what organizations are active in each

working group (Chris Davis will be asked if he could do this).

* Other organizations can feel free to hand out anything else, for example,

their priorities for the year, etc...
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That should cover it. Let me know if I missed anything. otherwise, I think

this looks really good. Kath Guthrie - please let me know if Michael is

confirmed or if he recommends anyone else. I think John Pollack is almost a

definate.

-------------

20/20 Vision

1828 Jefferson Place, NW

Washington, DC 20036

(202) 833-2020

(202) 833-5307 (fax)

vision@igc.apc.org

http://www.2020vision.org/
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Return-Path: <dkimball@clw.org>

Received: from mail.clark.net (mail.clark.net [168.143.0.10])

 by igc7.igc.org (8.8.8/8.8.7) with ESMTP id NAA23862;

 Thu, 18 Dec 1997 13:14:49 -0800 (PST)

Received: from local.clw.org (clw.org [204.245.159.2])

 by mail.clark.net (8.8.8/8.8.8) with ESMTP id QAA02671;

 Thu, 18 Dec 1997 16:14:39 -0500 (EST)

Date: Thu, 18 Dec 1997 16:14:39 -0500 (EST)

Received: from CLW/SpoolDir by local.clw.org (Mercury 1.21);

    18 Dec 97 16:49:10 -0500

Received: from SpoolDir by CLW (Mercury 1.21); 18 Dec 97 16:48:46 -0500

Received: from clw13.clw.org by local.clw.org (Mercury 1.21);

    18 Dec 97 16:48:40 -0500

X-Sender: dkimball@[204.245.159.2]

X-Mailer: Windows Eudora Version 1.4.4

Mime-Version: 1.0

Content-Type: text/plain; charset="us-ascii"

To: maureen eldredge <meldredge@igc.apc.org>

X-UIDL: 882536173.003

From: dkimball@clw.org (Daryl Kimball)

Subject: Re: 1998 Priorities Survey

Cc: kathy@fcnl.org, wandwill@clark.net, ledwidge@psr.org, NABbasic@aol.com,

        vision@igc.org, disarmament@igc.org, jsmith@clw.org, mupj@igc.org,

        paprog@igc.org, bmorse@igc.org, dculp@nrdc.org, dkimball@clw.org,

        btiller@psr.org, bridget@fcnl.org, bruce.hall@wdc.greenpe

Message-ID: <9C0650037E4@local.clw.org>

Status: RO
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X-Status: 

X-Mozilla-Status: 0011

Maureen,

This is a great form! I don't usually get excited about paperwork, but this

is a significant step forward on our path to wherever we are going.

About where we are going, I've filled out the form for the Coalition --

which is a special case of course because we're an organization that

consists of organizations, some of which will be casting their own ballots.

The following response is based on our June 1997 strategic workplan and my

estimates of where we are likely to go in 1998.

So, with that in mind ...

*************

COALITION TO REDUCE NUCLEAR DANGERS REPLY TO

>Survey of the Nuclear Weapons Working Group

>Priorities for 1998

>

>Each year the Nuclear Weapons Working Group tries to narrow its focus by

>more clearly defining what issues we, as a group, are going to work on.

>Each group has its own set of priorities.  This survey will be used to try

>to develop a picture of where those priorities overlap and how we can be

>most effective working together.   As always, there will be events and
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>issues that arise which are not expected and many of us will shift our

>priorities to reflect this over the course of the year.  This survey is not

>meant to constrain our flexibility but to help us to focus.  

>

>Please rate the following issue areas according to your organization's

>priorities.  A five (5) denotes highest priority, a one (1) is the lowest.

>You may assign as many "5"s or "1"s as appropriate.  If there are issues

>that are not on this list that you believe should be, please write them in

>the space provided and provide a ranking (5-1).   Please also indicate the

>ways in which your organization does its work (lobbying, grassroots

>organizing, research, etc.) by checking all boxes that apply.  

>

>If your organization has more than one staff person that works on these

>issues, please coordinate your response and send in only one response per

>organization.  

>

>Thanks for participating!  Please return to Maureen Eldredge via email, fax,

>or in person by January 15, 1997. 

>Email: meldredge@igc.org   fax: 202-234-9536.

>

>ISSUES -Please rank 5 to 1.

>

>Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty Ratification     5+

> 

>Stockpile Stewardship and Management           2* (As a Coalition, SS&M

will be an issue that we address in the context of the CTBT debate. It will
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be an issue that I will continue to share information about among Coalition

member groups and upon which I will try to . I expect that some Coalition

groups will not on their own incorporate a "reduce the size and scope of

stewardship" message in their CTBT work, some will.)

>Deep Cuts in Nuclear Arsenals/START    3*  (START II implementation and

START III negotiation are of keen interest to the Coalition, but we will not

likely begin serious work on this until shortly before the Duma ratifies

START II. Before then, the Coalition will consider and possibly forward

recommendations to the Exec. Branch about how START III should be negotiated

in order to best fullfill the Helsinki Framework Agreement goal of

deactivating/dismantling warheads in a transparent , verifiable process.)

>

>De-Alerting   3* (The Coalition will continue to actively push the idea of

a NATO Joint Permanent Council dialougue on de-alerting, and some of our

groups - Stimson, BASIC -- will put significant effort into pressing the

Clinton Admin. to adopt  unilateral de-alerting measures after START II

ratification).

>Use Policy (First Use, Chem & Bio) 2 (The Coalition will be sending a

letter to the President on this issue in January.)

>

>Fissile Material Cut-off  1 (Nothing will happen in Geneva this year and

therefore the Coalition will not work on this. Though there may be some

minor breakthroughs relating to Russian Reactor Core Conversion programs,

part of Nunn-Lugar program)

>
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>Reprocessing/PU separation  0

>

>NATO Expansion   0

>

>MOX Fuel/PU Disposition                           0

>

>Weapons Complex Cleanup  * (I will personally remain involved in this issue

through the DOE's Environmental Management Advisory Board 2006 Committee)

> 

>Nuclear Waste/Waste Policy  0

>

>Subcritical Testing   2* (I expect the Coalition to continue to articulate

our recommendation that if subcriticals are conducted, the U.S. and Russia

should agree to bilateral reciprocal or multinational transparency

arrangements to ensure that there is no doubt that nations conducting such

activities are in violation of the CTBT.)

>

>Other (please list separately)

Nunn-Lugar-Domenici Program                   3* (I expect the Coalition to

produce some materials -- primarily fax-blasts -- and possibly to conduct

one press/hill briefing on this subjects).

>

>

>>WHAT KIND OF WORK DOES YOUR ORGANIZATION DO? (Please check all that apply)

>

>
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> _x_ Lobbying/Meeting with Congress (Direct) *only the Executive Director

>

>_x_ Lobbying/Meeting with Administration (Direct) *only the Executive Director

>

>_x_ Research

>

>_x_ Media Work

> _x_ Ed board *in cooperation with others, primarily NSNS

> _x_ story placement

> __ tv/video production

> _x_ radio spots *in cooperation with the Mainstream Media Project

> __ media training

                   _x_ op-eds *in cooperation with others

>

>__ Legal Work (Lawsuits, etc.)

>

>__ Conferences, seminars, workshops, summits

 _x_ Press Briefings/Press Conferences

>

>

>_x_ Resource/Materials production

>        _x_ reports

>        _x_ brochures

>        _x_ Web Site

>        _x_ Fact sheets (a.k.a. "issue briefs" and "backgrounders")

>        __ Newsletters
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>        __ action kits

>        __ Other

> 

>_x_ Grassroots Organizing/Mobilizing *The Coalition staff helps coordinate

and facilitate grassroots outreach upon the advice of member organizations.

> __ action alerts

> __ email networks

> __ phone banks

> _x_ speakers tours *in cooperation with member groups

> __ local press conferences

> __ membership recruitment

> __ letter/postcard campaigns

>        __ Grassroots lobbying (indirect)

> __ other (please list)

> 

>

>

>Are you a membership organization? _N__

>

>If Yes: How many members do you have (approximately)? 16 groups and 1 project

>

>How would you rate the ease of getting your members to take action (write a

>letter, make a call, etc.)? (circle one)

>

>Easy - We just ask!

>

>Moderately Easy - It takes some prodding but they usually take action. YES
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>

>Difficult - They are very busy and must be convinced it is very important.

>

>Very Difficult - Our members rarely take action, we don't really operate

>that way. 

> 

>Do you have Chapters and/or local leadership? _n_

>

>If Yes:  Compared to your general membership, are your chapters/leaders: DNA

>  More active The same  Less active  

>

>How do you communicate with your chapters/members?

> _x_email   _x_ meetings

> _x_ regular mailings _x_ phone calls

> _x_ faxes

> __ conference calls

>

>

>

>Please include your organization's name: 

___________________________________

Coalition to Reduce Nuclear Dangers

at Council for a Livable World Education Fund

110 Maryland Ave. NE #201

Washington  DC 20002

p: (202)546-0795;    fax: (202)546-5142

website: http://www.clw.org/pub/clw/coalition/
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___________________________________
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>To: NPT Working Group Email List

>From: Alice Slater <aslater@igc.apc.org>

>Subject: Minutes

>

>MINUTES

>TO:  Abolition 2000 Working Group for the NPT

>FROM: Alice Slater

>DATE:  December 16, 1997

>

>Present:  Alice Slater (Global Resource Action Center for the Environment),

Pam Ransom (Women's Environment and Development Organization), Ann Zanes

(Peace Links), Alyn Ware (Lawyers Committee on Nuclear Policy), Mariaelena

Giorcelli (Lawyers Committee on Nuclear Policy), Vince Comiskey (Pax

Christie), Roger Smith (NGO Committee on Disarmament), Joan Davis (Gray

Panthers), Mary Schoicet (New Jersey Green Party), Tina Bell (Oxford

Research Group), Mary Ellen Singsen (Scarsdale Campaign for Peace and

Justice), Chris McCavitt (GRACE)

>

>GENEVA PREP COM

>Alice Slater reported that Ambassador Strulak is not going to be chairing

the Prepcom.  Poland's Eugenius Wyzner will replace him and she has

forwarded our previous letter to Ambassador Strulak, requesting greater NGO

access and participation, to Ambassador Wyzner.  Alice will  follow up on

the suggestion of Kirsten Osen that we request  a separate delegation for

Abolition 2000 with observer status at the Prep Com (using ICBL and the Land

Mine Convention as a possible precedent). We need to contact Geneva to see

how NGO participation will be handled at the conference (issues, meetings,
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logistics, housing).  We should have a media committee operating during the

PrepCom to handle press work.

>

>Roger Smith reported on a proposal to set up a working group to lay the

groundwork for planning for NGO presentations at the PrepCom. There will be

a meeting in Geneva on February 20th and 21st organized by the NGO Committee

on Disarmament in Geneva.  Alice suggested that we think of specific issues

we wished to include in our addresses to the delegates and see if we could

come up with a list.  Then we might be able to circulate it for additions,

etc. and then all the NGOs could decide who would be the best presenter for

each topic.  Essentially, that is how we worked it out last year.  Alyn

suggested we do a quick brainstorm of possible topics to be covered and we

came up with the following issues:

>-Nuclear Weapons Convention

>-NPT Review Process - possible intersessional meetings

>-NPT Amendment Proposal

>-Sustainable Energy Agency

>-Waste Shipments

>-Health Effects

>-Nuclear Colonialism

>-Moral, Ethical, Spiritual Call to Action

>-No First Use/De-Alerting

>-Control of Weapons Usable Radioactive Material - Terrorism- Inventory

>-Laboratory Simulations and Sub-critical tests - CTB loopholes

>-Depleted Uranium and other radioactive weaponry (Roger suggested that this

issue would give us an opportunity to network with The Military Toxics

Project and the Human Rights Committee which is exploring human rights and
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weaponry)

>-NATO and Nukes

>-Nuclearization of Space

>-Malaysian Resolution

>-Middle Power Initiative

>

>Since there are 16 topics so far, and we asked Ambassador Strulak, now

replaced by Ambassador Wyzner, for permission to make 15 NGO presentations,

we may be able to do much of what is listed above.

>

>NPT INTERSESSIONAL WORKING GROUP

>Alan reported that the Marshall Islands 1997 PrepCom proposal that the NPT

PrepCom establish an Intersessional Working Group to assist in the

commencement of negotiations in 1998 on a treaty to eliminate nuclear

weapons, has been added to the final report of the 1997 PrepCom after having

been inadvertently omitted from the final document last spring.  In addition

to the Chairman's Report of the PrepCom, UN document NPT/CONF.2000/PC.I/32,

the proposal for the Intersessional Working Group has now been added as a

"corrigendum", under document # NPT/CONF2000/PC.I/32/Corr.1.  This was quite

an accomplishment and we all applauded Alyn's efforts!

>

>MALAYSIAN RESOLUTION

>We discussed the results of the December 9 UNGA vote on the Malaysian

Resolution, and the important addition of a reporting mechanism.  It was

agreed to explore ways of exploiting this addition, both by using

non-nuclear states to advance the abolition agenda, and by forcing the

nuclear powers to report on their progress in fulfilling their treaty
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obligations. Alyn  said that he would prepare a written set of guidelines

sometime in early January.

>

>MIDDLE POWER INITIATIVE

>The Middle Power Initiative proposed by Doug Roche and the Canadian Network

Against Nuclear Weapons to organize in key States for the purpose of putting

pressure on the Nuclear Weapons States to move towards abolition, including

immediate de-alerting and pledges of no-first-use, will be the subject of

our next meeting at which time it will be more fully developed. 

>

>INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL COURT

>Alyn reported on plans to establish an International Criminal Court (ICC)

that  would have jurisdiction over individuals.  (The International Court of

Justice (ICJ) can only hear cases regarding States.) The PrepComm to

establish the ICC is drafting the portion that applies to genocide and war

crimes.  The United States and its allies are refusing to allow nuclear

weapons to be categorized as a war crime and are supporting a German draft

which includes the use of biological and chemical weapons as war crimes and

omits nuclear weapons.  The range of available positions was reviewed

including the Red Cross position that no specific weapons be listed but that

the ICC statute include a prohibition on weapons that cause superfluous

injury, unnecessary suffering, or are inherently indiscriminate.  

>

>LIVERMORE NATIONAL LABORATORY

>Vince reported on a five hour meeting between Catholic Bishops Walter

Sullivan and Thomas Gumbleton and Livermore Lab officials.  Afterwards,

Gumbleton made a strong statement against the Stockpile Stewardship Program,
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declaring that he was convinced that the US is in violation of its treaty

obligations.  There will be an upcoming meeting of some US Bishops in January.

>

>WOOLSEY LETTER TO STOP STOCKPILE STEWARDSHIP

>We discussed the " Dear Colleague" letter circulated by Representative

Lynne Woolsey(D. CA) opposing Stockpile Stewardship and urging a passive

curatorship of the arsenal while it awaits dismantlement.  A Senator is

needed to circulate a similar letter in the Senate.  We agreed to contact

the following legislators:

>

>Nita Loewy - Micky

>Carolyn Maloney - Alice

>Steve Rothman and Marjorie Roukema - Vince and Mary

>Jerry Nadler - Joan and Ann

>Nydia Velasquez - Joan

>Charles Schumer - Alyn

>Major Owens - Pam (who would also contact Sonya Ostrom to join her)

> 

>Mary and Vince also agreed to contact their Senators.

>Anne Zanes will contact Betty Bumpers at Peacelinks.

>

>NATIONAL DEPLETED URANIUM CITIZENS NETWORK (NDUCN)

>Roger told us that he has been speaking with Fabio Michelli  of the NDUCN

and they are considering joining the Abolition network. 

>

>OUTREACH

>Tina discussed WILPF's plans to begin an outreach program with NYC
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universities, and requested contacts.  The program will educate on nuclear

issues and serve as a platform for mobilizing college students.  

>

>

>

Alice Slater

Global Resource Action Center for the Environment(GRACE)

15 E. 26 St., New York, NY  10010

212-726-9161 (tel)

212-726-9160 (fax)

aslater@igc.apc.org
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         20-21 February 1998 at the Palais des Nations, Geneva, Switzeland
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Dear Friends and Colleagues,

We would like to invite you to attend an important meeting in advance of

the second PreCom for the NonProliferation Treaty Review, due to take place

17 April to 8 May 1998.

This seminar replaces the international NGO conference on nuclear

disarmament which we had planned to hold in Stockhlom in early December

1997, but which had had to be postponed. We hope to meet there in the early

autumn of 1998.

Reports of the Ottawa conference on the landmines treaty are enthusiastic

and some are ready to adopt the 'Ottawa process, as the way forward in the

disarmament field! It is certainly a great example of how a peoples'

movement can influence governmental and intergovernmental policy and

commitment and become an intimate part of the process of change.

Congratulations to Jody Williams and the many others who were and are the

movers and shakers in achieving a ban on, and ridding the world of,

antipersonnel landmines. There is of course a lot more to be done before

the world is free of these devices and the momentum must not be lost.

Please take note of our seminar, and pass the word around your own network.

The exact agenda is till open, but we propose the following rough

programme:

Friday morning: Nucler disarmament, NPT prospects; reports on the

Conference on      Disarmament, etc. -- Ambassadors of Poland (Chair of
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PrepCom), South Africa, others (invited).

Friday afternoon: New weapons, Louise Doswald-Beck of the International

Committee of the red Cross (invited);

The work of UNIDIR (UNs Disarmament Research Institute). Patricia Lewis,

new director (invited).

Saturday morning: Practical plans for the PrepCom period, briefings/panels;

Abolition 2000 events, logistics, media work, demonstrations, etc;

Saturday afternoon Business meeting of the Special NGO Committeefor Disrmament

The suggested time-table for the meeting is:

Friday, 20 February, from 10.00 to 13.00 and 14.30 to 18.00.

Saturday, 21 February, from 9.00 to 12.00 and 13.00 to 16.00.

A detailed agenda with the number of the meeting room on Friday at the

Palais des Nations, and the venue of the Saturday meeting (outside the

Palais) will be sent out before the end of January, plus accommodation

suggestions.

Greetings and good wishes for the holidays and the New Year

Sincerely,

Edith Ballantyne for the Bureau of the Special Committee.
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Dear friends,
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attached to this email you find the table of contents and editorial of

the

latest issue No.14 of the INESAP Information Bulletin. Major topics are:

Breaking the Disarmament Deadlock, Nuclear Disarmament Verification, and

Nuclear Weapons Development. Altogether you find 30 contributions. If

you want

to read or print this issue, you could download it as a PDF file,

readable

with Adobe Acrobat, from the INESAP homepage

http://www.tu-darmstadt.de/ze/ianus/inesap/current.html

There you also find issues No.12 and 13 and selected articles from

earlier

issues.  If this is not possible for you, you might order it, with some

delay,

from the following address:

Jurgen Scheffran, IANUS

Zintl-Institut

Hochschulstr.10

64289 Darmstadt, Germany

tel +49-6151-164468, fax -6039

email scheffran@hrzpub.tu-darmstadt.de

Best wishes for the year 1998
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Jurgen Scheffran

Editor INESAP Information Bulletin

International Network of Engineers and Scientists Against Proliferation

(INESAP)

******************************************************************************

                        INESAP Information Bulletin

                       Issue No.  14, November, 1997

                          Searching For The Bomb:

                      Nuclear Disarmament Verification

                  ---------------------------------------

                                 EDITORIAL

                             Cat-and-Mouse Games

 Iraq, UNSCOM and the Need for Cooperative Verification and Preventive

Control

                             Jurgen Scheffran

                   I. BREAKING THE DISARMAMENT DEADLOCK

                     Breaking the Disarmament Deadlock

                               Douglas Roche
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             Multilateralising the Nuclear Disarmament Process

                                Owen Greene

                     START III Negotiations and Beyond
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                Thoughts on the Nuclear Weapons Convention

                                  Wu Jun

                    II. VERIFYING NUCLEAR DISARMAMENT

                           AND NON-PROLIFERATION

   Verifying a Multilateral Ban on Nuclear Weapons: Lessons from the CWC

                            Jonathan B. Tucker

            Lessons from the U.N. Experience in Iraq (excerpts)

                            Jonathan B. Tucker

   Principles and Means for Verification of a Nuclear Weapons Convention

                       Merav Datan, Jurgen Scheffran

    Beyond Technical Verification - Prevention and detection in the NWC

                             Martin Kalinowski

       The Verification Regime of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty
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                              Wolfgang Weiss

              Safeguards for a World Free of Nuclear Weapons

                               David Fischer

            IAEA's Additional Protocol and Nuclear Disarmament

                            Suzanna van Moyland

                  Fissile Cutoff: Scope and Verification

                              Annette Schaper

                      Monitoring and Verification of a

              Middle East Weapons of Mass Destruction Free Zone

                              Hussein Hammad

          Designing Ballistic Missile Control Monitoring Systems

                              Lawrence Trost

                 UK Contributions to Verifying Disarmament

                        Tom Milne, Henrietta Wilson

                     III. NUCLEAR WEAPONS DEVELOPMENT

                        Micro-Nukes For Terrorists?

                           Stanislav N. Rodionov
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                     Fourth Generation Nuclear Weapons

                     (Summary INESAP Technical Report)

                     Andre Gsponer, Jean-Pierre Hurni

              INESAP Letter to Clinton on Subcritical Testing

                                IV. NEWS

                      Abolition 2000 Progress Report

                     Janet Bloomfield, Pamela Meidell

                Nuclear Weapons Convention: Up-up and Away

                                 Alyn Ware

    The Front is Everywhere, Conference on missiles in the Middle East

                             Jurgen Scheffran

                           Conference "Volga-97"

                              Roland Reimers

         9th International Summer Symposium at Cornell University

                    Alexander Glaser, Christoph Pistner

                          Future Goals of Pugwash
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            INESAP 1997 Conference in Shanghai: Session reports

     INESAP Message to Conference on NWFZ in Central Asia, Group photo

                              V. SUPPLEMENT

                      International MOX Assessment:

                     Conclusions and Recommendations

******************************************************************************

EDITORIAL INESAP Bulletin No.14:

Cat-and-Mouse Games

Iraq, UNSCOM and the Need for Cooperative Verification and Preventive

Control

by Jurgen Scheffran

More than six years after the second Gulf War, the United Nations

Special

Commission on Iraq (UNSCOM) is still hunting for Iraq's weapons of mass

destruction (WMD) and ballistic missiles (BMs).  Over an extended period

Saddam Hussein was playing a cat-and-mouse game with the United Nations.

Altogether, UNSCOM has contributed a lot to destroying and restricting
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Iraq's

most threatening capabilities although uncertainties remain.  The recent

showdown between Saddam Hussein and US President Clinton has

demonstrated the

weakness of a policy based predominantly on military means.  US military

superiority in the region proved useless without a strong support and

commitment by the international community.  Iraq's tactics of separating

the

United States from Arab States and members in the UN Security Council

who

wanted diplomatic solutions was partly successful.  This was facilitated

by

the crisis in the Peace Process, due to the unfortunate policy of

Clinton's

closest ally in the Middle East, Israel's Prime Minister, Benjamin

Netanyahu.

Without the Peace Process, the threat to Israel, including WMD and BMs,

would

increase.

Despite some success for UNSCOM Iraq cannot be controlled indefinitely

against its will and national sovereignty.  As long as the worlds' major

powers claim a right to keep their nuclear weapons and missiles,

international law and global security rest on a weak basis against

potential

proliferators.  According to the International Court of Justice (ICJ),

there
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exists an obligation for complete nuclear disarmament, putting an end to

this

instability.  To include threshold States into a comprehensive legal

regime

leading towards a Nuclear-Weapon-Free World (NWFW) implies that these

States

have to cooperate in creating adequate verification and security

structures,

increasing transparency in all States.  Furthermore, societal

verification

could be a contribution to democracy-building all over the world. 

Compared

to the non-cooperative environment in which UNSCOM has to operate, a

regime

based on agreement would improve the conditions for monitoring and

inspection.  In addition to cooperative verification, which aims at the

detection of non-compliance, nuclear abolition requires measures for

preventive control which make diversion of nuclear materials and

breakout

more difficult or practically impossible.

The argument that so-called "rogue States" would never join a

comprehensive

nuclear control regime is not very convincing.  Several of them already

signed or ratified the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC), including its

comprehensive verification regime, and they were never challenged to

join a
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ban on nuclear weapons.  It is not these suspected States that currently

prevent the elimination of nuclear weapons but those States that want to

maintain nuclear deterrence.  As in 1996 most NATO contries voted on

November

10, 1997 against a Resolution in the UN Disarmament Committee that

called for

a Nuclear Weapons Convention (NWC) in fulfilment of the ICJ advisory

opinion

while almost all developing countries voted in favor.

This division in the United Nations on nuclear disarmament is one reason

for

the current impasse at the Conference on Disarmament.  The historic ban

of

anti-personal landmines in the Ottawa Process, however, has shown that

the

political will of the majority of states can find alternative paths

towards

disarmament, even if major powers are blocking.  That US resistance was

simply ignored is another indication that superpower policies have

limits.

One of these limits was favorite media attention, partially linked to

the

sudden death of Princess Diana who was outspoken against landmines.  But

more

important is the increasing impact of non-governmental organizations

(NGOs)
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who formed the anti-landmines campaign and were honored by the 1997

Nobel

Peace Prize.  This great success should encourage the Abolition 2000

Global

Network to redouble its efforts towards starting negotiations on a

Nuclear

Weapons Convention within this century.  In recent months there has been

increasing recognition of the model NWC by governments, e.g.  during a

roundtable in Geneva on August 6 and the submission of the draft to the

UN

General Secretary by Costa Rica.

This interaction between governments and NGOs needs to be strengthened. 

One

idea to overcome the current deadlock in Geneva is presented in this

issue by

Douglas Roche.  He suggests an initiative of ten middle-power States to

pressure the Nuclear Weapon States to give up their nuclear weapons. 

Owen

Greene examines ways to multilateralize the nuclear disarmament

process.  Xia

Liping and Wu Jun provide Chinese perspectives on how to achieve further

progress, going beyond START-2.  A number of contributions focus on

various

aspects of the verification of such a process:  the CWC and UNSCOM

experiences (Jonathan Tucker); principles and means of NWC verification

(Merav Datan, J rgen Scheffran); preventive control of nuclear weapons
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materials (Martin Kalinowski); expansion of safeguards towards nuclear

disarmament (David Fischer and Suzanna van Moyland); verification of the

fissile cutoff (Annette Schaper), of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the

Middle

East (Hussein Hammad), of ballistic missile disarmament (Lawrence Trost)

and

of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (Wolfgang Weiss).

Finally, Tom Milne examines options to convert facilities and personnel

from

the nuclear weapons complex in the UK for verification purposes.  Their

know-how could be important to uncover clandestine nuclear weapon

programs.

However, independent expertise from researchers not involved in the

nuclear

weapons complex would still be required.  A shining example is the

detailed

work done by Andre Gsponer and Jean-Pierre Hurni on fourth-generation

nuclear

weapons (see the summary of their INESAP Technical Report No.1). 

Another

example is the consideration by Stanislav Rodionov of the danger of

miniature

nuclear weapons in the hands of terrorists.

The News section includes reports on Abolition 2000, the NWC,

conferences in
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Tel Aviv (on ballistic missiles), Moscow (on nuclear energy), the 1997

Summer

Symposium on Science and World Affairs at Cornell University and the

Pugwash

Conference in Lillehammer.  An extensive report on the third INESAP

Conference in Shanghai includes ideas for future activities.  As a

supplement

you find conclusions and recommendations of the International MOX

Asessment

Project.  Most active in this project are Jinzaburo Takagi (Citizens'

Nuclear

Information Center, Tokyo) and Mycle Schneider (World Information

Service on

Energy, Paris) who were chosen for this year's Right Livelihood Award,

also

called "The Alternative Nobel Prize", for their important work against

civilian plutonium programs worldwide.  We are glad that both

contributed to

various INESAP activities and several times to the INESAP Information

Bulletin.  Congratulations for this great success!
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Message-Id: <3.0.32.19971222111243.007c1b60@silcom.com>

Mime-Version: 1.0

Precedence: bulk

Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org

Subject: Asking S.Africa to Support A2000

To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org

X-Mailer: Windows Eudora Pro Version 3.0 (32)

X-Sender: napf@silcom.com

X-Mozilla-Status: 0001

Dear Abolitionists,
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I recently sent a letter to Archbishop Tutu asking him to help in arranging a meeting between members of Abolition 
2000 and President Mandela.  It would be a great step forward if we could convince South Africa, and Mandela 
specifically, to actively support the goal of Abolition 2000.  At the NPT PrepComm and in other international fora I 
encourage everyone else in the Network with connections in 

South Africa to push for such a meeting.

    David Krieger

<bigger>                    NUCLEAR AGE PEACE FOUNDATION

        **********************************************************

                        A founding member of

                  and global contact point for the

                Abolition 2000 Global Network for the 

                   Elimination of Nuclear Weapons

        **********************************************************

                 1187 Coast Village Road, Suite 123

                    Santa Barbara, CA 93108-2794

              Phone (805) 965-3443 * Fax (805) 568-0466
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                   E- mailto:wagingpeace@napf.org

                     http://www.wagingpeace.org</bigger>

$*$*$*$*$ 1 LINE  REFORMATTED BY POPPER AT igc.apc.org $*$*$*$*$
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>

Received: (from majordomo@localhost)

 by igc7.igc.org (8.8.8/8.8.7) id LAA19252;

 Mon, 22 Dec 1997 11:23:24 -0800 (PST)

Received: from beach.silcom.com (beach.silcom.com [199.201.128.19])

 by igc7.igc.org (8.8.8/8.8.7) with ESMTP id LAA19125

 for <abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org>; Mon, 22 Dec 1997 11:22:56 -0800 (PST)

Received: from dial.silcom.com (pm4-20.sba1.avtel.net [207.71.222.20])

 by beach.silcom.com (8.8.5/8.8.5) with SMTP id LAA23940

 for <abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org>; Mon, 22 Dec 1997 11:19:44 -0800 (PST)

Content-Type: text/enriched; charset="us-ascii"

Date: Mon, 22 Dec 1997 11:17:05 -0800

From: Nuclear Age Peace Foundation <wagingpeace@napf.org>

Message-Id: <3.0.32.19971222111701.007b5e80@silcom.com>

Mime-Version: 1.0

Precedence: bulk

Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org

Subject: Cc. of letter to Tony Blair

To: abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org

X-Mailer: Windows Eudora Pro Version 3.0 (32)

X-Sender: napf@silcom.com

X-Mozilla-Status: 0001

December 19, 1997

Honorable Tony Blair
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Prime Minister

c/o Robert Tinline

Security Policy Department

Foreign & Commonwealth Office

King Charles Street

London SWIA 2AH  England

Dear Prime Minister Blair:

 Thank you for the letter of October 28th from Mr. Tinline in response to my letter to you.  I was pleased to hear 
that the goal of your government is "the global elimination of nuclear weapons," and that the government is currently 
examining all aspects of its nuclear policy.  Regarding the wisdom of a pre-set timetable for nuclear disarmament, the 
benefit of this would be to signal the rest of t

he world that the nuclear weapons states are truly committed to the goal of eliminating their nuclear arsenals.  The "pre-
set timetable" could be a framework for taking the steps needed to achieve total elimination.  The timetable itself does 
not need to be set in stone.  

 One of the nuclear weapons states must take the lead in actually moving forward with a commitment to a nuclear 
weapons free world.  The UK could do this by calling for and initiating multilateral negotiations on nuclear weapons 
abolition.  As you may know, the goal of Abolition 2000 is that we would enter the next century with a treaty in place to 
eliminate all nuclear weapons within a reasonable

 period of time.  This is in fact an achievable goal that would lift a huge burden from the shoulders of humanity.  I 
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believe that your government, with your leadership, could lead the way on this critical issue.

 I would appreciate your further response to the ideas expressed in this letter.

   Sincerely,

    David Krieger

    - President -

<bigger>                    NUCLEAR AGE PEACE FOUNDATION

        **********************************************************

                        A founding member of

                  and global contact point for the

                Abolition 2000 Global Network for the 

                   Elimination of Nuclear Weapons
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        **********************************************************

                 1187 Coast Village Road, Suite 123

                    Santa Barbara, CA 93108-2794

              Phone (805) 965-3443 * Fax (805) 568-0466

                   E- mailto:wagingpeace@napf.org

                     http://www.wagingpeace.org</bigger>

$*$*$*$*$ 2 LINES REFORMATTED BY POPPER AT igc.apc.org $*$*$*$*$
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Return-Path: <owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org>

Received: (from majordomo@localhost)

        by igc7.igc.org (8.8.8/8.8.7) id PAA09276;

        Mon, 22 Dec 1997 15:09:49 -0800 (PST)

Received: from gn3.gn.apc.org (gn3.gn.apc.org [194.202.158.47])

        by igc7.igc.org (8.8.8/8.8.7) with ESMTP id PAA09094

        for <abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org>; Mon, 22 Dec 1997 15:09:03 -0800 (PST)

Received: from ak085.du.pipex.com [193.130.250.85](ak085.du.pipex.com [193.130.250.85])

        by gn3.gn.apc.org (8.8.8/8.8.8/GN-1.0) with SMTP id XAA20565;

        Mon, 22 Dec 1997 23:18:37 GMT

Content-Transfer-Encoding: 8bit

Content-Type: text/plain; charset="iso-8859-1"

Date: Mon, 22 Dec 1997 23:18:37 GMT

From: geowcpuk@gn.apc.org (George Farebrother)

Message-Id: <199712222318.XAA20565@gn3.gn.apc.org>

Mime-Version: 1.0

Precedence: bulk

Sender: owner-abolition-caucus@igc.org

Subject: Re: Cc. of letter to Tony Blair

To: Nuclear Age Peace Foundation <wagingpeace@napf.org>,

        abolition-caucus@igc.apc.org

X-Mailer: Windows Eudora Version 1.4.4

X-Sender: geowcpuk@gn.apc.org

X-Mozilla-Status: 0011

Dear David
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Nice to see your letter to our Prime Minister - the more the merrier, and

wherever from.  I'd like to see the reply.  Following is a statement by the

Foreign Office spokesperson in the House of Lords last week.  It's quite

encouraging and we should keep them up to it.  You might find some useful

material in it (if you want the rest of the debate, please let me know). 

Best of Luck

George

...........................

17 December 1997

7.5 p.m.

The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State, Foreign and Commonwealth Office

(Baroness Symons of Vernham Dean): My Lords, I thank the noble Lord, Lord

Jenkins of Putney, for introducing the debate this evening. As ever, the

noble Lord is indefatigable in ensuring that nuclear disarmament is kept at

the forefront of our minds. However, even without his efforts, this is a

matter which is very much a concern of the Government. We recognise that it

is also a question in which there is a high level of public interest. In

the Gallup Poll which was conducted in October this year, 87 per cent. of

those questioned supported negotiations to prohibit nuclear weapons. We pay

close attention to that. My honourable friend the Minister of State in the

Foreign and Commonwealth Office with responsibility for disarmament, Tony
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Lloyd, recently held a meeting with a large number of non-governmental

organisations to hear their views on these and related issues.

The speech by Archbishop Martino to the United Nations' First Committee

called for the world to move to the abolition of nuclear weapons through a

universal, non-discriminatory ban with intensive inspection by a universal

authority. It is a call which noble Lords will find mirrored in the

Government's manifesto commitment to mutual, balanced and verifiable

nuclear disarmament.

We fully agree with the Archbishop on the desirability of the global

elimination of nuclear weapons, but I must say that not all the

Archbishop's

17 Dec 1997 : Column 685

arguments support his case equally. Nuclear weapons account for a tiny

proportion of global military spending. They are not a factor at all in the

spending of the vast majority of nations. They constitute a relatively

small part of even the declining defence budgets of the nuclear weapon

states.

In answer to one of the points made by the noble and gallant Lord, Lord

Carver, in our case 90 per cent. of the £12 billion estimated procurement

cost of the Trident programme has already been spent. Average running costs

have been estimated at £200 million per annum over a 30-year in-service

life. This forms only a very small percentage of the defence budget.
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The abolition of nuclear weapons therefore offers no financial panacea, as

the noble and gallant Lord suggested. The Government wish to see their

global elimination because it is desirable in itself and not on the grounds

of cost.

We are committed to arms control in all forms. The Archbishop referred to

the Ottawa convention banning landmines. This Government are proud to have

played their full part in the process that led to that agreement. We have

now signed it and we hope to ratify it soon. We are also party to the

chemical and biological weapons conventions he mentioned, and have been

leading international efforts in Geneva to strengthen the latter. On 28th

July we introduced new arms export criteria which made good our pledge to

press for responsible arms trading.

As one of the five nuclear weapon states, Britain has a key role to play in

the process of nuclear disarmament. As I have already made clear to noble

Lords on a number of occasions, we intend to use our position to work for

the global elimination of nuclear weapons. To achieve that, we will press

for multilateral negotiations towards mutual, balanced and verifiable

reductions. Once satisfied with verified progress towards our goal, we will

ensure that British nuclear weapons are included in the multilateral

negotiations. It will involve, as the noble Lord, Lord Monkswell, reminded

us, steady diplomacy and painstaking negotiation.

The noble Lord, Lord Jenkins of Putney, asked what we were doing to make

good our commitments at the moment and the noble Lord, Lord Rea, asked what
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effective progress the Government are making. At a global level much

progress has already been made towards nuclear disarmament especially

through bilateral strategic arms reduction talks, or START. That has led to

the United States and Russia agreeing significant reductions of their

nuclear arsenals which are the world's largest numbering many thousands of

warheads. Though outside these talks, Britain has played its full part in

working for nuclear disarmament. We have unilaterally promised to withdraw

our free-fall nuclear bomb by the end of March 1998. I draw that

particularly to the attention of the noble and gallant Lord, Lord Bramall,

who suggested that Britain ought to be doing more to set an example. We are

setting that example. We have unilaterally promised to withdraw our

free-fall nuclear bomb, but that will leave us with a single nuclear

deterrent system. We have also taken a leading role in the negotiations of

essential precursors
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of global nuclear disarmament, such as the comprehensive test ban treaty.

This treaty, which ends nuclear weapons test explosions for all time, has

been the major global advance of recent years. It has been signed by over

140 states, including all the nuclear weapon states. We hope to ratify in

the new year, becoming the first of the nuclear weapons states to do so. It

has created a strong moral and political norm against testing. The

international monitoring system, to be set up under it, will in due course

provide an additional practical deterrent to nuclear testing, ensuring that

any breaches will be detected. We and the international community will

continue to work to persuade those states which have not signed, to do so
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as soon as possible.

Another success story of recent years has been the development of nuclear

weapon free zones, as mentioned by the right reverend Prelate the Bishop of

Oxford. We believe that such zones, freely arrived at by all the states of

the region concerned, can make a valuable contribution to global and

regional peace and security. The UK has already ratified the protocols to

the treaties establishing zones in Latin America and the Caribbean, and in

the South Pacific. Last year we signed the protocols to the African nuclear

weapon free zone and are working towards ratification. We are also trying

(with other nuclear weapon states) to find a solution that will enable us

to sign the protocol to the treaty creating a zone in south east Asia. We

continue to consider proposals for new zones, such as the initiative to

establish a zone in central Asia.

Through the protocols to nuclear weapon free zone treaties, we and other

nuclear weapon states give the parties to those treaties negative security

assurances, as the noble and gallant Lord, Lord Carver, reminded us. These

commit us not to use nuclear weapons against these states, unless they

attack us in alliance or association with a nuclear weapon state. We have

also made a unilateral statement extending such an assurance to all

non-nuclear-weapon state parties to the nuclear non-proliferation treaty.

Several further steps towards disarmament have been suggested during this

debate--particularly by the right reverend Prelate in a number of different

ways--and by such bodies as the Canberra Commission. Many of these are

being examined in the strategic defence review and elsewhere.
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This examination will cover all aspects of our nuclear policy including

warhead numbers, greater transparency and de-alerting measures, in the way

that the right reverend Prelate suggested it should. If we conclude that

circumstances allow us to make changes in any of these areas we will be

prepared to do so, while ensuring that we retain an effective deterrent.

One of the most common suggestions is that a timetable be agreed with a

date by which nuclear weapons will be eliminated, although I know that

Archbishop Martino did not call for this in his recent speech. Bearing in

mind the complexities of disposal and verification, we remain to be

convinced of the wisdom of a pre-set timetable.

17 Dec 1997 : Column 687

I should repeat our commitment to a fissile material cut-off treaty. We

believe it would be an important step towards eventual nuclear disarmament,

as well as strengthening the non-proliferation regime. And we will work

hard to bring about the start of negotiations on this issue in the

conference on disarmament.

This Government welcome the International Court of Justice's recognition,

repeated by the Archbishop, of the importance of obligations under the

nuclear non-proliferation treaty, which includes a commitment to nuclear

disarmament by all states parties.

The court was unable to conclude definitively whether the threat or use of
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nuclear weapons would be lawful or unlawful in an extreme circumstance of

self-defence, in which the very survival of a state would be at stake. We

have always maintained that the use of nuclear weapons would be subject to

the requirements of international law applicable in armed conflict, but

that the legality of any specific use or threat of use would depend on all

the circumstances at the time. The United Kingdom's nuclear deterrence

policy remains entirely defensive: we would only ever consider the use of

nuclear weapons in extreme circumstances of self-defence, which includes

the defence of our NATO allies.

The noble Lord, Lord Jenkins of Putney, asked why the United Kingdom voted

against the Malaysian resolution at the UN on the International Court of

Justice advisory opinion. We voted against the resolution because of its

selective quotation of the advisory opinion and its unrealistic call for

time-bound multilateral negotiations. However, we remain committed to the

goal of nuclear disarmament and continue to hold the International Court of

Justice in high regard.

I add that we supported resolutions tabled by Japan on the ultimate

elimination of nuclear weapons and by the United States of America and

Russian on bilateral nuclear arms negotiations. We also supported

resolutions on nuclear weapon free zones in central and southern Asia,

Latin America, the Middle East and Africa. I hope that gives the noble Lord

some assurance. I was a little perplexed by his notion that there were

differences in the policy between the Foreign Office and the Ministry of

Defence on those issues. The noble Lord raised this question specifically

in an oral Question on 10th December. I hope that I was unequivocal in
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assuring him at that time that there was no withdrawing from the

Government's policy as stated in our manifesto and as supported by many

people in this country.

The noble Lord, Lord Rea, asked about President Yeltsin's remarks in

Stockholm. President Yeltsin's statement has since been clarified by a

spokesman who stated that no reductions were imminent. We would of course

welcome any further reduction in Russia's nuclear stockpile in particular

to implement the pledge to reduce their tactical nuclear weapons made by

President Yeltsin in 1992.

I was also asked by the noble Lord, Lord Rea, about START 2. START 2 is not

yet in force because it has not yet been ratified by Russia. President

Yeltsin

17 Dec 1997 : Column 688

introduced the treaty to the Duma and Russia and the US agreed revisions of

the timetable for its implementation and demarcation under the

anti-ballistic missile treaty. Those are expected to resolve the doubts

expressed by opponents of the treaty in Russia and to smooth the way for

verification.

The noble and gallant Lord, Lord Carver, expressed doubts about the

Government's policies in this area, in particular in relation to

implementation of the Canberra Commission's goals. This Government strongly

support the Canberra Commission's goals of the global elimination of
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nuclear weapons. Some of the recommendations of the Canberra Commission

have already been achieved; for example, the comprehensive test ban treaty

which created such a strong norm against nuclear testing. The United

Kingdom will have only one single nuclear weapon system in 1998. We believe

it is making significant progress. It is bound to be painstaking; but,

nonetheless, it is progress.

The noble Lord, Lord Chalfont, raised questions in answer to some of the

points made by the right reverend Prelate in relation to detaching warheads

from missiles. Her Majesty's Government agree with that point. We believe

that to detach warheads from missiles would be impractical, as he

suggested, because of the nature of our deterrent. As Trident is a single

submarine-based system, there would be significant difficulties in

detaching our warheads from missiles while maintaining the credible

deterrent to which Her Majesty's Government are committed while we are

going through the process I described.

The noble Lord also spoke about the importance of Trident. However, the

noble Lord, Lord Monkswell, reminded us of the Government's position over

this. We have said that we will retain Trident, but retain it while we work

for the global elimination of nuclear weapons. It is a very different

policy from that of the previous government, as the noble Lord, Lord

Burnham, reminded us. Our overall objective is of course a strong defence

against the new security challenges in the post-Cold War world. We have

recently ordered new missile bodies in order to ensure that Trident is kept

up to date. But that does not mean that our goal is not clear: to continue

to press for multilateral, balanced and verifiable reductions in these
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weapons. Our goal of the final elimination of those weapons remains clear.

The noble Lord, Lord Chalfont, said that there were no new arguments. He

was not surprised that there were no new arguments. Neither am I surprised

that there are no new arguments. It is indeed an old argument, but it is an

old argument with a great deal of new energy behind it, a new energy

supported by the British public. He may have found it a depressing

argument, but many do not. They find it a genuine prospect for the eventual

elimination of these appalling weapons of mass destruction--a very

important and exhilarating prospect. It will indeed be painstaking; it will

indeed be difficult; it will indeed demand verification; but it is

important and it is desirable. The noble and gallant Lords, Lord Carver and

Lord Bramall, showed that this Government's policy is very, very different

from that of their predecessors.
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I thank the noble Lord, Lord Jenkins, for allowing me another opportunity

to present--I hope with much greater clarity than is possible in dealing

with Questions in your Lordships' House--the Government's position on

nuclear disarmament. I have taken note of all the points made. I hope that

I have answered them. When I read through Hansard if I find that there are

any points that still remain to be answered, I shall write to noble Lords.

In the seven months since the general election we have made steady progress

on this issue. We shall continue on that course in line with the

undertaking so clearly expressed in our manifesto. I conclude by referring
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to the remarks of Archbishop Martino's statement. He called for an

unequivocal commitment to the abolition of nuclear arms. I am happy to

repeat that this Government are committed to the global elimination of

those nuclear weapons.

 

George Farebrother    (geowcpuk@gn.apc.org)

67, Summerheath Rd,  

Hailsham 

Sussex, BN27 3DR, England 

Phone & Fax +44 (0)1323 844 269   

The World Court Project is an international citizens' network which is

working to publicise and have implemented the 8 July 1996 Advisory Opinion

of the International Court of Justice which could find no lawful

circumstance for the threat or use of nuclear weapons.  

The World Court Project is part of Abolition 2000, A Global Network to

Abolish Nuclear Weapons
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X-Mozilla-Status: 0001

Message-ID: <34A00D4D.2678@igc.apc.org>

Date: Tue, 23 Dec 1997 11:13:17 -0800

From: mupj <mupj@igc.apc.org>

Organization: Methodists United for Peace with Justice

X-Mailer: Mozilla 2.02 (Win95; I; 16bit)

MIME-Version: 1.0

To: edibal@iprolink.ch

Subject: February meeting

Content-Type: text/plain; charset=us-ascii

Content-Transfer-Encoding: 7bit

Dear Edith:

I would like to attend the planning meeting for the NPT on February 20-21 

so that the plans of the Religious Working Group for Nuclear Abolition 

can be tied into other plans.  I'm trying to get a travel grant for this 

purpose and for participation at the PrepCom session in April-May, but I 

won't know immediately. I'm willing to try other sources.  Do you have 

any suggestions of who might provide support?

Did you receive my e-mail message of December 9, telling about our plans 

for a reception with world religious leaders on Monday, April 27?  I had 

several inquiries related to arrangements.

Shalom,

Howard W. Hallman, Chair
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Methodists United for Peace with Justice
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X-Mozilla-Status: 0001

Message-ID: <34A00EBB.4BFC@igc.apc.org>

Date: Tue, 23 Dec 1997 11:19:23 -0800

From: mupj <mupj@igc.apc.org>

Organization: Methodists United for Peace with Justice

X-Mailer: Mozilla 2.02 (Win95; I; 16bit)

MIME-Version: 1.0

To: abolition-religious@igc.org

Subject: NPT PrepCom

Content-Type: text/plain; charset=us-ascii

Content-Transfer-Encoding: 7bit

Dear Colleagues:

The Religious Working Group for Nuclear Abolition is planning a reception 

for world religious leaders and delegates to the Nuclear 

Non-Proliferation Treaty Preparatory Committee (NPT PrepCom) meeting in 

Geneva, scheduled for April 27 to May 8, 1998.  We are drafting a 

statement in advance to offer a religious perspective.  For that purpose 

we are well supplied with statements from Protestant and Catholic sources 

but need more from Jewish, Islami, Buddhists, and other religious faiths. 

 Therefore, I would appreciate receiving your suggestions.  We would also 

like to identify individuals and organizations from these faiths who have 

spoken out on the need for nuclear abolition.

Shalom,

Howard W. Hallman, Chair
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Methodists United for Peace with Justice

1500 16th Street, NW, Washington, DC 20036

Phone/fax: 301 896-0013; e-mail: mupj@igc.org
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Dear Jonathan,
The religious working group is scheduling the reception on April 27th at the
end of the NPT meeting day.  Can you give any help with this?  Many thanks.
Alice

>Return-Path: <owner-abolition-religious@igc.org>
>Date: Tue, 23 Dec 1997 11:19:23 -0800
>From: mupj <mupj@igc.apc.org>
>Organization: Methodists United for Peace with Justice
>Sender: owner-abolition-religious@igc.org
>Subject: NPT PrepCom
>To: abolition-religious@igc.org
>
>Dear Colleagues:
>The Religious Working Group for Nuclear Abolition is planning a reception 
>for world religious leaders and delegates to the Nuclear 
>Non-Proliferation Treaty Preparatory Committee (NPT PrepCom) meeting in 
>Geneva, scheduled for April 27 to May 8, 1998.  We are drafting a 
>statement in advance to offer a religious perspective.  For that purpose 
>we are well supplied with statements from Protestant and Catholic sources 
>but need more from Jewish, Islami, Buddhists, and other religious faiths. 
> Therefore, I would appreciate receiving your suggestions.  We would also 
>like to identify individuals and organizations from these faiths who have 
>spoken out on the need for nuclear abolition.
>
>Shalom,
>
>Howard W. Hallman, Chair
>Methodists United for Peace with Justice
>1500 16th Street, NW, Washington, DC 20036
>Phone/fax: 301 896-0013; e-mail: mupj@igc.org
>
>
Alice Slater
Global Resource Action Center for the Environment(GRACE)
15 E. 26 St., New York, NY  10010
212-726-9161 (tel)
212-726-9160 (fax)
aslater@igc.apc.org
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Dear Howard,

Here is the article on Sunflowers that you asked for.  Let me know if this works.

    Dave

----------
SUNFLOWERS: THE SYMBOL OF A WORLD FREE OF 
NUCLEAR WEAPONS

by David Krieger*

Sunflowers are a simple miracle.  They grow from a seed.  
They rise from the earth.  They are natural.  They are bright 
and beautiful.  They bring a smile to one's face.  They produce 
seeds that are nutritious, and from these seeds oil is produced. 
Native Americans once used parts of the sunflower plant to 
treat rattlesnake bites, and sunflower meal to make bread.  
Sunflowers were even used near Chernobyl to extract 
radionuclides cesium 137 and strontium 90 from contaminated 
ponds following the catastrophic nuclear reactor accident 
there.    

Now sunflowers carry new meaning.  They have become the 
symbol of a world free of nuclear weapons.  This came about 
after an extraordinary celebration of Ukraine achieving the 
status of a nuclear weapons free state.  On June 1, 1994, 
Ukraine transferred to Russia for dismantlement the last of the 
1900 nuclear warheads it had inherited from the former Soviet 
Union.  Celebrating the occasion a few days later, the Defense 
Ministers of Ukraine, Russia, and the United States met at a 
former nuclear missile base in the Ukraine that once housed 80 
SS-19 missiles aimed at the United States.  

The three Defense Ministers planted sunflowers and scattered 
sunflower seeds.  Ukrainian President Leonid Kuchma said, 
"With the completion of our task, Ukraine has demonstrated its 
support of a nuclear weapons free world." He called on other 
nations to follow in Ukraine's path and "to do everything to 
wipe nuclear weapons from the face of the Earth as soon as 
possible."  U.S. Secretary of Defense William Perry said, 
"Sunflowers instead of missiles in the soil would ensure peace 
for future generations."

This dramatic sunflower ceremony at Pervomaisk military base 
showed the world the possibility of a nation giving up nuclear 
weapons as a means of achieving security.  It is an important 
example, featuring the sunflower as a symbol of hope.  The 
comparison between sunflowers and nuclear missiles is stark -- 
sunflowers representing life, growth, beauty and nature, and 
nuclear armed missiles representing death and destruction on a 
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massive, unspeakable scale.  Sunflowers represent light 
instead of darkness, transparency instead of secrecy, security 
instead of threat, and joy instead of fear.  

The Defense Ministers were not the first to use sunflowers in 
celebrating the elimination of nuclear weapons.  In the late 
1980s a group of brave and committed resisters known as 

"The Missouri Peace Planters" entered onto nuclear missile 
silos in Missouri and planted sunflowers as a symbol of nuclear 
disarmament.  On August 15, 1988, 14 peace activists 
simultaneously entered ten of Missouri's 150 nuclear missile 
silos, and planted sunflowers.  They issued a statement that 
said, "We reclaim this land for ourselves, the beasts of the land 
upon which we depend, and our children.  We interpose our 
bodies, if just for a moment, between these weapons and their 
intended victims."

Which shall we choose for our Earth?  Shall we choose life or 
shall we choose death?  Shall we choose sunflowers, or shall 
we choose nuclear armed missiles?  All but a small number of 
nations would choose life.  But the handful of nations that 
choose to base their 

security on these weapons of genocide threaten us all with 
massive uncontrollable slaughter.  

In the aftermath of the Cold War, many people believe that the 
nuclear threat has ended, but this is not the case.  In fact, 
there still more than 20,000 nuclear warheads in the arsenals 
of the nuclear weapons states.  These states have given their 
solemn promise in the Non-Proliferation Treaty, which entered 
into force in 1970, to negotiate in good faith to achieve 
nuclear disarmament, but they have not acted in good faith.  It 
is likely that until the people of the world demand the total 
elimination of nuclear weapons, the nuclear weapons states 
will find ways to retain their special status as nuclear "haves".  
Only one power on Earth is greater than the power of nuclear 
holocaust, and that is the power of the people once aroused.   

What You Can Do

1. Find out about ongoing global efforts for nuclear weapons 
abolition.  Abolition 2000 is a growing network of citizens 
throughout the world that seeks a treaty by the year 2000 for 
the prohibition and elimination of nuclear weapons early in the 
next century.  The goal of Abolition 2000 is to enter the 21st 
century with this treaty in place.  There are currently some 
900 citizen action groups in more than 70 countries on six 
continents in the Abolition 2000 Global Network.  Information 
on Abolition 2000 is available on the worldwide web at 
www.wagingpeace.org, or you can write for information to 
Abolition 2000, c/o Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, 1187 
Coast Village Road, Suite 123, Santa Barbara, CA 93108.
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2. Join the "Missiles to Sunflowers" campaign.  Add your 
name to the Abolition 2000 International Petition calling for 
ending the nuclear threat, signing a treaty banning nuclear 
weapons, and reallocating resources from military purposes to 

meeting human needs.  A copy of the petition is available from 
Abolition 2000, or on the web at 
www.wagingpeace.org/intlpetition.html.

3. Help organize efforts to have your municipality pass a 
resolution in support of achieving the abolition of nuclear 
weapons.  A sample resolution is available from Abolition 
2000.

4. Plant sunflower seeds, and give away sunflowers.  Let your 
friends and family know that sunflowers are the symbol of a 
world free of nuclear weapons.  "Sunflower Seeds of Peace" 
are available from the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation.

5. Send sunflowers or packets of sunflower seeds to leaders of 
nuclear weapons states, and let them know that you want 
them to achieve the complete elimination of all 

nuclear weapons.  For a list of these leaders and to order 
packets of seeds, contact the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation.

6. Stand in silent vigil with sunflowers whenever you have the 
chance to be in the presence of leaders of nuclear weapons 
states.  We should try to be sure that no public occasion 
occurs when leaders of nuclear weapons states are not 
reminded by the presence of sunflowers of their obligation and 
responsibility to achieve a nuclear weapons free world.  

_________

* David Krieger is president of the Nuclear Age Peace 
Foundation.

                    NUCLEAR AGE PEACE FOUNDATION
        **********************************************************
                        A founding member of
                  and global contact point for the
                Abolition 2000 Global Network for the 
                   Elimination of Nuclear Weapons
        **********************************************************
                 1187 Coast Village Road, Suite 123
                    Santa Barbara, CA 93108-2794
              Phone (805) 965-3443 * Fax (805) 568-0466
                   E- mailto:wagingpeace@napf.org
                     http://www.wagingpeace.org
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SUNFLOWERS: THE SYMBOL OF A WORLD FREE OF 
NUCLEAR WEAPONS

by David Krieger*

Sunflowers are a simple miracle.  They grow from a seed.  
They rise from the earth.  They are natural.  They are bright 
and beautiful.  They bring a smile to one's face.  They produce 
seeds that are nutritious, and from these seeds oil is produced. 
Native Americans once used parts of the sunflower plant to 
treat rattlesnake bites, and sunflower meal to make bread.  
Sunflowers were even used near Chernobyl to extract 
radionuclides cesium 137 and strontium 90 from contaminated 
ponds following the catastrophic nuclear reactor accident 
there.    

Now sunflowers carry new meaning.  They have become the 
symbol of a world free of nuclear weapons.  This came about 
after an extraordinary celebration of Ukraine achieving the 
status of a nuclear weapons free state.  On June 1, 1994, 
Ukraine transferred to Russia for dismantlement the last of the 
1900 nuclear warheads it had inherited from the former Soviet 
Union.  Celebrating the occasion a few days later, the Defense 
Ministers of Ukraine, Russia, and the United States met at a 
former nuclear missile base in the Ukraine that once housed 80 
SS-19 missiles aimed at the United States.  

The three Defense Ministers planted sunflowers and scattered 
sunflower seeds.  Ukrainian President Leonid Kuchma said, 
"With the completion of our task, Ukraine has demonstrated its 
support of a nuclear weapons free world." He called on other 
nations to follow in Ukraine's path and "to do everything to 
wipe nuclear weapons from the face of the Earth as soon as 
possible."  U.S. Secretary of Defense William Perry said, 
"Sunflowers instead of missiles in the soil would ensure peace 
for future generations."

This dramatic sunflower ceremony at Pervomaisk military base 
showed the world the possibility of a nation giving up nuclear 
weapons as a means of achieving security.  It is an important 
example, featuring the sunflower as a symbol of hope.  The 
comparison between sunflowers and nuclear missiles is stark -- 
sunflowers representing life, growth, beauty and nature, and 
nuclear armed missiles representing death and destruction on a 
massive, unspeakable scale.  Sunflowers represent light 
instead of darkness, transparency instead of secrecy, security 
instead of threat, and joy instead of fear.  

The Defense Ministers were not the first to use sunflowers in 
celebrating the elimination of nuclear weapons.  In the late 
1980s a group of brave and committed resisters known as 

"The Missouri Peace Planters" entered onto nuclear missile 
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silos in Missouri and planted sunflowers as a symbol of nuclear 
disarmament.  On August 15, 1988, 14 peace activists 
simultaneously entered ten of Missouri's 150 nuclear missile 
silos, and planted sunflowers.  They issued a statement that 
said, "We reclaim this land for ourselves, the beasts of the land 
upon which we depend, and our children.  We interpose our 
bodies, if just for a moment, between these weapons and their 
intended victims."

Which shall we choose for our Earth?  Shall we choose life or 
shall we choose death?  Shall we choose sunflowers, or shall 
we choose nuclear armed missiles?  All but a small number of 
nations would choose life.  But the handful of nations that 
choose to base their 

security on these weapons of genocide threaten us all with 
massive uncontrollable slaughter.  

In the aftermath of the Cold War, many people believe that the 
nuclear threat has ended, but this is not the case.  In fact, 
there still more than 20,000 nuclear warheads in the arsenals 
of the nuclear weapons states.  These states have given their 
solemn promise in the Non-Proliferation Treaty, which entered 
into force in 1970, to negotiate in good faith to achieve 
nuclear disarmament, but they have not acted in good faith.  It 
is likely that until the people of the world demand the total 
elimination of nuclear weapons, the nuclear weapons states 
will find ways to retain their special status as nuclear "haves".  
Only one power on Earth is greater than the power of nuclear 
holocaust, and that is the power of the people once aroused.   

What You Can Do

1. Find out about ongoing global efforts for nuclear weapons 
abolition.  Abolition 2000 is a growing network of citizens 
throughout the world that seeks a treaty by the year 2000 for 
the prohibition and elimination of nuclear weapons early in the 
next century.  The goal of Abolition 2000 is to enter the 21st 
century with this treaty in place.  There are currently some 
900 citizen action groups in more than 70 countries on six 
continents in the Abolition 2000 Global Network.  Information 
on Abolition 2000 is available on the worldwide web at 
www.wagingpeace.org, or you can write for information to 
Abolition 2000, c/o Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, 1187 
Coast Village Road, Suite 123, Santa Barbara, CA 93108.

2. Join the "Missiles to Sunflowers" campaign.  Add your 
name to the Abolition 2000 International Petition calling for 
ending the nuclear threat, signing a treaty banning nuclear 
weapons, and reallocating resources from military purposes to 

meeting human needs.  A copy of the petition is available from 
Abolition 2000, or on the web at 
www.wagingpeace.org/intlpetition.html.
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3. Help organize efforts to have your municipality pass a 
resolution in support of achieving the abolition of nuclear 
weapons.  A sample resolution is available from Abolition 
2000.

4. Plant sunflower seeds, and give away sunflowers.  Let your 
friends and family know that sunflowers are the symbol of a 
world free of nuclear weapons.  "Sunflower Seeds of Peace" 
are available from the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation.

5. Send sunflowers or packets of sunflower seeds to leaders of 
nuclear weapons states, and let them know that you want 
them to achieve the complete elimination of all 

nuclear weapons.  For a list of these leaders and to order 
packets of seeds, contact the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation.

6. Stand in silent vigil with sunflowers whenever you have the 
chance to be in the presence of leaders of nuclear weapons 
states.  We should try to be sure that no public occasion 
occurs when leaders of nuclear weapons states are not 
reminded by the presence of sunflowers of their obligation and 
responsibility to achieve a nuclear weapons free world.  

_________

* David Krieger is president of the Nuclear Age Peace 
Foundation.

                    NUCLEAR AGE PEACE FOUNDATION
        **********************************************************
                        A founding member of
                  and global contact point for the
                Abolition 2000 Global Network for the 
                   Elimination of Nuclear Weapons
        **********************************************************
                 1187 Coast Village Road, Suite 123
                    Santa Barbara, CA 93108-2794
              Phone (805) 965-3443 * Fax (805) 568-0466
                   E- mailto:wagingpeace@napf.org
                     http://www.wagingpeace.org
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              DEUTSCHE SEKTION DER INTERNATIONALEN AERZTE
                 FUER DIE VERHUETUNG DES ATOMKRIEGES
                   AERZTE IN SOZIALER VERANTWORTUNG
   International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War (IPPNW)

   Koertestraße 10,                            Tel: +49 (0)30 693 0244
   D-10967 Berlin 61,                         Fax: +49 (0)30 693 8166

   IPPNW@VLBerlin.comlink.de                IPPNW@OLN.comlink.apc.org
                           http://www.ippnw.de
  ____________________________________________________________________

                                                               23.12.97
Dear Kirsten,

This is not only very important, it is a part of the abolition  
statement:

Point 11: "Create mechanisms to ensure the participation of citizens  
and NGOs in planning and monitoring the process of nuclear weapons  
abolition"

My interpretation of this is not that we start participating only when  
the negotaiations on a Convention begin, but also right now at the NPT  
PrepComs.

Secondly, Geneva was always less security conscious so it would be  
good to try it there. After all the physical division of NGOs and  
goverment delegates is much less than in New York.

Just a comment on what Martin said about Norway and our belief in  
Norway's "special" position as regards nuclear weapons:
In Budapest, at the Alba Kor conference "A World without NATO" Jorgen  
Johansen refuted the claim that Norway was nuclear-weapon free. He  
researched the question for some years in the 1970s and 1980s and  
discovered US bases which were integrally important to the nuclear  
deterrent, for surveillance, nuclear storage, submarine detection,  
satellite communication and listening posts. It is his opinion that  
nuclear weapons were based in Norway for up to 200 days a year during  
"exercises" and perhaps all year round on ships and submarines in  
Norwegian waters. Four weeks after publishing this information in a  
Norwegian magazine in 1983, Jorgen was arrested and accused of spying.  
The magazine's offices were raided and the journalists were also  
accused of spying. It took five years for a court to reach a verdict  
of not guilty.

The Norwegian example is a lesson in staying aware of what we are up  
against. It is perfectly feasible that nuclear weapons are still being  
based in Norway or Denmark or Iceland or any other NATO country, but  
it is kept secret as part of exercises - EVEN FROM THE ELECTED  
PARLIAMENTARIANS. Jorgen believes that the Pentagon was better  
informed than the Norwegian government about what was going on. I know  
for instance that both the Spanish and Greek governments have claimed  
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that no nuclear weapons are based in their countries. But it depends  
on your definition of BASED.

Happy christmas and new year and solstice!

Xanthe Hall
(Co-Director)
______________________________________________________________________

                IPPNW is a member of Abolition 2000
          - a Global Network to Eliminate Nuclear Weapons -
______________________________________________________________________
## CrossPoint v3.11 R ##
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>From mupj@igc.org  Fri Dec 26 10:14:36 1997
Received: from mrin39.mx.aol.com (mrin39.mx.aol.com [198.81.19.149])
 by igc7.igc.org (8.8.8/8.8.7) with ESMTP id KAA04058
 for <abolition-religious@igc.org>; Fri, 26 Dec 1997 10:14:25 -0800 (PST)
From: AAlbergate@aol.com
Received: (from root@localhost)
   by mrin39.mx.aol.com (8.8.5/8.7.3/AOL-2.0.0)
   id NAA24399 for abolition-religious@igc.org;
   Fri, 26 Dec 1997 13:13:55 -0500 (EST)
Date: Fri, 26 Dec 1997 13:13:55 -0500 (EST)
Message-ID: <971226131355_599124674@mrin39.mx>
To: abolition-religious@igc.org
Subject: Religious Working Group for Nuclear Abolition

Hello,

I was fortunate to have an acquaintance forward your message about the
reception for the NPT PrepCom.  Before this I was unaware of your group and
the project. I would like to find out more about both.  I serve as Director
of Community Relations on the national staff of the Buddhist group Soka
Gakkai International-USA (SGI-USA).  My info:
Al Albergate
Director of Community Relations
SGI-USA
525 Wilshire Blvd.
Santa Monica, CA 90401
tel: (310) 260-8958
fax: (310) 260-9817
email: aalbergate@aol.com

Thank you.  Have a Happy New Year.

Al 
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I hope you will get a grant to attend the Feb. meting in Geneva. I cannot
think of any sources to which you might apply. Yes I did receive your 9
December message. IPB is working compiling a calendar of events and we are
looking into possible meeting facilities. We should be in touch eary in
January. Regards edith

>Dear Edith:
>I would like to attend the planning meeting for the NPT on February 20-21
>so that the plans of the Religious Working Group for Nuclear Abolition
>can be tied into other plans.  I'm trying to get a travel grant for this
>purpose and for participation at the PrepCom session in April-May, but I
>won't know immediately. I'm willing to try other sources.  Do you have
>any suggestions of who might provide support?
>
>Did you receive my e-mail message of December 9, telling about our plans
>for a reception with world religious leaders on Monday, April 27?  I had
>several inquiries related to arrangements.
>
>Shalom,
>
>Howard W. Hallman, Chair
>Methodists United for Peace with Justice
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	1215.03
	Local Disk
	1215.03.txt


	1215.04
	Local Disk
	1215.04.txt


	1215.05
	Local Disk
	1215.05.txt


	1215.06
	Local Disk
	1215.06.txt


	1216.01
	Local Disk
	1216.01.txt


	1216.02
	Local Disk
	1216.02.txt


	1216.03
	Local Disk
	1216.03.txt


	1216.04
	Local Disk
	1216.04.txt


	1216.05
	Local Disk
	1216.05.txt


	1216.06
	Local Disk
	1216.06.txt


	1217.01
	Local Disk
	1217.01.txt


	1217.02
	Local Disk
	1217.02.txt


	1217.03
	Local Disk
	1217.03.txt


	1218.01
	Local Disk
	1218.01.txt


	1218.02
	Local Disk
	1218.02.txt


	1218.03
	Local Disk
	1218.03.txt


	1218.04
	Local Disk
	1218.04.txt


	1218.05
	Local Disk
	1218.05.txt


	1218.06
	Local Disk
	1218.06.txt


	1220.01
	Local Disk
	1220.01.txt


	1220.02
	Local Disk
	1220.02.txt


	1220.03
	Local Disk
	1220.03.txt


	1220.04
	Local Disk
	1220.04.txt


	1220.05
	Local Disk
	1220.05.txt


	1222.01
	Local Disk
	1222.01.txt


	1222.02
	Local Disk
	1222.02.txt


	1223.01
	Local Disk
	1223.01.txt


	1223.02
	Local Disk
	1223.02.txt


	1223.03
	Local Disk
	1223.03.txt


	1223.04
	Local Disk
	1223.04.txt


	1224.02
	Local Disk
	1224.02.txt


	1224.03
	Local Disk
	1224.03.txt


	1224.04
	Local Disk
	1224.04.txt


	1228.01
	Local Disk
	1228.01.txt


	1228.02
	Local Disk
	1228.02.txt



