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Editorial: A framework for what objectives?
Ray Acheson | Reaching Critical Will of WILPF

During the thematic debate on disarmament machin-
ery, Ambassador Skorpen of Norway noted, “The
framework for deliberations and negotiations must be a
function of the objectives we want to achieve.” While
she was referring principally to the Conference on Dis-
armament and the Convention on Certain Conventional
Weapons, her comment is also broadly applicable to
other ongoing and future processes for disarmament and
arms control. If such negotiation processes severely limit
possible outcomes, create an imbalance among key play-
ers, prevent negotiations from beginning, or even under-
mine the ability of some actors to participate, it is clearly
not a function of the objective. However, an immediate
question arises in the context of any negotiating process
or forum: what happens when different players have dif-
ferent objectives?

When it comes to the arms trade treaty (ATT), objec-
tives are still widely varied. The Swiss and Norwegian
delegations, for example, outlined their comprehensive
expectations for an ATT, which, when their positions are
combined, would prevent violations of human rights and
international humanitarian law; include as many weapon
types, components, and technologies as possible; offer
victim assistance and rehabilitation provisions; and take
into account the sustainable economic and social devel-
opment of the intended recipient state. At the same time,
several other delegations limited their AT T-related com-
ments exclusively to emphasizing that the treaty must
uphold article 51 of the UN Charter, regarding a state’s
right to self-defence against armed attacks. It is also un-
clear as of yet exactly where some of these states will
draw red lines when it comes to the objectives of others,
though their skepticism about some of the more robust
objectives suggests that at least a few countries see the
treaty as being potentially discriminatory, its application
subject to political manipulation and double standards.

With this in mind, is the framework for negotiating an
ATT—an open-ended process in the General Assembly
conducted by consensus—sufficient to ensure that the ob-
jective of an effective and robust ATT is accomplished?
Many countries have already expressed concern that the
framework of the open-ended working group will result
in a lowest-common denominator treaty; when the ATT
negotiation process was established through General As-
sembly resolution 64/48 in 2009, delegation after del-
egation took the floor to outline their concerns with the
consensus rule being included in the mandate.

And then there is the position of one of the ATT’s
leading promoters, the United Kingdom. The UK dele-
gation, largely credited with achieving agreement among
states for the 2009 resolution, emphasized in its statement
last week that it views the treaty as a means to “benefit
the defence industry,” noting that establishing common

agreed standards for arms transfers “will help pave the
way for increased industry collaboration and joint ven-
tures.” How does this objective accord with those of
states who see the treaty’s primary goal as being to limit
human suffering and promote sustainable development
across the globe? Can we expect all of the major weapon
manufacturing and exporting states to view the purpose
and design of an ATT the same way as the UK? Tra-
ditionally, major weapons producers have viewed arms
sales and transfers as “instruments of foreign policy,” to
exert influence and to strengthen alliances, among other
things.! Will the major arms exporters seek to exert their
influence over the outcome of the very treaty that could
potentially limit their ability to exert such influence in
the future?

These questions, of course, are also applicable to any
potential process to negotiate a fissile material (cut-off)
treaty. As tensions rise in conference room 4 over per-
ceived objectives and positions of various states on a po-
tential FM(C)T, the halls are abound with ideas for the
negotiation of this treaty. Some have advocated that the
treaty remain on the Conference on Disarmament (CD)’s
agenda and that its members continue seeking consen-
sus on a programme of work to commence substantive
work. Others argue the treaty should be taken outside
the CD framework and negotiated by the General As-
sembly, a group of like-minded states, or even just by
the five recognized nuclear weapon states alone. How-
ever, the questions of “do any of these frameworks act as
a function of the objectives for this treaty” and “whose
objectives should be reflected in the framework™ are
as pertinent here as they are for the ATT. They will be
equally relevant for any future negotiations on a nuclear
weapons convention, a legally-binding marking and trac-
ing instrument for small arms and light weapons, or an
agreement on the use of outer space and relevant security
or arms control matters. Unfortunately, either minimal
attention is paid to these foundational questions when
governments and civil society approach negotiations, or,
as in the case of the ATT, the most powerful determine
the negotiating process by exerting their influence over
the establishment of the framework.

What can be done? Perhaps a more rigorous process
is required for the establishment of negotiating frame-
works—though as can be seen in the case of the CD, this
can also result in infinite stalemate. In the absence of
established guidelines on this subject, it would be use-
ful for a few core objectives to be held at the heart of an
negotiating process, upon which decisions regarding the
framework for negotiations can be based.

For the ATT, the framework has been established and
now it will be up to the entire international community
to ensure that the treaty achieves these most fundamental

continued on page 5
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Nuclear disarmament
Jim Wurst | Middle Powers Initiative

First Committee focused on conventional and other
aspects of disarmament this week, so the delibera-
tions on nuclear disarmament were minimal. Instead, the
key draft resolutions on the subject were issued. The ma-
jor differences between 2009 and 2010 were, not surpris-
ingly, the incorporation of references to the New Stra-
tegic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) and to the 2010
nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) Review Confer-
ence (RevCon) final document’s action plan. There were
a few new references to the call for a nuclear weapons
convention (NWC) or framework of agreements and for
a greater focus on the need to respect international hu-
manitarian law.

Reflecting the widely held belief that the events of
2010 have given nuclear disarmament new momentum,
the Japanese-led draft on nuclear disarmament had a
change in title as well as content. “United action towards
the total elimination of nuclear weapons” (A/C.1/65/
L.43) replaces the old “Renewed determination towards
the total elimination of nuclear weapons”. Besides refer-
ences to New START, “the necessity of fully implement-
ing the action plan adopted at the [NPT] Conference,”
and calling for respect for international humanitarian
law, the co-sponsors have sharpened some of the nuclear
disarmament language. While the 2009 resolution en-
couraged “further steps leading to nuclear disarmament,
in accordance with Article IV of the Treaty,” the new
draft invokes the more explicit language of the 2000 Re-
view Conference: “reaffirms the unequivocal undertak-
ing by the nuclear weapon states to accomplish the total
elimination of their nuclear arsenals leading to nuclear
disarmament.” The text also sharpens the co-sponsors’
vision of the next steps in that it “calls upon nuclear
weapon states to undertake further efforts to reduce and
ultimately eliminate all types of nuclear weapons, de-
ployed and non-deployed.” This draft has in recent years
drawn the most support of any of the omnibus disarma-
ment resolutions.

The New Agenda Coalition’s annual draft resolution
always refers to the “unequivocal undertaking” lan-
guage of 2000 RevCon, and like “United Action,” this
year’s text uses the results of the 2010 RevCon to push
for further action. Since the 2010 RevCon (unlike the
2005 RevCon) acknowledged the continuing validity of
the commitments made in 2000, the draft, “Towards a
nuclear-weapon-free world: accelerating the implemen-
tation of nuclear disarmament commitments” (A/C.1/65/
L.25), often refers back to those commitments. The text
reaffirms “the continued validity of the practical steps”
from 2000 “including the reaffirmation of the unequivo-
cal undertaking of the nuclear weapon states to accom-
plish the total elimination of their nuclear arsensals” and
“stresses” the commitment by the nuclear weapons states

at the 2010 RevCon “to accelerate concrete progress on
the steps” from 2000 and “of their prompt engagement
with a view to ensuring substantive progress” ahead of
the 2014 NPT preparatory committee. Like “United ac-
tion,” the NAC draft reflects the RevCon language on
international humanitarian law.

The co-sponsors of the draft, “Follow-up to the ad-
visory opinion of the International Court of Justice on
the Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons”
(A/C.1/65/L.50), also incorporated language reflective
of the RevCon in its text this year. While the draft has al-
ways called for negotiations for the complete elimination
of nuclear weapons, the 2010 draft notes the Secretary-
General’s five-point proposal, including “the consider-
ation of negotiations on a nuclear weapons convention
or agreement on a framework of ... instruments.” It also
expresses “deep concern at the catastrophic humanitar-
ian consequences of any use of nuclear weapons” and
says states need to comply with international humanitar-
ian law.

Since the Non-Aligned Movement’s “Nuclear disar-
mament” (A/C.1/65/L.22) draft resolution traditionally
has such a broad sweep, there is little difference in this
year’s draft other than to acknowledge New START and
the final document of the 2010 RevCon. The draft recog-
nizes “the important work” done at the RevCon and calls
“its plan of action ... an impetus to intensify work aimed
at beginning negotiations for a nuclear weapons conven-
tion.” The draft lists NAM’s disarmament priorities in-
cluding a halt to qualitative improvements in warheads
and delivery systems, diminishing the role of nuclear
weapons in military doctrine, establishment of nuclear
weapon free zones, especially in the Middle East, de-
alerting, a legally-binding instrument against the first use
of nuclear weapons, a fissile materials cut-off treaty, and
the establishment by the Conference on Disarmament of
an ad hoc committee on nuclear disarmament “to com-
mence negotiations on a phased program of nuclear
disarmament leading to the total elimination of nuclear
weapons within a specified framework of time.”

The United States and Russia joint draft resolution,
“Bilateral reductions of strategic nuclear arms and the
new framework for strategic relations” (A/C.1/65/L.28),
which focused on New START, was reported on last week.
Britain’s Strategic Review

Ambassador John Duncan of the United Kingdom
took the floor on 19 October to present the results of
Britain’s Strategic Defence and Security Review. While
acknowledging that “no state currently has both the in-
tent and the capability to threaten” the UK, the review
says the country “can not dismiss the possibility that a
major nuclear threat to the UK might re-emerge.” There-
fore, the government “reaffirms the UK’s commitment

continued on next page
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Nuclear disarmament (cont.)

Editorial (cont.)

to a submarine-launched minimum continuous nuclear
deterrent based on the Trident missile delivery system,
whilst taking tangible steps towards the long-term goals
of a world without nuclear weapons.” Maintaining that
deterrent means proceeding with the Trident replace-
ment program. The review states that a “credible level
of deterrence” is possible “with a smaller nuclear weap-
ons capability.” Specifically, the number of warheads on
each submarine will decrease from 48 to 40 and reduce
the operational missiles on the Vanguard submarines to
“no more than eight,” meaning operational warheads will
drop from 160 to no more that 120. “These changes will
enable us to reduce our overall nuclear weapon stockpile
to not more than 180 by the mid-2020s,” according to
the review. “These are significant disarmament measures
and indicate our level of commitment to the NPT, includ-
ing a successful Review Conference in 2015.” ¢

objectives—for example, the increase of international
peace and security—rather than those that protect the
arms market for major producing countries or shelter
governments that commit violations of international hu-
manitarian law. The United Nations was established for
the very purpose of increasing international peace and
security; this objective is one that all states should be
able to agree upon. ¢
Notes
1. Global Arms Trade: Commerce in Advanced Mili-
tary Technology and Weapons, Congress of the
United States Office of Technology Assessment,
OTA-ISC-460, June 1991. Available at http://www.
fas.org/ota/reports/9122.pdf.

HUMANITARIAN LAW VERSUS NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Monday, October 25, 2010
1:15-2:45 pm
Conference Room A, North Lawn Building, United Nations

The 2010 NPT Review Conference reaffirmed “the need for all states at all times to comply with
applicable international law, including international humanitarian law”. This event will examine
implications for nuclear weapons doctrines and deployments, and explore further steps.

Participants include:

John Burroughs, author of The Legality of Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons: A Guide to the Historic
Opinion of the International Court of Justice, Executive Director, Lawyers Committee on Nuclear Policy

Jonathan Granoff, President, Global Security Institute

Chatles Moxley, author of Nuclear Weapons and International Law in the Post-Cold War Age, Board of

Directors, Lawyers Committee on Nuclear Policy

Peter Weiss, President, Lawyers Committee on Nuclear Policy

Moxley, Burroughs, and Granoff are authors of a forthcoming article in the Fordham International Law
Journal, Nuclear Weapons and Compliance with International Humanitarian Law and the Nuclear Non-Proliferation

Treaty. A prepublication draft is available online at http:

lcnp.org/FordhamIHI 4.pdf.

Sponsored by:
Lawyers Committee on Nuclear Policy
Global Security Institute
Permanent Mission of Switzerland to the United Nations

A UN pass is required to attend this event.
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Momentum toward a nuclear weapons convention

or framework of agreements
Alyn Ware | International Association of Lawyers Against Nuclear Arms

omentum: “The quantity of motion in a moving
body, now expressed as the product of its mass and
velocity.”—UN High Representative for Disarmament

Affairs Sergio Duarte (citing a dictionary)

On the opening day of the First Committee, UN High
Representative Sergio Duarte reported that momentum
for nuclear disarmament is now building. Evidence for
this is indicated by the new Strategic Arms Reduction
Treaty, 2010 nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)
Review Conference outcome, international support for
the UN Secretary-General’s five-point proposal, and
commentaries by high-level authorities in over a dozen
countries. However, Mr. Duarte noted that such momen-
tum would falter without determined efforts by nuclear
weapon states (NWS), non-NWS (especially “middle
power” countries) and civil society.

The momentum for nuclear abolition through a nucle-
ar weapons convention (NWC) or framework of agree-
ments was evident at the 2010 NPT Review Conference.
A large number and range of states spoke about a NWC.
Parliamentary resolutions were adopted leading up to
the Review Conference. Civil society petitions and rep-
resentations were submitted to the Review Conference.
For the first time in an NPT Review Conference final
document, reference was made to a NWC.

This momentum is being supported and maintained
at the UN General Assembly, primarily through the
draft resolution A/C.1/65/L.50, “Follow-up to the ad-
visory opinion of the International Court of Justice on
the Legality of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons.”
This resolution has been amended from previous years
in order to reflect the key agreements in the 2010 NPT
Review Conference final document relevant to the pro-
hibition of nuclear weapons and the achievement of a
nuclear weapon free world, in particular:

1. Recognition that any use of nuclear weapons
would have catastrophic humanitarian conse-
quences, and the affirmation that international
humanitarian law (IHL) applies to all States at
all times.

This reinforces and strengthens the conclusion of
the International Count of Justice (ICJ) that IHL should
apply at all times, and that the application of IHL and
other international law makes the threat or use of nuclear
weapons generally illegal. In addition, as in the land-
mines and cluster munitions campaigns, the application
of IHL opens up a process based on prohibition of the
weapons rather than on relying only on small steps to
control and reduce such weapons. A prohibition process
is vital in order to move states away from reliance on
nuclear deterrence and thus become willing to take sig-

nificant disarmament steps and measures.

John Burroughs of the Lawyers Committee on Nu-
clear Policy (“Humanitarian Law or Nuclear Weapons:
Choose One,” First Committee Monitor, Preview Edi-
tion, 4 October 2010) has indicated that this develop-
ment has opened up possibilities for initial measures to
build part of the framework for a nuclear weapon free
world. Such measures can be taken by NWS by, for ex-
ample, affirming the practice of non-use through a UN
Security Council resolution, and by non-NWS, through
national legislation prohibiting nuclear weapons, crimi-
nalizing nuclear weapons use through the International
Criminal Court, and/or negotiating a treaty prohibiting
nuclear weapons.

2. Agreement by the nuclear weapon states to un-
dertake a number of concrete nuclear disarma-
ment steps.

This indicates that a step-by-step process can advance
concurrently with initiatives towards prohibition.

3. Agreement that all states need to make special
efforts to establish the necessary framework to
achieve and maintain a world without nuclear
weapons.

This affirms that, in addition to encouraging the NWS
to take steps toward nuclear disarmament, the non-
NWS can undertake steps and measures themselves to
prohibit nuclear weapons and build the legal, technical,
and political elements for a nuclear weapon free world.
This could include, in addition to the measures listed in
section 1 above, reducing the role of nuclear weapons
through establishing nuclear weapon free zones, engag-
ing with the NWS on building verification capacities,
and/or undertaking a like-minded preparatory process
for a nuclear-weapons convention.

4. Noting the UN Secretary-General’s five-point
proposal for nuclear disarmament, which pro-
poses negotiations on a nuclear weapons conven-
tion or a framework of separate mutually rein-
forcing instruments.

The UN Secretary-General’s five-point proposal has
considerable momentum—it has found support from
most of the world’s parliaments (being endorsed by both
the 2009 General Assembly of the Inter-Parliamentary
Union Assembly and the 2010 Conference of Speakers
of Parliaments) and includes both substance and process
that has been picked up in a range of inter-governmental
forums.

The ICJ resolution builds on the momentum of the
2010 NPT Review Conference by bringing these key
agreements into the international arena on the basis of
the nuclear disarmament obligation affirmed by the ICJ.

continued on next page
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Nuclear weapon free zones
Georgie Bright and Sean Kelly | NGO Committee on Disarmament, Peace and Security

Despite transitioning away from nuclear weapons-
related topics at the First Committee, a limited
number of delegations still discussed the issue of nuclear
weapon free zones (NWFZs) during the debate on re-
gional security. Cuba’s delegation highlighted the effica-
cy of NWFZs in strengthening regional and international
peace and security. Iraq’s delegation supported this view
and reaffirmed the need for a NWFZ in the Middle East,
asserting that an arms race escalation would have a nega-
tive impact on security worldwide. Iraq’s representative
argued that the ambiguity surrounding Israeli nuclear
installations has stalled this process, and called for the
implementation of UN Security Council resolution 487,
urging Israel to place its nuclear facilities under Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards.
Kuwait and Iran’s delegations endorsed this sentiment,
arguing that Israel needs to adhere to the nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT).

In addition to the draft resolutions reported on last
week pertaining to NWFZs in the Middle East and Cen-
tral Asia, four further draft resolutions were introduced
this week. Brazil and New Zealand sponsored A/C.1/65/
L.24, “Nuclear-weapon-free southern hemisphere and
adjacent areas,” Mongolia introduced A/C.1/65/L.41,
“Mongolia’s international security and nuclear-weapon-
free status,” Nigeria, on behalf of the Group of Africa
States, tabled draft resolution A/C.1/65/L.54, on the “Af-
rican-Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty,” and several
Latin American countries tabled A/C.1/65/L.52, “Con-
solidation of the regime established by the Treaty for the
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America and
the Caribbean (Treaty of Tlatelolco)”.

The resolution tabled by Brazil and New Zealand was
last adopted by the General Assembly in 2009 as resolu-
tion 64/44 with a vote of 170-3-6. The United Kingdom,
United States, and France voted against the text, citing
concern over the resolution’s “ambiguity”. In a joint
statement, they argued it is “contradictory to propose
simultaneously the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-
free zone that would be composed largely of the high
seas and yet to say that it would be fully consistent with
applicable principles and rules of international law relat-
ing to the freedom of the high seas and the right of pas-
sage through maritime space.”

L.24 welcomes “the progress made on increased col-
laboration within and between zones at the second Con-
ference of States Parties and Signatories to Treaties that
Establish Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones and Mongolia,”
at which states expressed their “intention to foster co-
operation among the nuclear weapon-free zones to fully
implement the principles and objectives of the treaties
and to exchange relevant ideas and best practices in ar-
eas of mutual interest.” The co-sponsors also noted “the

positive announcement of the United States of America
of its intention to begin the process of ratification of the
protocols to the treaties of Pelindaba and Rarotonga,”
and reported “that the Russian Federation has initiated
internal procedures to ratify the appropriate protocols to
the Treaty of Pelindaba.”

The updated draft again congratulates states party
and signatory to the treaties of Tlatelolco, Rarotonga,
Bangkok, and Pelindaba, and commends the countries
of Central Asia on “their efforts to pursue the common
goals envisaged in those treaties and to promote the nu-
clear-weapon-free status of the southern hemisphere and
adjacent areas.”

continued on next page

Momentum toward a NWC (cont.)

This obligation is unconditional (not dependent on gen-
eral and complete disarmament), universal (i.e. applying
not only to states party to the NPT) and comprehensive
(i.e. nuclear disarmament in all its aspects).

In recognizing that some states are not yet ready to
commence negotiations on a NWC, the ICJ resolution
calls for negotiations leading to a NWC. Malaysia, in
introducing the resolution, has noted that this supports
work on initial measures and thus is not inconsistent
with the step-by-step approach—except that it adds a
comprehensive framework that would enable such steps
and measures to be accomplished more quickly and be
better focused toward the end goal of a universal, legal-
ly-binding, non-discriminatory, verifiable, and enforce-
able regime for a nuclear weapon free world.

In noting and reflecting the UN Secretary-General’s
five-point proposal, the ICJ resolution takes a similar ap-
proach. It emphasizes the importance of the Conference
on Disarmament, but also recognizes the need for action
in other forums, whether bilateral, plurilateral, regional
(such as through NWFZs), or multilateral (including
the UN Security Council, UN General Assembly, and a
World Summit on nuclear disarmament).

In previous years most NATO states opposed this res-
olution, while most former eastern-bloc member states
opposed or abstained, on the grounds that it was too ear-
ly to start considering a NWC. Now that the ICJ resolu-
tion has been amended to reflect the key agreements of
the 2010 NPT Review Conference (as indicated above),
such an argument is no longer valid. This should enable
these states to shift to supporting this resolution. Indeed,
some have already indicated such a shift in their vote.
Civil society, which has indicated strong support for the
UN Secretary-General’s five-point proposal and a NWC,
could encourage all of these states to do so. ¢
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Nuclear weapon free zones (cont.)

Similar to the 2009 version of the resolution, the text
calls upon “all States concerned to continue to work to-
gether in order to facilitate adherence to the protocols to
nuclear-weapon-free-zone treaties by all relevant States
that have not yet done so.” The updated draft resolu-
tion, however, notes the “positive announcement of the
United States of America to conduct consultations with
the parties to the nuclear-weapon-free zones in Central
and South-East Asia in an effort to sign and ratify the
relevant protocols.”

L.41 is largely identical to resolution 63/56, “Mon-
golia’s international security and nuclear-weapon-free
status,” adopted by the General Assembly in 2008. The
current draft resolution does, however, welcome “the
declaration by Mongolia for its nuclear-weapon-free
status, and supports the measures taken by Mongolia to
consolidate and strengthen this status.”

The draft resolution also acknowledges the support
for Mongolia’s nuclear weapon free status at the Second
Conference of States Parties and Signatories to Treaties
that Establish Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones and Mon-
golia, held in New York on 30 April 2010. The confer-
ence, established by A/RES/64/52, aimed at enhancing
cooperation between participating and interested states
and agencies in order to improve and facilitate the im-
plementation of the treaties and strengthen the nuclear
disarmament and non-proliferation regime.

A/C.1/65/L.52 on the consolidation of the NWFZ re-
gime includes several changes from last year’s version.
The text reflects technical updates and recent develop-

ments in nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation,
namely the Treaties of Rarotonga, Bangkok, and Central
Asia, as well as the Antarctic Treaty. It also welcomes
relevant UN resolutions and the outcome documents of
the second Conference of States Parties and Signatories
to Treaties that Establish Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones
and Mongolia and the 2010 NPT Review Conference for
their contribution towards achieving a nuclear weapon
free world. It adds a preambular paragraph stressing the
importance of establishing NWFZs and “commending
the Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in
Latin America and the Caribbean for its leadership in this
area.” Finally, this year’s draft resolution adds an opera-
tive paragraph calling “upon the nuclear-weapon States
that formulated unilateral interpretive declarations at the
moment of signature or ratification of the relevant Proto-
cols to the Treaty of Tlatelolco to withdraw those decla-
rations that affect the denuclearized status established by
the Treaty.” The First Committee will next address this
issue in its sixty-eighth session. Last year, the resolution
was adopted without a vote, with India conveying “its
unambiguous assurance that it will respect the status of
the African Nuclear Weapon Free Zone.” France and the
United Kingdom issued a similar joint explanation.

A/C.1/65/L.54, on the “African-Nuclear-Weapon-
Free Zone Treaty” remains unchanged from when it was
adopted without a vote last year. The resolution calls on
relevant states to sign, ratify, and fulfill commitments for
sustaining a nuclear-weapon-free-zone in the region. ®

Isabelle Cutting and Natalia Pombo of the NGO Com-
mittee on Disarmament, Peace and Security contributed
to this report.

Photo by Ray Acheson, August 2010
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Nuclear proliferation
Ray Acheson | Reaching Critical Will of WILPF

his year, four resolutions relate to the proliferation

of nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass de-
struction. Last week’s edition of the Monitor reported on
one of these, A/C.1/64/L.3, “The threat of nuclear prolif-
eration in the Middle East”. The other three resolutions
deal with the illicit transfer and acquisition of WMD.

A/C.1/65L.29, “Measures to prevent terrorists from
acquiring weapons of mass destruction,” includes some
updates to reflect new initiatives since 2009. The pream-
ble now notes the launching of the US-Russian Global
Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism and the conven-
ing of the Nuclear Security Summit in April 2010. The
operative portion of the text remains the same; it urges
states to participate in international efforts to prevent
WMD terrorism and calls for a report from the UN Sec-
retary-General on measures undertaken by international
organizations and the views of member states on the sub-
ject. Last year this resolution was adopted by the General
Assembly as resolution 64/38 without a vote.

A/C.1/65/L.46, “Preventing the acquisition by terror-
ists of radioactive sources,” was last introduced as a draft
resolution in 2007. It was adopted by the General As-
sembly as resolution 62/46 without a vote. In 2009, this
item was presented only as a draft decision, putting it on
the agenda for this year. The 2010 text includes a new
preambular paragraph expressing concern about “the po-
tential threat to human health and the environment that
would result from the use of such devices by terrorists.”
It also notes the entry into force in July 2010 the 2005
Protocol to the Convention for the Suppression of Un-
lawful Acts against the Safety of Maritime Navigation,
which addresses radioactive materials, and stresses the
contribution of the International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA)’s Illicit Trafficking Database and work in nucle-
ar forensics. The preamble now also encourages states
to contribute to the IAEA’s Nuclear Security Fund and
notes the IAEA’s Nuclear Security Plan for 2010-2013. It
also recalls “that it is in the best interest of all States that
the transportation of radioactive materials and sources
continues to be conducted consistent with international
safety, security and environmental protection standards
and guidelines.” The operative portions of the resolution
remain unchanged from 2007. The main thrust of these
paragraphs is to encourage states to take national action
and join international initiatives to prevent terrorists
from acquiring radioactive materials.

A/C.1/64/L.49, “Preventing and combating illicit bro-
kering activities,” applies both to conventional weapons
and WMD. The draft resolution argues that illicit bro-
kering of all types of arms will undermine international
peace and security, prolong conflicts, impeded sustain-
able development, and leak weapons to non-state actors.
Its WMD-related provisions recall UN Security Council

resolution 1540 (2004), particularly its implications for
border controls and law enforcement, and recognize in-
ternational efforts to prevent and combat illicit nuclear
trafficking at the Security Council summit on nuclear
non-proliferation in September 2009. The resolution was
last tabled in 2008, when it was adopted by the General
Assembly as resolution 63/67 without a vote. Two new
preambular paragraphs encourage states to share experi-
ences and practices in controlling illicit brokering and
note the UN Institute for Disarmament Research’s ac-
tivities on this subject. The operative portion of the text
remains unchanged.

The delegation of Singapore was the only state to ad-
dress the topic of nuclear proliferation during the third
week of First Committee. Ms. Ng called for international
legal regimes aimed at preventing terrorist acquisition of
WMD to be accompanied by effective national imple-
mentation. She reported on some of Singapore’s mea-
sures, emphasizing its export control regime, counter-
proliferation efforts, and regional cooperation. ¢

Nuclear testing
Jane Wolkowicz | Reaching Critical Will, WILPF

raft resolution A/C.1/65/L.48, “Comprehensive

Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty,” calls for an end to nucle-
ar tests and universal ratification of the Comprehensive
Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) as early as possible.
The 2010 version of the draft resolution welcomes both
the Joint Ministerial Statement, which was adopted at
the Ministerial Meeting in New York on the 23 Septem-
ber 2010, and the steps taken by Trinidad and Tobago,
Central African Republic, and the Marshall Islands to
ratify the Treaty. ¢
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Fissile materials
Daniel Brunn | Reaching Critical Will of WILPF

During the thematic debate on disarmament machin-
ery, Pakistani representative Raza Bashir Tarar
continued to voice his government’s displeasure with the
possible negotiation of a fissile materials cut-off treaty at
the Conference on Disarmament (CD) because it would
“permanently freeze a strategic handicap for Pakistan.”

Giving no indication that his government is willing
to deviate from its position on a fissile materials treaty,
Mr. Tarar further charged that the “nuclear powers” are
attempting to shift the focus of the CD and the interna-
tional community from the real priority of negotiating
treaties regarding nuclear disarmament to strictly focus-
ing on those consisting of non-proliferation measures.

Nevertheless, many delegations are refusing to let
the negotiation of a fissile materials treaty fall from the
agenda. As Ms. Julie Croteau of Canada announced last
week, the Canadian delegation tabled A/C.1/65/L.33,
an updated version of the resolution presented in 2009,
which was adopted without a vote. Draft resolution L.33
once again urges the CD to establish “a programme of
work that includes the immediate commencement of ne-
gotiations on a treaty banning the production of fissile
material for nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive
devices.” However, after consultations on the annual CD
resolution (A/C.1/65/L.57) last week, the lead sponsors
issued a revised version, contained in A/C.1/65/L.57/
Rev.1. This revised version no longer includes any refer-
ence to A/RES/64/29, last year’s consensus resolution on
a fissile materials treaty, indicating that some delegations
might be considering a change of position. ¢

Outer space
Beatrice Fihn | Reaching Critical Will of WILPF

Since the scheduled thematic debate on space was
postponed until the final week of First Committee,
no discussion on outer space or the draft resolutions on
this topic took place. Many delegations raised the is-
sue of space being dealt with through a programme of
work in the Conference on Disarmament (CD) (see re-
port on disarmament machinery), and Norway noted that
an arms race in outer space must be avoided. Ambas-
sador Hilde Skorpen highlighted that Norway has sup-
ported both resolutions in the UN General Assembly on
space and work programme in the CD that would start
consultations on preventing an arms race in outer space
(PAROS).

The Russian draft resolution on transparency and con-
fidence-building measures (TCBMs) was tabled this year
again (as A/C.1/65/L.38), but with significant updates.
Operational paragraph 2 requests the Secretary-General
to establish a group of governmental experts (GGE) to
conduct a study, commencing in 2012, on outer space
transparency and confidence-building measures. The
resolution notes that this study would be without preju-
dice to the substantive discussions on PAROS within the
CD framework.

On 14 October, the United Nations Institute for Disar-
mament Research (UNIDIR) and Secure World Founda-
tion organized a side event called “Space Security: Next
steps in TCBMs,” at which representatives from the
United States, Russian Federation, and European Union
discussed international cooperation and approaches to
TCBMs in space. At this event, the updated EU proposal
for an international code of conduct for space activities
was presented.

Deputy Assistant Secretary of State Frank Rose high-
lighted that the new US Space Policy calls for develop-
ing TCBMs in order to promote “responsible and peace-
ful behavior in space.” He noted that joint resolutions on
space security, and the adoption of international norms
or “codes of conduct” are also examples of TCBMs. Re-
garding the EU draft code of conduct specifically, Mr.
Rose said that the United States had been working with
the EU over the past 18 months and hoped to decide “in
the coming months” whether to sign on to it.

The draft resolution on PAROS, A/C.1/65/L.2, re-
mains unchanged from last year’s text, which was ad-
opted by the General Assembly as resolution 64/28 with
avote of 176 in favour and two abstaining (United States
and Israel). Under the Bush administration, the US del-
egation voted against the annual PAROS resolution. *
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Biological and chemical weapons
Emma Bjertén | Reaching Critical Will of WILPF

he thematic debate on other weapons of mass de-

struction (WMD) started on 22 October. The de-
bate mainly focused on biological and chemical and the
implementation of the Biological and Toxic Weapon
Convention (BTWC) and the Chemical Weapon Con-
vention (CWC). Most states emphasized the importance
of strengthening the two conventions, in particular the
BTWC. Ambassador Soares of Brazil, speaking on be-
half of MERCOSUR and Associated States, said, “it is
necessary to develop and implement additional measures
for assuring that the prohibition [on biological weapons]
is effective, even though this may be a challenge con-
sidering the biological and weapons peculiarity.” He
expressed MERCOSUR and Associated States’ concern
with the current situation of the BTWC and declared
their commitment to contributing substantially to the
Review Conference of the BTWC in December 2011 to
“restore the international security dimension of this im-
portant legal instrument.”

The representatives of the European Union, Norway,
and Switzerland emphasized that the Review Conference
of the BTWC should improve its confidence-building
measures. They also addressed the important role of the
Implementation Support Unit (ISU). Ambassador Jean
Lint of Belgium on behalf of the European Union said
the ISU is important as it maintains “the link between the
state parties and the BTCW.” Ambassador Jiirg Lauber
of Switzerland expressed his delegation’s wish to broad-
en the mandate of the ISU to more effectively enable it to
assist in the implementation of the BTWC.

MERCOSUR congratulated the progress of Organiza-
tion for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW) in
implementing the CWC but reiterated its concern of the
still-existing chemical weapon arsenals. Mr. Knut Lange-
land of Norway reiterated his delegation’s call “for com-
pleting the process of stockpile destruction within agreed
time limits,” aruging, “[w]hile the prime responsibility
for destruction lies with the possessor states themselves,
non-possessors can also contribute towards this end.”
He explained that the Norwegian government has been
engaged in a cooperation programme with the Russian
Federation as a contribution to the G8 Global Partnership.

Many states expressed their fear of the spread of
WMD into the hands of terrorists and highlighted the
importance of UN Security Council resolution 1540 re-
garding non-proliferation of WMD. The European Union
stressed that the proliferation of WMD is a major threat
to international peace and security and emphasized that
the CWC, BTWC, and the 1925 Geneva Protocol (the
Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of As-
phyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacterio-
logical Methods of Warfare, signed in on 17 June 1925)
play a key role in reducing this threat.

The thematic debate on other weapons of mass de-
struction will continue on Monday, 25 October.
Draft resolutions

Last week some countries tabled resolutions regard-
ing biological and chemical weapons. Indonesia, on be-
half of the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM), introduced
a draft resolution on “Measures to uphold the authority
of the 1925 Geneva Protocol,” A/C.1/65/L.12. The reso-
lution calls on the international community to achieve
“effective prohibition of the development, production,
stockpiling and use of chemical and biological weapons.”
It further calls on those states that continue to maintain
reservations to the 1925 Geneva Protocol to withdraw
them. A text by this title was last adopted by the Gen-
eral Assembly in 2008. This year’s version contains only
technical updates.

As it did last year, Hungary tabled a draft resolution
on the BTWC, A/C.1/65/L.20. The resolution was ad-
opted without a vote in 2009. The changes made this
year mainly refer to the preparations for the upcoming
Seventh Review Conference of the BTWC, a conference
which many states have expressed high expectations of
during the thematic debates. This year’s draft “[n]otes
the proposal to hold the meeting of the Preparatory Com-
mittee for the Seventh Review Conference in April 2011
and to hold the Seventh Review Conference in Geneva
in December 2011

The Polish delegation tabled a draft resolution on the
CWC, A/C.1/65/L.23. This annual resolution was adopt-
ed without a vote in 2009. There are few changes to the
text this year; since the adoption of the 2009 text, four
states acceded to the Convention. Besides this technical
update, a new paragraph is added to the resolution which
“[w]elcomes decision C-14-DEC.6 of 2 December 2009
of the fourteenth session of the Conference of the States
Parties on the appointment of Ahmet Uziimcii as the Di-
rector-General of the Technical Secretariat of the Orga-
nization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons.” «
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Conventional weapons
Global Action to Prevent War

S everal concerns—and measures—related to con-
ventional weapons were described during the First
Committee’s thematic discussion on the subject this year.
Japan was one of the many countries to recognize the ca-
pability of conventional weapons to “exacerbate armed
conflicts around the world” and reinforced its strict poli-
cy prohibiting the export of any arms “in principle”. Pap-
ua New Guinea’s delegation likewise noted the suffering
and “untold economic and social damage” that comes
from the “misuse and abuse” of conventional weapons
and highlighted the many measures that the government
has taken—including formation of a Gun Control Com-
mittee—to address the illicit trade and proliferation of
these weapons. Australia’s delegation joined with oth-
ers in underscoring the “humanitarian costs” of conven-
tional arms proliferation and expressed appreciation for
the “balanced and detailed” contributions of civil society
organizations to the work of states on conventional arms
control.

Some delegations highlighted the importance of spe-
cific conventional weapon instruments. Switzerland’s
ambassador, among others, expressed concern about the
status of the UN Register of Conventional Arms, specifi-
cally the diminished value that states seem to place on
reporting to the Register. Ambassador Lauber of Swit-
zerland invited countries that have not done so yet to let
the UN Secretary-General know if the Register’s con-
tinued exclusion of small arms and light weapons has
limited the Register’s relevance and/or directly impacted
the country’s decision on participation. He urge states to
let their view be known ahead of the Group of Govern-
mental Experts that will meet in 2012.

Canada’s delegation highlighted its support for the
Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons (CCW),
saying it has ratified all of its protocols. Belgium’s am-
bassador, on behalf of the European Union, described the
full adoption of the CCW and its protocols as one means
of firmly preserving distinctions between “civilians and
combatants,” as well as “prohibition of the use of weap-
ons that inflict excessive injury or unnecessary suffering
on combatants.”

Many of the resolutions offered by states in the areas
of conventional weapons, arms trade, and small arms and
light weapons were designed primarily to keep pressure
on the UN and member states to prioritize these issues at
future disarmament meetings. For instance, draft resolu-
tion A/C.1/65/L.31, “Information on confidence-build-
ing measures in the field of conventional arms,” encour-
ages member states to “continue dialogue on confidence
building measures in the field of conventional arms” and
also encourages the organization of “seminars, courses
and workshops” as well as an electronic database, to as-
sist member states to keep abreast of new knowledge in

the field. While highlighting positive regional develop-
ments on illicit arms through Economic Community of
West African States (ECOWAS), the Nigerian delegation
urged delegates to keep such work flexible in order to
take into account “new developments in warfare tech-
nology.”

More pointedly, and following on the heels of some
vigorous discussion on its viability, resolution A/C.1/65/
L.6, “Conventional arms control at the regional and sub-
regional levels,” requests the Conference on Disarma-
ment (CD) “to consider the formulation of principles
that can serve as a framework for regional agreements
on conventional arms control.” Last year, the resolution
was adopted by a vote of 173-1-2 in the First Commit-
tee, with Bhutan and Russia abstaining and India casting
a negative vote. India argued that “security concerns of
States extend beyond narrowly defined regions,” and that
“the notion of preservation of a balance in defense ca-
pabilities in the regional or sub-regional context is both
unrealistic and unacceptable to [India’s] delegation.”

For its part, resolution A/C.1/65/L.44 on the CCW
“calls upon all States that have not yet done so to take
all measures to become parties, as soon as possible,” to
the CCW and its protocols, “with a view to achieving the
widest possible adherence to these instruments at an early
date, and so as to ultimately achieve their universality.”
The resolution also calls upon states that are party to the
CCW “to be bound by the Protocols to the Convention
and the amendment extending the scope of the Conven-
tion and the Protocols thereto to include armed conflicts
of a non-international character.” The draft text has been
updated from last year’s (which was adopted without a
vote) to reflect the upcoming fourth review conference
of the CCW and to express support for continued nego-
tiations on a protocol on cluster munitions.

There was much discussion during the week re-
garding capacity needs for carrying out technical sup-
port and other measures to assist with implementation
of the UN Programme of Action on the illicit trade in
small arms and light weapons, the CCW, and other obli-
gations in the conventional weapons area. Two particu-
larly welcome resolutions called for more open-ended
meetings of government experts on conventional weap-
ons (A/C.1/65/L.32, on the illicit trade in small arms)
and for leadership by the Group of Interested States on
small arms and conventional weapons to “continue to
promote, on the basis of lessons learned from previous
disarmament and peacebuilding projects, new practical
disarmament measures to consolidate peace, especially
as undertaken or designed by affected States themselves,
regional and subregional organizations as well as United
Nations Agencies” (A/C.1/65/L.36, on the consolidation
of peace). *
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Missiles and anti-missile systems
Beatrice Fihn | Reaching Critical Will of WILPF

he topic of missiles and anti-missile systems did

not receive any significant attention during the third
week either, despite the tabling of one draft decision
on “missiles” (A/C.1/65/L.18) and one draft resolution
“The Hague Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile
Proliferation” (A/C.1/65/L.45).

However, a few delegations still raised the issue un-
der different clusters. Iran, one of three lead sponsors of
L.18, stated that due to “bitter experience of eight years of
imposed war during which Iranians in defenceless cities
even in the capital being under constant missile attacks,
Iran was obliged for its self-defence to develop its indig-
enous missile technology.” However, Mr. Taghi Ferami
noted that his country supported fully any comprehensive
and non-discriminatory approach towards addressing the
issue of missiles in all its aspects and argued that a dis-
criminatory approach outside the UN “will not contrib-
ute to addressing comprehensively this important issue.”

Due to lack of time for proper analysis and consulta-
tion on the outcome of the Third Panel of Governmental
Experts to assist the UN Secretary-General in the prepa-
ration of reports on the issue of missiles in all its aspects,
the sponsors of L.18 decided to submit only a draft de-
cision, rather than a resolution. The draft decision is to
place the topic of missiles on the agenda for next year
and the Iranian delegation hoped that “those who are in
support of keeping the issue of missile within the frame-
work of the UN will vote in favour of the draft as they
did in previous years.”

The European Union argued that the Hague Code of
Conduct (HCOC) and the Missile Technology Control

Regime are the best existing tools to address the problem
of missile proliferation and affirmed the clear multilat-
eral and universal purpose of the HCOC. The EU called
upon all states that have not already done so to adhere to
the Code as soon as possible and noted that disregarding
key provisions of the Code would undermine its viability
and functioning. The EU also highlighted the need of ex-
amining further multilateral steps to prevent the threat of
missile proliferation and reminded the First Committee
of its proposal to start consultations on a treaty banning
short and intermediate range ground-to-ground missiles.
Norway stated that they are co-sponsors of the HCOC
resolution and urged all UN member states to adhere to
it in order to contribute to enhanced confidence and sta-
bility.

The draft biannual resolution L.45 on the Hague Code
of Conduct is similar to previous years, but recalls that
proliferation of ballistic missiles, as recognized by the
UN Security Council in its resolutions 1540 and 1887,
constitutes a threat to international peace and security.
It also contains two new operational paragraphs, which
encourages states already subscribed to the HCOC
to make efforts to increase participation in the Code,
and welcomes progress in implementation of the Code
through the submission of pre-launch notifications and
annual declarations on space and ballistic missile activ-
ity. In 2008, while 18 states abstained, only Iran voted
against the resolution since it believed that the HCOC
was “drafted and endorsed outside the United Nations in
an opaque manner and without participation of all inter-
ested countries.” ¢
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Small arms and light weapons
Jimmy Wall | IANSA and Nadira Khudayberdieva | Quaker United Nations Office

he thematic discussion at the First Committee of the

General Assembly on conventional weapons includ-
ed an abundance of references on the issue of small arms
and light weapons (SALW). Both developed and devel-
oping countries see the problems of illicit trade and un-
lawful use of SALW as dangerous impediments to peace,
national and human security, as well as development and
achieving the Millennium Development Goals.

Virtually all delegates that gave speeches during the
thematic debate on conventional weapons referred to the
UN Programme of Action to Prevent, Combat and Eradi-
cate the Illicit Trade in Small Arms and Light Weapons in
All Its Aspects (UNPoA) and the Fourth Biennial Meet-
ing of States (BMS4), which focused on the UNPoA’s
implementation. The prevailing view among delegations
was highly positive in regards to both the UNPoA and
BMS4. The majority view the UNPoA as a key mecha-
nism to address the issue of illicit trade of SALW.

Several delegations called for the marking of all arms
manufactured and exported, including CARICOM, Togo,
Senegal, Burkina Faso, Venezuela, Libya, and Uganda.
CARICOM stated that the effectiveness of marking and
tracing measures are currently ineffective because there
is no legally-binding instrument. Venezuela’s delegation
also recommended the establishment of an international
database of manufactured and exported arms.

Last week’s edition of the First Committee Monitor
reported on draft resolution A/C.1/65/L.11, “Assistance
to States for curbing the illicit traffic in small arms and
light weapons and collecting them”. This week, two ad-
ditional resolutions related to SALW were released.

The omnibus resolution on “The illicit trade in small
arms and light weapons in all its aspects” (A/C.1/65/
L.32) contains both technical and substantive updates
from last year’s text. While last year’s version bears in
mind the importance of national reporting, this year’s
text stresses the importance of reporting “as a means
of assessing overall implementation efforts, including
implementation challenges and opportunities.” And
while last year’s text notes UN Institute for Disarma-
ment Research’s analysis of these reports, this year the
draft notes that the tools developed by the UN Office for
Disarmament Affairs (UNODA), including the UNPoA
Implementation Support System (ISS), “could be used
to assess progress made in the implementation” of the
UNPoA. The resolution also encourages states to submit
on a voluntary basis their reports on the implementation
of the UNPoA and notes that they will submit, to the
extent possible, reports on the implementation of the In-
ternational Tracing Instrument by the end of 2011, using
UNODA’s new reporting template.

L.32 endorses the report of BMS4 and decides to
hold an open-ended meeting of government experts “to

address key implementation challenge and opportuni-
ties relating to particular issues and themes, including
international cooperation and assistance” in New York
from 9 to 13 May 2011. The draft also welcomes the
designation of New Zealand as the chair of this meet-
ing and encourages states to identify, in cooperation
with the chair-designate, relevant issues to be covered
and to develop “pragmatic, action-oriented draft agen-
das for this meeting”. It encourages states to contribute
relevant national expertise to the meeting and stresses
the importance of civil society contributions with regard
to the preparations of the meeting. L.32 also recalls its
decision of last year to convene a second review confer-
ence on the UNPoA for two weeks in New York in 2012
and decides to convene a preparatory committee for one
week before earlier that year. It recommends the desig-
nation of a chair by May 2011 and recognizes that the
2012 review conference may consider recommending
convening a further open-ended meeting of government
experts.

Last year, the General Assembly adopted the omnibus
text as resolution 64/50 with a vote of 180-0-0, though
the Iranian delegation abstained on the two operative
paragraphs that welcomed the outcome of BMS3.

The draft resolution A/C.1/65/L.36 “Consolidation
of peace through practice disarmament measures,” also
deals with SALW issues. The resolution calls for a “com-
prehensive and integrated approach towards certain prac-
tical disarmament measures,” including collection and
disposal; confidence-building measures; disarmament,
demobilization and reintegration of former combatants;
demining; and conversion.

The only updates are contained within the draft’s op-
erative paragraphs, where it now encourages the Group
of Interested States to “continue to function as an infor-
mal, open and transparent forum” supporting the imple-
mentation of the UNPoA and encourages the Group “to
facilitate the exchange of views on issues related to the
United Nations small arms process as well as to facili-
tate” matching needs and resources. It also requests the
UN Secretary-General to provide UNODA “with re-
sources adequate for maintaining” the UNPoA-ISS from
2012.

The last time this resolution was introduced was
2008, when it was adopted by the General Assembly
as resolution 63/62 with a vote of 182-0-0, though the
Iranian delegation abstained on the last three words of
the preambular paragraph that welcomed the outcome of
BMS3. »

Ray Acheson of Reaching Critical Will contributed
with reporting to this article.
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Cluster munitions
Allison Pytlak | Religions for Peace, a member of the Cluster Munition Coalition

he thematic debate on conventional weapons rein-

forced the widespread support for the Convention on
Cluster Munitions (CCM) and highlighted expectations
for its upcoming First Meeting of States Parties. Over
sixty countries included reference to the Convention
during this debate. After a dynamic year, the momentum
around the CCM is now turning to the long-term work of
universalization and implementation.

The European Union, Japan, South Africa, Philip-
pines, Panama, CARICOM, New Zealand, Eritrea,
Senegal, and Burkina Faso welcomed the Convention’s
recent and rapid entry into force that took place on 1 Au-
gust 2010. Given that this happened so recently, it was
highly encouraging that some states are already provid-
ing updates on the Convention’s implementation. Mon-
tenegro announced, during its general debate statement,
that it has completed its stockpile destruction well ahead
of the treaty mandated deadline. Moldova referred to its
stockpile destruction program that was launched prior to
entry into force. Zambia has completed a baseline survey
to map the extent of cluster munitions contamination and
expects to begin clearance shortly. It is also continuing
its activities on stockpile destruction. Bolivia, Canada,
Guatemala, Kenya, South Africa, and the United King-
dom continue to be in the process of ratification.

A few delegations expressed strong sentiments in re-
lation to on-going discussions about cluster munitions
in the Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons
(CCW) by noting that these discussions are not lead-
ing to any conclusion and that the standards set by the
CCM cannot be matched. South Africa noted that the
present draft protocol in the CCW “continues to contain
a number of elements that contradict the principles of
international humanitarian law.” The representative of
the Holy See argued, “the risk that the introduction of
a double standard, which might render achievement on
the humanitarian and military level ineffective must not
be underestimated,” while Mexico’s delegation noted the
“dearth of results” in the CCW negotiations on cluster
munitions and pointed to the CCM as a positive example
of pursuing humanitarian concerns in other fora.

The principle focus of states right now is on the up-
coming Meeting of States Parties (IMSP) to the CCM,
which will take place in less than three weeks in Vien-
tiane, Lao People’s Democratic Republic from 9-12 No-
vember. Most statements that referred to cluster muni-
tions also referenced 1MSP; Australia, Canada, France,
Japan, Kenya, New Zealand, Norway, Philippines, Slo-
venia, South Africa, and the United Kingdom reinforced
their intention to participate.

As such, the special event on 19 October that focused
on I MSP was extremely welcome. Hosted by the Perma-
nent Missions of Lao PDR and Japan, the event was an

opportunity to present the draft agenda for IMSP and ex-
plain its goals in greater detail. Ambassador Asha Rose
Migiro, Deputy-Secretary-General of the United Na-
tions, delivered a special message at the opening. Other
speakers included Ambassador Akio Suda, Permament
Representative of Japan to the CD; Ambassador Kanika
Phommachanh, Permenant Representative of Lao to the
UN; Mr. Walter Fuellemann, International Committee of
the Red Cross, and Mr. Thomas Nash, Coordinator of
the Cluster Munition Coalition. During the event, Cape
Verde presented its instrument of ratification to the Unit-
ed Nations, making it the 43rd country to have ratified
the Convention. Additionally, many states confirmed
their intention to participate at IMSP. The representative
of Lebanon indicated that its government is considering
hosting the second Meeting of States Parties. ¢

Other nuclear weapon resolutions
Beatrice Fihn | Reaching Critical Will of WILPF

uring the thematic debate on nuclear weapons, the

Indian delegation introduced two annual resolu-
tions, “Reducing nuclear danger” (A/C.1/65/L.27) and
“Convention on the Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear
Weapons” (A/C.1/65/L.26). The resolutions are co-spon-
sored by a number of countries from the Non-Aligned
Movement.

Ambassador Halid Ali Rao argued that there is no
justification for large numbers of nuclear weapons to be
maintained in state of high-alert and that such weapons
pose unacceptable risks. Draft resolution L.27 calls in
its operative parts for review of nuclear doctrines and
for urgent steps to reduce the risks of unintentional and
accidental use of nuclear weapons. The draft resolution
also requests the UN Secretary-General to intensify ef-
forts and support initiatives that would implement the
seven recommendations of the Advisory Board on Disar-
mament Matters that would significantly reduce the risk
of nuclear war.

Draft resolution L.26 underlines that the use of nucle-
ar weapons poses the most serious threat to humankind’s
survival and highlights the advisory opinion of the In-
ternational Court of Justice from 1996 on the Legality
of the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons. The draft re-
iterates the need for an international convention on the
prohibition of use of nuclear weapons and requests the
Conference on Disarmament to commence negotiations
in order to reach such an agreement.

Both draft resolutions contain only technical updates
from last year, when they were both adopted by a vote
with about 50 countries, mostly western, voting against
them. ¢
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Arms trade treaty
Global Action to Prevent War

Much discussion by delegations in this area fo-
cused on responses to the Arms Trade Treaty
(ATT) Preparatory Committee (PrepCom) of this past
summer. Switzerland’s delegation noted its satisfaction
with the “intensity” of discussions at the PrepCom and
complimented the PrepCom mandate that put more of
a premium on “operational” matters rather than “mere
discussions”. South Africa’s delegation likewise com-
plimented the PrepCom process and encouraged delega-
tions to continue vigorous engagement on the “scope,
parameters and implementation” of the treaty. Finland,
as one of the original initiators of the ATT process, also
expressed appreciation for the PrepCom, but called for
“strong engagement” moving forward in recognition of
the illicit arms market’s impact on national stability, hu-
man rights, sustainable development, and efforts to ad-
dress organized crime.

The illicit trade in weapons often has a “small arms
and light weapons context” but is nevertheless connect-
ed to the work of the ATT. Japan has joined with South
Africa and Colombia in calling on member states to do
more to control illicit arms movements, both indepen-
dently and as part of a commitment to international in-
struments. Belgium’s ambassador, speaking on behalf of
the European Union, noted that stopping the illicit trade
in such arms is important but is “not enough,” and urged
attention to the large “challenges posed by the unregulat-
ed trade in conventional arms and their diversion to the
illicit market.” The EU called for an ATT that includes
“transparency, monitoring and assistance provisions” to
address diversion of transfers and makes clear references
to the human rights and international humanitarian law
implications of such illicit transfers.

India’s delegation raised the need for an ATT process
that can achieve “universal consensus,” the elements of
which include “national responsibility” for establishing
and exercising control over the trade in conventional
arms as well as development of a “step by step, prag-
matic, realistic and consensus-driven approach.” The
Canadian delegation added to this the need for “clear,
universal principles” to prevent the illicit diversion of
arms transfers, recognizing that there is a legitimate, le-
gal trade in such weapons and that there are both inter-
national law and sovereign right to self-defense issues
that must be addressed together in order for an effective
treaty to be concluded.

Some delegations were specific in their expectation
for an ATT. The Norwegian delegation, along with oth-
ers, emphasized that the goal of the ATT “should be the
reduction and and prevention of violations of interna-
tional human rights and international humanitarian law
through the use of conventional arms.” Switzerland’s
delegation went even further, saying the ATT should

“also apply in cases bearing a substantial risk that ex-
ported arms are used against the civilian population or
diverted to illicit recipients, taking into account the pos-
sible impact on sustainable economic and social devel-
opment of the state of destination.” Ambassador Hauge
of Norway also argued that the treaty should “address the
rights of victims of armed violence, including their right
to adequate care and rehabilitation, as well as their social
and economic inclusion.”

While most delegations seem content to have the ATT
cover the seven categories of conventional weapons con-
tained in the UN Register on Conventional Arms as well
as small arms and light weapons, several argued for the
inclusion of ammunition, arms technology and compo-
nents, manufacturing equipment and services, and more.
New Zealand’s delegation endorsed Norway’s proposal
made during the first PrepCom for a “yes, unless” ap-
proach to deciding what is included in the ATT’s juris-
diction. A few delegations also requested that the ATT
increase marking, reporting, licensing, and trancing ob-
ligations on states. The Norwegian delegation called on
the ATT to include a “responsibility on states to publicly
report on all licensed international international arms
transfers in order to ensure transparency and account-
ability.”

Argentina’s intervention on the ATT was provided by
Ambassador Roberto Garcia Moritan, who is also Chair
of the PrepCom. Ambassador Moritan reminded dele-
gates that the ATT process emerged from the recognition
that “the absence of common international standards for
the import, export, and transfer of conventional weapons
is a factor that contributes to conflict, the displacement
of people, organized crime and terrorism, thereby under-
mining peace, reconciliation, security and stability, as
well as sustainable social and economic development.”
He reassured delegates that through multilateral negotia-
tions, a treaty can be completed that is feasible, has clear
parameters and definitions, is immune from political
abuse, and is balanced and non-discriminatory.

Perhaps because arms trade issues are now being ful-
ly engaged in preparation for formal negotiations, AT T-
specific resolutions were scarce. However, resolution A/
C.1/65/L.49, “Preventing and combating illicit broker-
ing activities,” specifically encourages states “to fully
implement relevant international treaties, instruments
and resolutions to prevent and combat illicit broker-
ing activities.” Moreover, the resolution requests states
“to establish appropriate national laws and/or measures
to prevent and combat the illicit brokering of conven-
tional arms and materials, equipment and technology”
and notes that national activities in this area can be rein-
forced by regional and sub-regional activities as well as
international cooperation and assistance. ¢
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Information technology and international security
Beatrice Fihn | Reaching Critical Will of WILPF

he issues of cyber security and information technol-

ogy in international security were dealt with dur-
ing thematic debate on other disarmament measures
and international security. Ambassador Laura Kennedy
from the United States argued that as the international
community’s dependence on information technology
has grown, “so too have the risks to our security associ-
ated with that dependency.” She further emphasized that
threats towards the functioning of national and global
networks are increasing in sophistication and noted that
some threats are state-sponsored and “involve the exten-
sion of traditional forms of state-on-state activities and
conflict into cyberspace.”

Ambassador Soares of Brazil noted that there are al-
ready “national armed forces with specialized military
units trained and equipped to disable or even destroy
critical infrastructure by means of intrusion and disrup-
tion of information networks” and highlighted that the
same tactics may also be used by terrorists. The Bra-
zilian ambassador further argued that the international
community should strive to build appropriate tools for
dealing with criminal and terrorist activities involving
information technology, and that states should consider
developing international instruments to cope with the
emergence of cyber warfare.

The Russian delegation, represented by Mr. Victor
Vasiliev, highlighted that international communication
technology can be used not only by individual delin-
quents and criminal groupings, but also by terrorist and
extremists organizations, as well as states for hostile po-
litical, military, economic, and other purposes. He fur-
ther stated, “specific aspects of information and commu-
nication means being applied for destructive purposes
are explained by their common availability and in many
instances—by non-discriminative effect, a possibility of
an anonymous application or under disguise of peaceful
activities, potential of their wide trans-border applica-
tions, low cost and efficiency.”

US Ambassador Kennedy pointed out that each na-
tion should pursue cyber security efforts on both nation-
al and international levels, and argued that states must
“collaborate on common, or at least complementary,
approaches to transnational cybersecurity issues.” She
argued that international collaboration should focus on
a variety of cooperative strategies to address the vari-
ous transnational threats to information networks and
believed that progress in establishing the foundation for
better collaboration has been made. Ambassador Soares
expressed belief that the UN should play a relevant role
in order for member states to reach goals such as estab-
lishing networks to protect critical infrastructure, assess-
ing national network structures, and enabling authorities
to trace origins of cyber attacks.

The Russian delegation introduced draft resolution A/
C.1/65/L.37, which is based on UNGA resolution 64/25.
While most changes are only technical, L.37 proposes
the convening in 2012 of a group of governmental ex-
perts (GGE) on information and international security
“to conduct a study on existing and potential threats in
the sphere of information security and possible coopera-
tive measures to address them,” as well as relevant inter-
national concepts that would be aimed at strengthening
the security of global information and communication
system.

The US, Russian, and Brazilian delegations high-
lighted the GGE on information security and its final
report that was released earlier this year. The GGE’s
report acknowledged the existence of potential threats,
risks, and vulnerabilities in the field of information se-
curity and presented a number of confidence-building
and other measures to reduce the risk of misperception
resulting from international communication technology
disruptions.

While supporting the recommendations from the
GGE, Ambassador Soares noted that they were mainly
focused on confidence-building measures. He expressed
hope that in the near future, discussions can be resumed
in order to address additional measures, such as the need
to develop international legal standards in the field of
information and telecommunications security.

Other science and technology issues

India noted that science and technology is important in
order to fulfil development aspirations, and technologies
with military applications should therefore be regulated
in order to enhance international security. India therefore
introduced A/C.1/65/L.40, a draft decision to place “the
role of science and technology in the context of interna-
tional security and disarmament” on the agenda for the
sixty-sixth session of the General Assembly. *
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Disarmament and development
Ray Acheson | Reaching Critical Will of WILF

As First Committee continued for a third week, del-
egations continued to highlight the connections
among military spending, arms races, armed violence,
and poverty on the one hand and disarmament, develop-
ment, and security on the other.

Zambia’s representative noted that containing and
dealing with the effects of the illicit trafficking in small
arms and light weapons diverts resources from education
and health that are crucial to achieve the Millennium De-
velopment Goals. Mr. Tarar of Pakistan decried that the
international community spends more on “breeding, ex-
acerbating and maintaining conflict than preventing it,”
while Cuba’s representative complained that the econo-
mies of developing countries “bleed to death” military
spending continues to increase. The Cuban reiterated its
proposal for a UN managed fund be established, where
at least half of the world’s military expenditure would
go to be redirected to meeting the development require-
ments for countries in need.

Ms. Chan of Costa Rica highlighted the “incipi-
ent arms race” building in Latin America, where there
is no external security risk and yet countries continue
to strengthen their troops, acquire large conventional
weapon systems and arms on the pretext of “updating
their arsenals,” while millions of inhabitants of these
countries cannot meet even their most basic needs. “For
my country, the enemies of our nations, far from being
beyond our borders are within them. These are poverty,
inequality, social exclusion, and wrong economic deci-
sions.” Resources must be redirected to health, educa-
tion, and housing in order to ensure development, peace,
and security, she argued.

At a side event hosted by the Stockholm International
Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) and the NGO Com-
mittee on Disarmament, Peace and Security on Wednes-
day, 20 October, SIPRI researcher Carolina Solmirano
outlined recent patterns of military expenditure in Latin
America. Among other things, she pointed out military
expenditure in the region has been fairly steadily on the
rise since the early 1990s, but that it has skyrocketed in
recent years, creating concerns of an arms race. At the
same time, Ms. Solmirano noted, fewer Latin American
countries have been reporting to the UN Standardized
Instrument on Reporting Military Expenditure and re-
sponding to SIPRI’s requests for data.

Transparency in military spending

MERCOSUR and Associated States reiterated “the
importance of continuing to promote an enabling envi-
ronment for arms control and limitation of conventional
weapons, which allow each member to devote more re-
sources to their economic and social development.” A
few delegations pointed to the need for increased trans-
parency as a way to foster confidence among states to

promote the reduction of military expenditure.

“Transparency in the field of military expenditure is
another key element in building trust between States and
preventing conflict,” argued the European Union repre-
sentative, Ambassador Lint of Belgium. “The increase
in global military expenditure in the last decade empha-
sizes the need for an effective UN mechanism for report-
ing such expenditure. This why the EU looks forward to
the work of the Group of Governmental Experts estab-
lished by the General Assembly and mandated to review
in November 2010 the continuing operation and further
development of the standard instrument to account for
military expenditure.” The delegation of Burkina Faso
expressed its support for the standardized instrument and
encouraged universal participation in this instrument.
Mr. Junan of China note that his government supports
the work of the group of governmental experts.

Armed violence and development

Kenya’s Ambassador Yattani highlighted “the nexus
between armed violence and development,” explaining
how armed violence negatively impacts human, social,
and economic development, undermines efforts to the
provision of basic social services, and “contributes to a
vicious cycle of conflicts and under development.” Am-
bassador Hauge of Norway argued that reducing armed
violence requires efforts that address both the demand
and supply sides of the problem, and highlighted the fu-
ture arms trade treaty as a potentially effective tool to
prevent and reduce armed violence (see the Arms trade
treaty report in this edition).

Ambassador Lauber of Switzlerand expressed his
government’s commitment to fostering, through the Ge-
neva Declaration on Armed Violence and Development,
“further collaborative efforts among the communities
and institutions involved in disarmament, peacebuilding,
humanitarian affairs and development in order to reduce
armed violence and to further increase human security
worldwide.” The delegations of Guatemala, Kenya, and
Norway also issued support for the Geneva Declaration
on Armed Violence and Development and welcomed the
adoption of the Oslo Commitments, which are aimed
at achieving measurable reductions in armed violence.
The Oslo Commitments were developed at a conference
co-sponsored by Norway and the UN Development Pro-
gramme in May 2010; they commit states to: include
armed violence prevention in development strategies and
plans; better monitor and report on the problem of armed
violence; recognize the rights of victims; and strengthen
international cooperation and assistance to reduce armed
violence. ¢
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Disarmament machinery
Beatrice Fihn | Reaching Critical Will of WILPF

he discussion on the future of the disarmament ma-

chinery continued throughout the third week, with
a thematic debate on the topic. Ms. Theresa Hitchens,
Director of the UN Institute for Disarmament Research
(UNIDIR) posited that the 24 September high-level
meeting on revitalizing multilateral disarmament nego-
tiations “has certainly brought disarmament machinery
into the limelight. It has become a theme of this General
Assembly. Whether or not the stagnation of parts of the
multilateral disarmament machinery is viewed as a mat-
ter of universal concern, it is undeniable that it is receiv-
ing more attention than usual.” Over 30 speakers took the
floor during this thematic debate, though the discussion
largely focused on the same issues as previous weeks.

The delegations of Egypt, Cuba, Iran, Pakistan, and
India highlighted that the current rules of procedure and
the machinery itself are not the problem. Ambassador
Maged Abdelaziz of Egypt argued that the agenda item
entitled “High-level meeting on Revitalizing the Con-
ference on Disarmament and Taking Forward Multilat-
eral Disarmament Negotiations” should not be used as
a platform to criticize the CD or to take disarmament
negotiations out of its context. The Egyptian ambassador
also noted that efforts to revitalize the CD “should not
be driven only by the desire to begin negotiations on the
FMCT,” and argued that equal efforts are needed to revi-
talize the UN Disarmament Commission and to stream-
line the work of the First Committee. Ambassador Halid
Ali Rao of India purported that since the CD’s decisions
impact the national security of member states, it is logi-
cal that the CD remains a member state-driven forum and
conduct its work and adopt its decision by consensus. “A
bad workman often quarrels with his tools,” he noted.
Liechtenstein’s delegation, however, argued that “the
maintenance of an effective disarmament machinery is
a matter of national security” and highlighted concerns
that the CD’s last substantive negotiations have become
a “subject contemplated by historians rather than diplo-
mats.”

Iran’s delegation argued that the inability of the CD
to undertake substantive work is not due to its structure
or working methods, but rather to the unwillingness of
the nuclear weapon states to agree on a balanced and
comprehensive programme of work. Ambassador John
Duncan of the United Kingdom disagreed and argued
that evidence suggests the opposite. By highlighting
the UK’s commitment to article VI of the nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty, Ambassador Duncan stated that the
problem lies not with those that are engaged in a path
towards nuclear disarmament.

South Africa’s delegation cut to the chase, arguing
that despite the wide-ranging views on what is caus-
ing the stalemate, “the central issue that we as Member

States have to address is whether the CD is still able to
fulfil its mandate” or if it is “a creation of a bygone era
focused on maintaining the status quo that is out of step
with today’s reality and in need of reform.”

The need for reform, especially regarding the con-
sensus rule, was supported by many delegations. Am-
bassador Hilde Skorpen from Norway argued, “it is not
acceptable that the consensus principle is applied in a
manner which allow countries to single-handedly bring
work to a standstill, which in turn has led to the margin-
alisation and irrelevance the CD is now facing.” Swiss
Ambassador Jiirg Lauber supported steps aiming to “re-
interpret how the consensus rule is applied to procedural
matters” and argued that Switzerland keep testing other
avenues to achieve a breakthrough regarding the pro-
gramme of work—for instance, by departing from the
current practise and significantly reducing the level of
details. Ambassador Hoffmann from Germany stated
that his government does “not only have grave doubts
about the wisdom of using—or should one perhaps bet-
ter say: abusing?—the consensus rule in order to block
purely procedural decisions like on the adoption of work
programmes. In fact, if this kind of behaviour were to
become the norm in the conduct of international rela-
tions, the international community would soon face total
gridlock.”

Austria’s delegation introduced a draft resolution on
the follow up of the high-level meeting, A/C.1/65/L.34,
arguing that in order to take full advantage of the devel-
opments that have taken place during 2010, the inter-
national community must be ensured that the disarma-
ment machinery is fit for purpose. Ambassador Strohal
explained that the draft resolution seeks to encourage
member states to revitalize the machinery and to inscribe
the agenda item for next. He expressed hope that the time
between this and next year’s First Committee would be
productive and that concrete progress would have taken
place by this time next year.

Many of the co-sponsors of L.34 argued that placing
this topic on the agenda for next year is important. Nor-
way’s delegation asserted, “if there has been no progress
by then, it is time to switch off life support,” the Cana-
dians expressed their willingness to see next year’s First
Committee examine how the work of the CD should be
pursued if the CD “does not commence substantive work
on its agenda—including negotiations—before the end
of its 2011 session.” New Zealand’s delegation agreed,
hoping that by the time of the next First Committee,
“progress on revitalizing the disarmament machinery
will have been achieved and negotiations will be well
underway. This would be a development on which we
could indeed rejoice.” The German delegation also ex-
pressed its hope that when this agenda item would be

continued on next page
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Disarmament machinery (cont.)

dealt with next year, “all of us will be able to report with
satisfaction that the Conference on Disarmament has ac-
tually begun doing its proper work.” While hoping for
progress, Ambassador van der IJssel of the Netherlands
called the current situation in the CD “unacceptable” and
highlighted the scarce financial and human resources that
are used to maintain this body. He also noted a more se-
rious waste, that of “positive momentum,” and argued,
“now is the time to act.”

US Ambassador Laura Kennedy, while not a co-spon-
sor of L.34, reiterated that patience is running out for
many governments, including her own. She stated that
if efforts to start negotiations in the CD continue to stall,
then those governments that wish to negotiate an FMCT
will have to consider other options for moving this pro-
cess forward.

Pakistan’s delegation, on the other hand, argued that
through “clever semantics, media hype and bureaucrat-
ic activism, the international community is being led
to believe that the CD can only justify its existence by
working according to a certain agenda which consists in
making negotiations on a fissile material treaty the cen-
tre-piece of the disarmament agenda.” Pakistan’s repre-
sentative further argued, “some among those who want
to be the proverbial knights in shining armour for the CD
allege that Pakistan is holding up consensus on FMCT
and thereby flouting the international will.” This, accord-
ing to Mr. Reza Bashir Tarar, “quite simply, is not true.”
However, Ambassador Dell Higgie of New Zealand not-
ed that her delegation’s frustration with the impasse was
not new, and highlighted that her delegation is part of a
group of countries that put together a proposal to prog-
ress disarmament negotiations in 2005 in response to the
stalemate then in the CD.

The annual resolution on the report of the Conference
on Disarmament was tabled last week as A/C.1/65/L.57.
The resolution notes with concern that the CD has been
able to commence substantive work, but notes with ap-
preciation the initiative of the Secretary-General in con-
vening the high-level meeting. However, after further
consultations, a revised version was circulated, L.57/
Rev.1. In this version, references to the resolution on a
treaty banning the production of fissile material for nu-
clear weapons (A/RES/64/29) were deleted, despite the
fact that 64/29 was adopted by consensus. In operational
paragraph 2, the reference to the Brazilian proposal for
a programme of work contained in CD/1889 has been
removed.

Several countries welcomed the decision of the Sec-
retary-General to have his Advisory Board carry out a
thorough review of the disarmament machinery. How-
ever, questions about the Board’s transparency and work
were raised after a panel on Friday afternoon, where its
Chair, Ambassador Carlo Trezza, presented the Board’s

2010 report. The representative of Pakistan called the
Advisory Board “a bit of a mystery” and wondered how
the recommendations were formulated. He also asked
if the Board had a system for interacting with member
states, or if they think their “collective wisdom suffices”.
The Egyptian and Indian delegations had similar com-
ments, highlighting the issue of transparency. Ambassa-
dor Trezza emphasized the non-governmental nature of
the Board and that therefore it doesn’t interact with states
institutionally.

UN Disarmament Commission (UNDC) and First
Commiittee

While many delegations, including Egypt, Cuba, and
Iran, supported the UNDC, Norway questioned the need
to preserve it at all. Ambassador Skorpen noted that “if
we do, it has to be made more practical, more focused
and more relevant. We continue to believe that regular
UNDC sessions should be much shorter and focus on
one or two topics, decided by the UN GA First Com-
mittee.”

The Norwegian ambassador also suggested some im-
provements for First Committee, proposing that states
could limit the practice of seeking co-sponsorship to only
newly introduced resolution. Switzerland’s delegation
also expressed belief that First Committee could benefit
from revitalization and suggested that the work in New
York should become more focused and more dynamic.
“Given its universal nature the First Committee has the
authority to push forward concrete action,” argued Am-
bassador Lauber.

Other resolutions

A number of other resolutions that deal with differ-
ent aspects of disarmament machinery have been tabled.
Aside from the resolution on the report of the UNDC
(see last week’s disarmament machinery report) and the
two resolutions on the CD, the annual resolution on the
Convening of a Fourth Special Session was tabled (A/
C.1/65/L.35). The resolution is similar to previous ones,
and convenes an open-ended working group to consider
the objectives and agenda for an SSOD-IV. The working
group shall hold its organizational session as soon as pos-
sible for setting dates for its substantive sessions in 2011
and 2012. Another draft resolution concerns the 30th
anniversary of UNIDIR (A/C.1/65/L.47). It recognizes
the importance, timeliness, and high quality work of the
Institute, and underlines the contribution that UNIDIR
makes to disarmament and non-proliferation education.
The resolution takes note of the lack of implementation
of the Advisory Board’s recommendation that the costs
of the core staff should be funded from the regular bud-
get and appeals to all member states to continue to make
financial contributions to the Institute. *
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Structural adjustment
Dr. Robert Zuber | Global Action to Prevent War

uesday afternoon at 866 UN Plaza, a group of dip-

lomats and civil society representatives met to do
something that is all-too-rarely done in this community:
discuss the elements of a sustainable disarmament struc-
ture. The immediate topic of a discussion led by Ambas-
sador Skorpen of Norway and Beatrice Fihn of Reaching
Critical Will was the future of the CD

The CD discussion comes out of longstanding frus-
tration with the inability of all aspects of the UN’s dis-
armament machinery to reflect both the enormous op-
portunities that currently exist in the disarmament field
and the sense of urgency of so many in the global public
for concrete, trustworthy movement on some of the criti-
cal security issues facing their communities—everything
from illicit arms transfers to nuclear terrorism.

Clearly, not every country that questions the mandate
of a particular body or critiques the scope of a proposed
treaty obligation is acting contrary to the interests of
international peace and security. Likewise, not every
country proposing robust disarmament measures has
taken into account a full range of legitimate state and
human security interests let alone raised important ques-
tions about whether the existing disarmament structure
is sufficiently robust to manage the diverse negotiations
and complex implementation strategies required at this
present time in the UN’s history. As new technologies
come online to challenge the existing security system,
the need for dependable and sustainable disarmament ar-
chitecture will only grow.

Inside the North Lawn Building, things are not always
what they seem. Despite what at times seems like deeply
entrenched stalemate, we all recognized that we need to
keep probing, keep seeking clarity and areas of potential
agreement. At the event on the CD, there was a clear
message to both diplomats and especially to civil society
representatives who are more likely to take strong stands
on relatively narrow security interests. Structure matters.
Insufficient organizational capacity and structural inflex-
ibility rivals inadequate leadership and moral authority
as impediments to sustainable movement on peace and
security concerns.

Civil society groups working on issues from space
weapons to cluster munitions have this in common—
success is in part a function of ensuring that the UN Of-
fice of Disarmament Affairs and the various negotiating
committees have the capacity they need to ensure disar-
mament engagements that can creatively balance state
sovereignty and human security, and that have demon-
strable impacts on communities. In this instance, the soil
must be kept as rich as the seeds we seek to plant.

There are assuredly reasons for skepticism regarding
the ability of the UN to meet its urgent obligations in the
disarmament field. But that skepticism should not be

allowed to obscure the Herculean efforts of diplomats,
UN officials, and NGOs seeking to break deadlocks,
clarify issues, and negotiate lasting, transparent, verifi-
able agreements. To those efforts, thankfully, now be-
long capacity and structural concerns. *

Disarmament education
Beatrice Fihn | Reaching Critical Will of WILPF

Ambassador Carlo Trezza, Chairman of the UN Sec-
retary-General’s Advisory Board, presented the Board’s
report of 2010 and emphasized the lack of knowledge
of the complicated issues of disarmament. He noted that
this might be one of the reasons it has been difficult to
make progress on disarmament, explaining that it is of-
ten difficult for delegations, especially small ones, to fol-
low these topics closely on a regular basis. Ambassador
Trezza further shared that the Advisory Board in its an-
nual report noted the weak implementation of the 2002
UN study on disarmament education and suggested that
the Secretary-General should remind states to implement
the recommendations from the study fully. The Board
also recommended that the Secretary-General should
encourage governments to establish robust infrastruc-
tures to handle disarmament and non-proliferation stud-
ies and to regularly submit reports in connection with
disarmament education.

Ambassador Suda of Japan noted that only five coun-
tries submitted the relevant information to the UN Office
on Disarmament Affairs on the steps they have taken to
implement the recommendations from the UN study. Mr.
Pablo Arrocha of Mexico highlighted the importance of
the Secretary-General’s study as well and argued that dis-
armament education is important in order to inform citi-
zens and providing them with the skills to work with their
governments on such topics. The Mexican delegation
also called upon all states to implement these 34 recom-
mendations from the UN study and highlighted the need
for coordination among competent bodies within the UN
system, the international community, and civil society.

The Japanese delegation highlighted the fact that the
outcome document of the 2010 nuclear Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty Review Conference for the first time included
a reference to the importance of disarmament and non-
proliferation education as a useful and effective means
to advance the goal of a world without nuclear weapons.
He also noted that the outcome document’s action plan
encouraged all states to implement the recommendations
contained in the UN study.

Ambassador Suda also notified the First Committee
that it has started to appoint its atomic bomb survivors,
the hibakusha, as “Special Communicators for a World

continued on page 23
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Regional disarmament and security
Isabelle Cutting and Natalia Pombo | NGO Committee on Disarmament, Peace and Security

Representatives from the three UN Regional Centres
for Peace and Disarmament briefed the First Commit-
tee on 21 October, preceding the thematic discussion on
regional disarmament and security. Expressing gratitude
for increased financial and practical support, the chief of
the UN Office for Disarmament Affair’s Regional Disar-
mament Branch, Agnés Marcaillou, called for sustained
support with the message, “help us help you”. Each
of the directors of the three regional branches—Latin
America and the Caribbean, Asia and the Pacific, and Af-
rica—gave updates on their work over the last year. Most
projects focused on facilitating states’ implementation of
international disarmament and arms control agreements,
such as UN Security Council resolution 1540 and the UN
Programme of Action on small arms and light weapons.

In response to the presentations, the representa-
tive from Kazakhstan described the regional centres as
“hearts of excellence” that have successfully bridged the
gap between policy makers at the international level and
practitioners on the ground. Referencing the Regional
Centre for Peace, Disarmament and Development in
Latin America and the Caribbean (UN-LiREC), Brazil-
ian Ambassador Soares, speaking on behalf of MERCO-
SUR, cited the increased number of requests from mem-
ber states and regional organizations for assistance as
“demonstrating the increasing confidence in the Centre’s
effectiveness and its recognized role in this area.”

Indonesia, on behalf of the Non-Aligned movement,
once again tabled the draft resolution “United Nations
regional centres for peace and disarmament,” A/C.1/65/
L.16. Aside from technical updates, the resolution re-
mains unchanged from last year when it was adopted
without a vote. The text reaffirms the positive impact of
the three regional centres in carrying out “dissemination
and education programmes that promote regional peace
and security.” In keeping with this recognition, the rep-
resentative from UN-LiREC updated the First Commit-
tee on this year’s regional disarmament measures, which
focused on controlling the illicit trade and traffic of fire-
arms through an award-winning training program and a
joint comparative study on firearms legislation with Or-
ganization of American States.

Citing UN-LIiREC as “vital to directing efforts where
it counted most,” Peru, on behalf of the Group of Latin
American and Caribbean States, re-tabled the draft reso-
lution A/C.1/65/L.21 on the “United Nations Regional
Centre for Peace, Disarmament and Development in Lat-
in America.” The wording of the resolution has changed
from last year’s resolution, which passed without a vote.
The text includes reference to sub-regional efforts for the
first time, with regard to confidence-building measures,
arms control and limitation, transparency, disarmament
and development and initiatives targeting “weapons of

mass destruction, in particular, nuclear weapons, and
conventional arms, including small arms and light weap-
ons, as well as in the relation between disarmament and
development.” This year’s version also adds operative
paragraphs which expand the Centre’s scope to support
member states with “capacity-building initiatives aimed
at bolstering the efforts of the law enforcement commu-
nity to combat firearms trafficking,” with the “implemen-
tation of disarmament and nonproliferation instruments”
and the UN Programme of Action on the illicit trade in
small arms and light weapons (UNPoA).

Mr. Ivor Richard Fung, director of the UN Regional
Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Africa (UNREC),
pointed to the UNPoA as an area of focus for the African
Centre in his presentation to First Committee. Serving
as the secretariat to the Standing Advisory Committee
on Security Questions in Central Africa (UNSAC), UN-
REC assisted in the adoption of the Kinshasa Conven-
tion. Draft resolution A/C.1/65/L.58 was changed this
year to reflect this Convention and other activities by the
Committee since the last session. The text also “reminds
[UNSAC members] of their commitments undertaken at
the adoption of the Libreville Declaration,” rather than
merely welcoming the adoption of the Declaration as the
resolution did last year. The Declaration calls on states
to contribute to UNSAC’s Special Trust Fund. L.58 also
adds operative paragraphs appealing to the international
community for support in the implementation of the UN-
PoA as well as urging states party to UNSAC, “in ac-
cordance with Security Council Resolution 1325 (2000),
to include a gender-equality dimension in the various
meetings of the Committee relating to disarmament and
international security.” The text, for the first time, “also
expresses its satisfaction to the Secretary-General for his
support for the establishment of the United Nations Re-
gional Office for Central Africa and its endorsement by
the Security Council.”

As the national host of UNREC, Representative Kok-
ou Nayo M’beou of Togo described the regional centres
as “the essential link in the disarmament chain.” He sub-
sequently expressed his disappointment with last year’s
First Committee decision not to include UNREC on this
year’s agenda. Mr. M’beou described the three regional
centres as “Triplets, born from the same mother,” and
criticized the difference in treatment towards UNREC as
compared to the other centres. Last year’s draft resolu-
tion, A/C.1/64/L.33, entitled “United Nations Regional
Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Africa,” which
passed without a vote, will be considered during next
year’s session.

As lead sponsor of A/C.1/65/L.56, “United Nations
Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Asia
and the Pacific,” and host to the Centre, Nepal cited the

continued on next page
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Regional Centre as “nurturing regional understanding
and cooperation in the field of peace, disarmament, and
non-proliferation.” Whereas last year’s opening opera-
tive paragraph welcomed “the physical operation of the
Regional Centres for Peace and Disarmament in Asia
and the Pacific from Kathmandu,” this year’s resolution
expresses the General Assembly’s “satisfaction for the
activities carried out in the past year by the Regional
Centre,” and “invites all States of the region to contrib-
ute to support the Centre’s activities.”

Egypt, Jordan, Nepal, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Turkey,
and (for the first time) Malaysia sponsored the draft
resolution A/C.1/65/L.4 on “Regional Disarmament.”
Aside from technical updates, the resolution remains un-
changed from last year when it was adopted without a
vote. It “affirms that global and regional approaches to
disarmament are complementary and should be pursued
simultaneously.” It also “encourages the promotion of
confidence-building measures to ease regional tensions.”

Pakistan also tabled A/C.1/65/L.7, “Confidence-build-
ing measures in the regional and sub-regional context,”
which, aside from technical updates, remains unchanged
from last year, when it was adopted without a vote. The
same applies to the text of A/C.1/65/L.6, “Conventional
arms control at the regional and sub-regional levels,”
also sponsored by Pakistan in addition to Belarus, Egypt,
Nepal, Peru, the Syrian Arab Republic, and the Ukraine.
Last year, the resolution was adopted by a vote of 173-
1-2 in the First Committee, with Bhutan and Russia ab-
staining and India casting a negative vote. Citing the UN
Disarmament Commission as the appropriate body to
deal with regional disarmament, rather than the Confer-
ence on Disarmament (CD), India rejected the resolu-
tion’s request for assistance from the CD. Furthermore,
India expressed that “security concerns of States extend
beyond narrowly defined regions,” and that “the notion
of preservation of a balance in defense capabilities in the
regional or sub-regional context is both unrealistic and
unacceptable to [India’s] delegation.”

Algeria tabled A/C.1/65/L.30, “Strengthening of se-
curity and cooperation in the Mediterranean region.”
In his statement, Algerian representative Mr. Djamel
Moktefi explained that “the challenges and perils, which
menace the stability of the African Continent, reverber-
ate in the Mediterranean region and weaken the capacity
and potential for cooperation and assistance between the
North and South borders of the Mediterranean.” Ambas-
sador Saviour F. Borg of Malta echoed these statements
in citing the resolution as “bringing together both sides
of the Mediterrancan” as well as the greater European
and African regions in their collective and interlinked
security. Aside from technical updates, the resolution
remains unchanged from last year, when it was adopted
without a vote.

Macedonia presented draft decision A/C.1/65/L.17,
entitled “Maintenance of international security—good-
neighborliness, stability and development in South-East-
ern Europe.” The decision puts the item on the provisional
agenda for 2012. Apart from technical updates, the draft
decision remains unchanged from the sixty-third session
in 2008, when it was adopted without a vote.

In addition to re-introducing these resolutions on
regional security and disarmament, member states ex-
pressed further support for regional and sub-regional
disarmament efforts by adding regional considerations
to operative paragraphs in A/C.1/65/L.32, “The illicit
trade in small arms and light weapons in all its aspects,”
A/C.1/65/L.49 on “Preventing and combating illicit bro-
kering activities,” and A/C.1/65/L.36 on “Consolidation
of peace through practical disarmament measures”. L.36,
for example, “welcomes the synergies within the multi-
stakeholder process” including regional and sub-region-
al organization and institutions, and L.49 “acknowledges
that national efforts to prevent and combat illicit broker-
ing activities can be reinforced by [...] efforts at the re-
gional and sub-regional level.”
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Disarmament education (cont.)

without Nuclear Weapons,” asking them to pass on their
first-hand experiences to younger generations. He also
announced that together with the United Nations Univer-
sity, Japan will host a global forum on disarmament and
non-proliferation education in March 2011, with the main
purpose of facilitating further dialogue and cooperation
among civil society and governments on the subject.

Two resolutions have been submitted on the topic of
disarmament education: the biennial resolution on “Unit-
ed Nations study on disarmament and non-proliferation
education” A/C.1/65/L.53 and the biennial resolution on
“United Nations Disarmament Information Programme”
in A/C.1/65/L.52. Both resolutions contain only techni-
cal updates from previous years and are expected to be
adopted by consensus once again. ¢
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Women and disarmament
Ray Acheson | Reaching Critical Will of WILPF

uring the UN General Assembly general debate in

September, the prime minister of Trinidad and To-
bago, Kamla Persad-Bissessar, announced that in keep-
ing with her country’s commitment to advancing peace
and security and the promotion of women, the govern-
ment would introduce in First Committee a resolution on
“Women, disarmament, arms control and non prolifera-
tion”. Over the past few weeks, the Trinidad and Tobago
delegation has been holding consultations on this resolu-
tion, which resulted in the tabling of A/C.1/65/L.39.

This is the first time that First Committee has formally
addressed this highly relevant issue; it is especially time-
ly because this October marks the tenth anniversary of
UN Security Council resolution 1325 (2000) on women,
peace, and security. UNSCR 1325 is the first resolution
ever passed by the Security Council that specifically ad-
dresses the impact of war on women, and women’s con-
tributions to conflict resolution and sustainable peace.
Among other things, UNSCR 1325 urges states “to en-
sure increased representation of women at all decision-
making levels in national, regional and international
institutions and mechanisms.” L.39 directly applies this
provision to the field of disarmament in its first operative
paragraph, by urging states, international organizations,
the UN, and its agencies “to ensure equitable representa-
tion of women at all decision-making levels, in particu-
lar in the security sector, which may make or influence
policy with regard to matters related to disarmament,
arms control and non-proliferation.”

Its second operative paragraph calls upon states “to
support and strengthen the involvement of women in or-
ganizations in the field of disarmament at the local, na-
tional and regional levels,” and its third places the item
on next year’s agenda. The preamble simply recalls that
the UN Charter “reaffirms the equal rights of men and
women” and recognizes “that the participation of both
men and women is essential for the attainment of sus-
tainable peace and security.” It also recognizes “the es-
sential contribution of women to practical disarmament
measures carried out at the local, national and regional
levels, in particular in the fields of the prevention and
reduction of armed violence, as well as conventional dis-
armament and arms control.”

While introducing L.39 on 20 October, Mr. Eden
Charles from Trinidad and Tobago explained that his
delegation is seeking to build on the foundations laid by
UNSCR 1325 “through broadening the understanding
of women’s roles in the attainment of sustainable peace
and recognizing the value of their contributions in this
important field.” However, he also emphasized that L.39
must be distinguished from UNSCR 1325, as L.39 does
not “misappropriate, duplicate or replace” 1325 but aims
“to develop a particular aspect of it”.

The draft resolution unfortunately does not mention
UNSCR 1325, though an earlier version of the text, in-
troduced by Trinidad and Tobago at a side event in week
two, did contain a direct reference to that landmark
resolution. The earlier draft also referenced other relat-
ed initiatives, which provided a rich context for L.39’s
introduction. These included the UN Conferences on
Women, which recognized the leading role that women
have played in working actively towards general and
complete disarmament, and the need for the full par-
ticipation of women in efforts to strengthen and main-
tain international peace, security, and disarmament. The
original draft also mentioned the Economic and Social
Council agreed conclusions on gender mainstreaming
(1997/2), in which the United Nations was mandated to
work systematically to incorporate gender perspectives
into all areas of substantive work, and the UN Office for
Disarmament Affairs gender mainstreaming action plan,
launched in 2003. Mr. Charles acknowledged that L.39
is a compromise text compared to the original draft, in
pursuit of consensus.

Interestingly, a different resolution does reference UN-
SCR 1325; A/C.1/65/L.58, “Regional confidence-build-
ing measures: activities of the United Nations Standing
Advisory Committee on Security Questions in Central
Africa,” urges the member states of the Standing Advi-
sory Committee, “in accordance with Security Council
resolution 1325 (2000), to include a gender equality di-
mension in the various meetings of the Committee relat-
ing to disarmament and international security.”

A few delegations have issued their support for L.39.
Tanzania’s representative explained, “Women have to
play a significant role in the disarmament debate and ac-
tivities in the Great Lakes Region of Africa at all levels
because they are major stakeholders in development ac-
tivities, and because they bear the biggest brunt of war
and armed conflict perpetrated using [small arms and
light weapons].”

Ambassador Lauber of Switzerland argued that all ef-
forts for disarmament must be comprehensive and should
include a gender perspective. He noted that experiences
of men and women tend to differ in armed violence and
that if the international community wants to make prog-
ress, this difference has to be taken into account. He
expressed hope that all delegations can subscribe to the
basic principles underpinning L.39. ¢
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