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EDITORIAL: COMMON GOODS

Ray Acheson | Reaching Critical Will of WILPF

II governments, and all peoples, have an inter-

est and a responsibility to establish a safer world
through disarmament. This was a key argument pre-
sented by several delegations during the opening week
of First Committee. It remains to be seen if First Com-
mittee will play a substantial role in meeting this inter-
est and fulfilling this responsibility, but it certainly will
have the opportunity to do so. In particular, the resolu-
tions seeking to establish a mechanism to begin sub-
stantive work on nuclear disarmament and to establish
renewed negotiations on an arms trade treaty (ATT)
are the best chances the General Assembly has right
now to set a course for a safer world.

“All countries have a responsibility to engage in nu-
clear disarmament,” said Norway's Ambassador Peder-
son last Friday. The idea that it should be left up to the
nuclear weapon possessors to decide when and how
and at what pace they should reduce and eliminate
their arsenals of terror is no longer acceptable to the
vast majority of governments or to civil society. As the
South African delegation argued, the humanitarian
consequences that underpin the need for the complete
elimination of nuclear weapons “demand a renewed
determination by all States and members of civil society
to permanently rid our world of the threat of annihi-
lation.” And the vast majority of delegations seem to
agree with UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon's 2008
assertion that “a world free of nuclear weapons would
be a global public good of the highest order.”

Thus the lack of tangible nuclear disarmament,
coupled with counterproductive anti-disarmament
measures such as modernization, evoked justified criti-
cism by most delegations taking the floor. Meanwhile,
the continued stagnation of the UN-affiliated disarma-
ment machinery also elicited consternation, with more
governments than ever indicating that they are ready
to examine any proposals for getting back to work.

In this regard, the Austrian delegation gave a pre-
liminary glimpse of the resolution it will be tabling
along with Mexico and Norway, which calls for the es-
tablishment of an open-ended working group (OEWG)
that would convene in Geneva for up to three weeks
during 2013 in order to “develop concrete proposals to
take forward multilateral negotiations for the achieve-
ment and maintenance of a world without nuclear
weapons.” The Norwegian delegation explained, “We
believe it is time to look at how we can make use of the
General Assembly in our efforts to achieve progress on
this issue. ... UN member states have an obligation to
ensure that our multilateral institutions are equipped
to deliver what is expected of them.”

This is a strong option for moving forward with mul-
tilateral nuclear disarmament: it meets the demand of
the vast majority of governments for tangible work on
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this issue and is a more robust multilateral option than
any that could be offered within the confines of the
Conference on Disarmament, where only 65 govern-
ments can participate. An OWEG would invite the full
participation of all UN member states.

Another opportunity at First Committee for estab-
lishing a safer world will come with the resolution ex-
tending negotiations for an arms trade treaty (ATT).
During general debate, the majority of delegations la-
mented the failure of the July ATT conference to reach
agreement on a robust treaty that would reduce hu-
man suffering resulting from irresponsible and illegal
arms transfers, and expressed their interest in finalizing
work on this treaty early next year.

However, some delegations also expressed concern
that the resolution will extend not only the negotia-
tions but also the rule of consensus. Ambassador de
Alba of Mexico said participants must not allow the po-
litical or economic interests of a few states to impede
the development of a robust ATT, while Norway’s Am-
bassador Penderson argued that if consensus is again
strictly applied, the conference risks repeating what
happened in July. He noted, “The consensus require-
ment means that small minorities are able to prevent
the adoption of international measures that could
make a difference for civilians and vulnerable groups.”

Indeed, over the years, consensus has become less a
tool for encouraging creative compromises and more
an instrument for demanding unanimity, usually result-
ing in failure, or at best, lowest common denominator
agreements. In effect, consensus has become a veto.
While some governments argue that the rule of con-
sensus protects their security interests, it in fact func-
tions to undermine the security of the majority that
must rely on the rule of law to protect them.

As Ambassador Apakan of Turkey noted, “We live
in a world where security has become indivisible.” He
emphasized that “we are at an age when one can-
not argue that more arms would bring more security.
There lies the virtue of disarmament.” This First Com-
mittee has the opportunity to establish mechanisms for
concrete, multilateral action on disarmament and arms
control, thus helping to overcome what the Qatari del-
egate described as the “false security that the further
accumulation of weapons may bring.”

In her opening remarks, the UN High Representative
for Disarmament Affairs noted, “A ‘business as usual’
approach may well be the easiest to pursue, but it will
not suffice to solve the problems we face in achieving
disarmament goals and will only aggravate the global
crisis we are facing in this field.” The following weeks
will show whether or not member states are willing to
take steps to truly strengthen international peace and
security, as they are mandated to do.




NUCLEAR DISARMAMENT

Ray Acheson | Reaching Critical Will of WILPF

n the opening day of this First Committee session,

New Zealand’s Ambassador Dell Higgie asked,
“why is that, in a world in which no leader to our knowl-
edge has publicly opposed the elimination of nuclear
weapons, the obligation in Article VI of the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) ... remains unfulfilled?”
She noted, “Article VI has been on our books, and in
force, for over 40 years now.”

Ambassador Higgie was not the only delegate to ex-
press frustration with the lack of tangible progress on
eliminating nuclear weapons. The Non-Aligned Move-
ment (NAM), the Community of Latin American and
Caribbean States (CELAC), and the New Agenda Co-
alition (NAC) all voiced concern with the slow pace or
stagnation of nuclear disarmament initiatives. On be-
half of the NAC, Ambassador Marten Grunditz of Swe-
den noted that while “significant progress” has been
made on fulfilling the NPT's non-proliferation objec-
tives, the other side of the bargain—nuclear disarma-
ment—has yet to be realized.

Nearly 20,000 nuclear weapons still exist, a fact
which Ambassador Luis Alfonso de Alba of Mexico de-
scribed as absurd and incomprehensible, “especially
considering the military uselessness of these weapons
and the cost of their maintenance.” The Indonesian
delegation criticized the nuclear weapon states for
backpedalling on their commitments to the total elimi-
nation of nuclear weapons, which the Brazilian ambas-
sador described as a “compliance deficit” in the NPT
regime. Ambassador Usman Sarki of Nigeria likewise
argued, “Compliance with the NPT in our view should
go hand in hand with the willingness of the nuclear
weapons states to disarm and disavow the continued
possession of such weapons.”

The lack of progress on disarmament is further ex-
acerbated by plans for billions of dollars worth of in-
vestments in modernizing nuclear weapon complexes
in the countries that possess them. Modernization
runs directly counter to disarmament, which is why the
NAM and the African Group called on nuclear weap-
ons states “to immediately cease their plans to further
modernize, upgrade, refurbish, or extend the lives of
their nuclear weapons and related facilities.” Individual
delegations criticizing nuclear weapon modernization
included Brazil, Cameroon, Kenya, Lesotho, Nigeria,
Senegal, and Viet Nam, among others.

The continued inclusion of nuclear weapons in na-
tional and collective security doctrines has also prevent-
ed effective work on nuclear disarmament. The NAM
called on NATO to eliminate nuclear weapons from its
military doctrine, while the NAC recommended that
states that are part of military alliances that include
nuclear weapon states should report on steps planned
to reduce and eliminate the role of nuclear weapons

in their collective security doctrines. The delegations
of New Zealand and Switzerland also highlighted the
importance of reducing the operational readiness of
nuclear weapons.

Most delegations argued that the existence of nu-
clear weapons is the biggest proliferation risk. Lesotho
and Kenya's delegations said it is apparent that nuclear
deterrence is not effective but rather that it only en-
courages proliferation. Brazil's delegation criticized
“persistent attempts to justify the possession of nuclear
weapons, be it to sustain minimum security levels or to
ensure an alleged undiminished security or to provide a
hypothetical strategic stability, all these concepts being
as outdated as nuclear weapons themselves.”

Nuclear weapon possessors

Most of the nuclear weapon possessors delivered
remarks during the first week of general debate. They
largely reiterated the steps they have taken to imple-
ment their disarmament obligations and the obstacles
they see to further work.

China, France, the United States, and United King-
dom all noted the ongoing “P5 process” to sustain dia-
logue among the NPT nuclear weapon states. China’s
delegation announced that last month it hosted the
first P5 experts meeting on a glossary of definitions for
key nuclear terms, while the UK noted it shared lessons
from its UK-Norway nuclear disarmament verification
work with the other P5 members earlier this year. India
called for “meaningful dialogue among all states pos-
sessing nuclear weapons.”

The US delegation indicated that it is engaged in a
dialogue with Russia on strategic stability in order to
lay the groundwork for future negotiations on reduc-
tions of their arsenals. However, the Russian delega-
tion said that the US and Russia have “done everything
possible in the field of strategic offensive arms as yet,”
arguing that the prospects of any new agreements are
becoming increasingly elusive, primarily because of US
plans for an anti-missile system. Mr. Mikhail Ulyanov
cautioned that this is a trend that “may soon ruin any
hope for disarmament”. China’s delegation likewise
cautioned that anti-missile systems could undermine
efforts to achieve nuclear disarmament.

Several delegations welcomed the P5 efforts as well
as New START, though most noted that more tangible
results are necessary. For example, Senegal’s delega-
tion pointed out that New START does not affect the
alert status of nuclear weapons nor modernization
programmes.

Humanitarian consequences

As governments and ordinary citizens have reiter-
ated since the inception of the atomic age, the con-
sequences of any use of nuclear weapons are cata-
strophic. The African Group emphasized that nuclear
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weapons are not tools of security but rather pose an
existential threat to global peace and the survival of
the human race. The South African delegation argued
that nuclear weapons “have no place in today’s securi-
ty environment and the humanitarian imperatives that
underpin the need for their complete elimination de-
mand a renewed determination by all States and mem-
bers of civil society to permanently rid our world of the
threat of annihilation.”

Most governments acknowledge that the use of nu-
clear weapons would violate international humanitar-
ian law, the UN Charter, and constitute a crime against
humanity. As the delegate from Cambodia noted, “The
catastrophe in Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945 is a
horrific reminder of the destructive power of nuclear
weapons and their potential to annihilate entire cities.”
The Swiss delegation noted that no country would be
immune from the consequences of the use of a nuclear
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weapon. The NAC emphasized this is not a question
of who possesses nuclear weapons or who might use
them. “No nuclear weapon can ever be safe in any
hands,” the NAC argued.

In this context, some delegations welcomed the op-
portunity provided by the meeting to be hosted in Nor-
way in March 2013 to consider in full the humanitarian
consequences of nuclear weapons. Ambassador Geir O.
Pedersen of Norway explained that the conference wiill
"“create an arena to discuss immediate humanitarian ef-
fects, longer term impacts and consequences, and the
actual state of preparedness to provide adequate hu-
manitarian response in case of a nuclear detonation.”
The New Zealand ambassador noted that this focus
on humanitarian consequences is in line with the par-
amount objective of protection of civilians that must
guide all disarmament and arms control processes.
Negotiations for nuclear disarmament

The Association of Southeast Asian States
(ASEAN) argued “that the mere existence of
nuclear weapons on earth, together with a
lack of a legal regime on the total elimination
of such weapons, poses a threat to humanity.”
Thus most delegations issued support for com-
mencement of negotiations on nuclear disarma-
ment in some form or another, arguing that the
status quo is unacceptable. High Representative
for Disarmament Affairs Angela Kane noted
that over 140 member states support the nego-
tiation of a nuclear weapons convention.

The NAM reiterated its proposal for phased
reductions leading to elimination by 2025 and
its call for a high-level international conference
to identify ways and means of eliminating nucle-
ar weapons. The NAC suggested establishing “a
comprehensive framework of mutually reinforc-
ing instruments for the achievement and main-
tenance of a world without nuclear weapons,”
which “must include clearly defined benchmarks
and timelines, backed by a strong system of veri-
fication.”

Switzerland’'s Ambassador Urs Schmid called
on the biggest nuclear weapon states to launch
new disarmament negotiations as a priority.
CELAC called for progress in reducing non-de-
ployed and non-strategic nuclear weapons. The
United Arab Emirates suggested negotiations
to guarantee the full suspension of the develop-
ment of all types of nuclear weapons and deliv-
ery systems.

The sentiment in the majority of general de-
bate statements was eloquently expressed by
Brazil's Ambassador Viotti, who argued, “Nu-
clear disarmament is not a matter of goodwill,
but a legal commitment to be complied with. It
is high time for the international community to
start asking when and how it will take place.” ¢




NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION

Beatrice Fihn | Reaching Critical Will of WILPF

As in previous years, the debate on non-prolifera-
tion showed a split between countries that emphasize
the links between disarmament and non-proliferation
and countries that prefer to look at non-proliferation
as an isolated topic. As Indonesia’s delegation pointed
out, there is a “trust deficit among UN Member States
on how we create a good delicate balance between
nuclear disarmament and non proliferation.”

The Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) emphasized
that proliferation concerns are best addressed through
multilaterally negotiated, universal, comprehensive,
and non-discriminatory agreements, and stressed that
efforts for non-proliferation must be parallel to ef-
forts for disarmament. The Mexican delegation noted
that the only way to strengthen the non-proliferation
regime is through nuclear disarmament, arguing that
“what doesn't exist can’t be used or can’t proliferate”.
Peru, Guatemala, Nigeria, and Brazil agreed, and while
supporting all non-proliferation initiatives, also empha-
sized that such initiatives must be connected to nuclear
disarmament. Tunisia’s delegation called on states to
examin and address the root causes of proliferation.

Cuba’s delegation highlighted the challenges of ver-
tical proliferation and noted that it is often left out of
discussions, something that was echoed by both United
Arab Emirates and Costa Rica. Yemen argued that in or-
der to curb proliferation, elimination of nuclear weap-
ons and achieving disarmament in all fields of weapons
of mass destruction should be pursued.

At the same time, the nuclear weapon states had a
slightly different view. The United States highlighted its
“grave concerns” over “violations of non-proliferation
obligations” by Syria, Iran, and the Democratic People’s
Republic of Korea (DPRK) and argued “These cases,
above all, stand in the way of our shared disarmament
goals.” The French delegation agreed and stated that
the continuation of such proliferation crises is a “hin-
drance to progress in nuclear disarmament”. China be-
lieved that non-proliferation “constitutes an essential
condition for the complete prohibition and thorough
destruction of nuclear weapons.”

DPRK

The EU and Norway urged DPRK to cooperate
with the international community. Japan argued that
DPRK’s nuclear and missile programmes are serious
violations of the relevant UN Security Council (UNSC)
resolutions, and, along with France, urged the DPRK
to abandon these programmes. Spain and Portugal
expressed concerns about this issue. DPRK denounced
these calls through several rights of reply.

Iran

EU, Norway, Saudi Arabia, France, and Japan urged
Iran to fully comply with all its obligations under rel-
evant UNSC resolutions and to meet the requirements

of the IAEA Board of Governors. The EU also noted that
the E3+3—China, France, Germany, the Russian Federa-
tion, the UK, and the USA—remain united in seeking
a swift diplomatic resolution of the international com-
munity’s concerns on the nature of Iran’s nuclear pro-
gramme. Republic of Korea, Saudi Arabia, and Oman
supported efforts to solve this issue peacefully.

Israel

The Arab countries decided for the second consecu-
tive year not to table the resolution entitled “Israeli
nuclear capabilities” at the last General Conference of
the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), in re-
sponse to efforts to create favourable conditions for
the success of the Conference. They expressed anticipa-
tion of a reciprocal and appropriate response from all
other parties. The Arab Group, Yemen, UAE, Saudi Ara-
bia, Lebanon, and Oman also called for Israel to place
its nuclear facilities under comprehensive safeguards of
the IAEA.

Syria

France, the EU, Japan, the US and Norway raised
concerns about non-compliance by Syria with its non-
proliferation obligations and called on the country to
cooperate with the international community to ensure
full compliance. Syria denounced these calls through
several rights of reply.

Nuclear security

The Republic of Korea (ROK) highlighted the out-
come of the Seoul Nuclear Security Summit held in
2012 and urged governments to “explore newer and
more creative ways to further enhance nuclear safety
and security in the next Nuclear Security Summit to be
held in the Netherlands in 2014.” Mongolia's delega-
tion welcomed the IAEA Director-General’s initiative
to convene an IAEA Conference on Nuclear Security in
Vienna in July 2013.

Some governments have undertaken regional or na-
tional initiative on this issue. On behalf of the Associa-
tion of South East Asian States (ASEAN), Ambassador
U Maung Wai of Myanmar announced that ASEAN has
established a Network of Nuclear Regulatory Bodies or
Relevant Authorities (ASEANTOM) “with the objective
of enhancing regulatory activities and further strength-
ening nuclear safety, security and safeguards in ASE-
AN.” The Ukrainian delegation noted that it hosted the
2011 Summit on Safe and Innovative Use of Nuclear En-
ergy and the Thai delegation said has offered a venue
to host the January 2014 preparatory meeting for the
2014 Nuclear Security Summit. Ambassador Adamson
of the United Kingdom noted the UK’s multilateral ini-
tiative on nuclear information security was supported
by 31 countries at the NSS and Hungary said it will be
offering training courses in physical protection of nu-
clear facilities and materials.
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Nuclear terrorism

The Republic of Korea highlighted the importance
of preventing nuclear terrorism, and called for the UN
and IAEA to take lead roles in this matter. The Europe-
an Union, the Caribbean Community (CARICOM), Swit-
zerland, Nigeria, ROK, Thailand, India, Mongolia, and
Burkina Faso welcomed the convening and highlighted
the importance of the recent high-level meeting on
nuclear terrorism. Switzerland pointed out that acts
of nuclear terrorism would have catastrophic humani-
tarian consequences. Brazil welcomed the number of

countries making links between nuclear security and
nuclear disarmament at this high-level meeting, “an
aspect that the ... Nuclear Security Summit regrettably
failed to reflect.”

NAM noted UNSC resolutions 1540, 1673, 1810, and
1977 as tools for combatting non-state actors access to
WMDs, but cautioned against the “continuing prac-
tice” of the UNSC to define legislative requirements for
implementing its decisions. NAM stressed the impor-
tance of addressing this issue in an inclusive manner by
the General Assembly. ¢

NUCLEAR ENERGY AND THE FUEL CHAIN

Ray Acheson | Reaching Critical Will of WILPF

Once again, delegates to First Committee contin-
ued the largely stagnant debate over restricting
the further spread of so-called “proliferation sensi-
tive” nuclear fuel chain capabilities. Many countries,
including those of the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM),
reiterated the “inalienable right” of states to develop
nuclear energy for “peaceful uses” under article IV of
the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Ambassa-
dor Octavio Errazuriz of Chile on behalf of the Commu-
nity of Latin American and Caribbean States (CELAC)
expressed favour for the broadest possible exchange
of information and equipment for developing civilian
nuclear programmes in accordance with the NPT.

Other delegations expressed conditions for use of
nuclear technology, arguing that in order to “benefit”
from such technology, states must be in compliance
with their International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
safeguards agreement. Ambassador Kim Sook of the
Republic of Korea cautioned that there is “an inherent
proliferation potential in nuclear fuel cycle technolo-
gies,” and argued that states with civilian nuclear pro-
grammes “must demonstrate a higher level of commit-
ment to non-proliferation and full implementation of
safeguards obligations in order to assure international
confidence.” Ambassador Ertullrul Apakan of Turkey
said that states in compliance with their safeguards
agreements “should have unhindered access to civilian
nuclear technology.”
Nuclear safety

A year and a half after the disaster at Japan’'s Fu-
kushima Dai-ich Nuclear Power Plant, issues related to
nuclear safety are still high on the international com-
munity’s agenda. Cambodia’s delegation noted that
the Fukushima tragedy “demonstrates that nuclear ac-
cidents are of no borders.” Nicaragua's delegation said
the world has learned that nuclear reactors can repre-
sent attacks against nature and humanity.

The Caribbean Community (CARICOM) and the
NAM reaffirmed the IAEA’s central role in establishing
nuclear safety standards, with NAM emphasizing the
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distinct implementation of nuclear safety and nuclear
security within the IAEA.
Fuel cycle controls

Ambassador Barlybay Sadykov of Kazakhstan reiter-
ated that his government has submitted an application
to the IAEA to host the International Bank for Low-En-
riched Uranium. In December 2010, the IAEA Board of
Governors agreed to establish this nuclear fuel bank,
which will set up a reserve of low-enriched uranium
under IAEA control. Ambassador Sadykov argued that
the fuel bank “will provide a guaranteed access of all
States to nuclear fuel” and “in no way affects” their
article IV “right,” as long as they meet the provisions
of the NPT and the additional protocol. US Under Sec-
retary Rose Gottemoeller welcomed the approval of
“measures to assure IAEA members of reliable access
to fuel for peaceful nuclear power plants.”

NAM emphasized that any decision on multilateral
approaches to the fuel cycle must be taken by consen-
sus. The Libyan delegation cautioned that imposing
controls on access to civilian nuclear programmes po-
liticizes this issue.

HEU minimization

Norway's delegation reiterated the importance of
reducing the use of highly enriched uranium. Argenti-
na’s delegation announced it has successfully complet-
ed the process of reducing the use of highly enriched
uranium in research reactors and is the first country
to base its entire production of radioisotopes in low-
enriched uranium. The Ukrainian delegation reiterated
President Viktor Yanukovych’s 2010 pledge to give up
all national stockpiles of the highly enriched uranium
and recalled the Joint Declaration by Ukraine, Mexico,
and Chile “to make special efforts to neutralize the
risks of use of highly enriched uranium.” It noted that
the Declaration remains open for signing.

Other issues

NAM noted that any attack against nuclear facilities
poses a great danger to humans and the environment
and would be a violation of international law.




NUCLEAR WEAPON AND WMD FREE ZONES

Eloise Watson | Reaching Critical Will of WILPF

In their statements to the First Committee during its
opening week, almost every delegate accentuated
the importance of nuclear weapon free zones (NW-
FZs). Australia’s ambassador, Gary Quinlan, described
the value of NWFZs in regards to advancing nuclear
disarmament: they are a “crucial complementary focus;
they can strengthen global efforts, but they can also
address specific regional concerns and insecurities.”

Delegates consistently reaffirmed the need to ex-
pand NWFZs to regions where they do not yet exist. As
such, many delegates underlined the importance of ef-
forts geared towards the establishment of a weapons
of mass destruction free zone (WMDFZ) in the Middle
East, which would fully realize the objectives of the
1995 nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) resolution
and the 2010 NPT Review Conference final outcome.
Egypt’s delegate noted that the creation of such a zone
is a “prerequisite” for achieving security and stability,
while Yemen'’s delegate designated it as a “prerequi-
site” to implementing all provisions of the NPT and en-
suring the treaty’s universalization.

In this light, many governments welcomed the ini-
tial measures taken regarding preparation of the 2012
conference on establishing a NWFZ in the Middle East.
The conference, which was determined at the 2010
NPT Review Conference, is to be hosted by Finland in
December 2012. Libya proclaimed that this conference
will be vital in consolidating security and stability and
building confidence and trust within the region. Brazil,
among others, echoed this sentiment, arguing that the
conference could “foster confidence-building measures

Most delegations expressed their support for this
conference, and several made suggestions on the type
of efforts needed to ensure the success of the confer-
ence. The representatives of the United Kingdom and
Non-Aligned Movement (NAM), for example, asserted
that constructive engagement of all concerned parties
is key, while Russia stated that only the countries of the
region will be able to “solves these tasks” related to
establishing the zone.

Mr. Mikhail Ulyanov of the Russian delegation fur-
ther outlined his government’s position on the WMDFZ
conference, noting that Russia and the other “co-con-
venors” will provide discussion topics for the confer-
ence, at which decisions should be taken by consensus.
He also called on the countries of the region to “re-
affirm their political will to establish the WMDFZ and
demonstrate their ability to come to an agreement.”
He urged all the countries of the region to confirm
their attendance at the conference.

Much concern was expressed over Israel’s status as
the sole Middle Eastern outlier of the NPT. Pending
the establishment of a MEWMDFZ, delegates from the
NAM, Iraq, and Oman, among others, called on Israel
to promptly accede to the NPT and subject its nuclear
facilities to the Comprehensive Safeguards System of
the International Atomic Energy Agency.

The MEWMDFZ is not the only zone with which
states are concerned, as indicated by a number of
statements in the opening week. Countries of the Asso-
ciation of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) welcomed
progress made and encouraged continual discussion in
the on-going consultations between ASEAN and the

among neighboring states.

discussion.

. The NGO Committee on Disarmament, Peace and Security ; the NGO
Working Group on Israel-Palestine ; Peace Action and Parlementarians for
Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament invite your participation in a

P5 on the signing of the Protocol of
the Southeast Asian nuclear weap-
on free zone Treaty. The United
States and Russia highlighted their

THE IMPORTANCE AND POSSIBILITIES
OF ESTABLISHING A WEAPONS OF
MASS DESTRUCTION FREE ZONE IN

THE MIDDLE EAST

intentions to sign the P5 Protocol.
Turkmenistan, Kazakhstan, and
Kyrgyzstan highlighted the impor-
tance of the Central Asian NWFZ.
Attention was also afforded to
the Treaty for the Prohibition of
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America
and the Caribbean (Treaty of Tlate-
loco). Brazil lauded this Treaty as a
“pioneering instrument”. Ambas-
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sador Octavio Errazurizof Chile, on
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behalf of the Community of Latin
American and Caribbean States,
strongly urged nuclear weapon
states to withdraw their reserva-
tions to the Additional Protocols
of the Treaty, as did several other
members of the Tlateloco Treaty.
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NUCLEAR TESTING

Eloise Watson | Reaching Critical Will of WILPF

large number of states taking the floor during First

Committee general debate issued support for the
Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty (CTBT). The
CTBT, not yet in force, aims at halting the further dis-
semination or development of nuclear weapons capaci-
ties by proscribing all explosive nuclear tests. Without
the ability to test and subsequently confirm the valid-
ity of a nuclear weapon design, the development and
modernization of states’ existing arsenals would be sig-
nificantly hampered.

Unfortunately, the treaty does not proscribe sub-
critical testing, in which a fissile chain reaction is not
reached. Some delegations criticized this gap in the
Treaty’s provisions. Ambassador Anthony Andanje of
Kenya said it is “worrying” that nuclear weapon states
have resumed subcritical nuclear tests, of which there is
documentation. In this light, he asserted that the CTBT
“may, after all, not be comprehensive enough.”

However, most delegations stressed the indispens-
able role of the CTBT, with particular reference to its
critical capacity for preventing weapons moderniza-
tion. For example, Ambassador U Maung Wa, on
behalf of the Association of South East Asian States
(ASEAN), reaffirmed the Treaty as a vital device that
prohibits the modernization of nuclear weapons. In
the same vein, Mr. Mafiroane Motanyane of Lesotho
hailed the CTBT as a “landmark instrument,” adding
that when there is no nuclear testing there is no need
to manufacture or modernize nuclear weapons.

Vociferous in their advocacy for the Treaty, most del-
egates stressed their desire to achieve universal adher-
ence to the CTBT and expedite its entry into force. In

this regard, all representatives who spoke on the CTBT
urged the remaining non-ratified states, particularly
the Annex Il states, to ratify the Treaty without delay.
Representatives also praised the most recent ratifica-
tions of the CTBT by Indonesia, Ghana, and Guinea,
among others.

A wide array of states also sought to demonstrate
their commitment to the CTBT by articulating how they
are supporting the Preparatory Committee of the CTBT
Organization (CTBTO). Rose Gottemoeller of the Unit-
ed States, for example, noted that the US has provided
“over $40 million in extra-budgetary contributions to
the CTBTO" and that CTBT ratification “remains a top
priority” for the country. Indonesia’s delegation stated
that it is continuing to “promote concrete collabora-
tion between CTBTO and the ASEAN Secretariat with
a view to utilizing the [CTBT] verification mechanism
through the SEANWFZ Treaty.” Turkey referred to it's
hosting of a joint regional conference with the CTBTO
in 2011 aiming to raise broader awareness and deeper
understanding of the cardinal importance of the CTBT.

The value in maintaining a moratorium on nuclear
explosive testing was also emphasized by several del-
egates, Amassador Octavio Errazuriz of Chile on behalf
of the Community of Latin American and Caribbean
States (CELAC), chief among them. However, others
(including the delegate of Columbia) warned that mor-
atoria are not enough. Australia’s delegation rightly
argued that the current moratorium against nuclear
tests is “incredibly fragile,” warning “we at any mo-
ment could easily slide back into a time of nuclear tests
and improvement.” ¢

NEGATIVE SECURITY ASSURANCES

Aarushi Prakash | Reaching Critical Will of WILPF

any governments continue to afford priority to

the development of legally-binding negative se-
curity assurances (NSAs), which would constitute a
guarantee from nuclear weapon possessors that they
will not attack non-nuclear weapon states with nuclear
weapons. Among others, the Non-Aligned Movement
highlighted the importance of establishing legally-
binding NSAs as an interim measure to the elimination
of nuclear weapons.

Bangladesh’s delegation recognized that nuclear
weapon free zones can help provide NSAs to some
states through relevant protocols, but that it is not nec-
essarily feasible to set up such zones in some regions,
including South Asia.

The Ukrainian delegation argued that NSAs “for
states that abandoned their nuclear stockpiles and
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made other relevant strategic concessions should be
moulded into an internationally binding legal instru-
ment.” It suggested this be done in an international
conference held under the UN auspices. The Iraqi del-
egation agreed that NSAs are a “just and legitimate de-
mand for non nuclear countries that voluntarily aban-
doned military nuclear choices by joining the Nuclear
Non Proliferation Treaty (NPT).”

The delegation of India reaffirmed its policy of not
using nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapon
states and its readiness “to convert these undertak-
ings into multilateral legal arrangements.” The Chinese
delegation reiterated its proposal for nuclear weapon
states to make an unconditional commitments to NSAs
and to conclude a legally-binding international instru-
ment in this regard.




MISSILES AND ANTI-MISSILE SYSTEMS

Aarushi Prakash | Reaching Critical Will of WILPF

limited number of countries spoke about missiles

and anti-missile systems in the first week. The
Hague Code of Conduct (HCOC) and Missile Technolo-
gy Control Regime (MTCR) were frequently referenced
in the statements addressing missile issues. However,
as the UN High Representative of Disarmament Affairs,
Ms. Angela Kane, noted, there are no multilateral dis-
armament treaties addressing nuclear weapon delivery
systems, missile defence, or space weapons.
Missiles

The European Union reiterated how proliferation of
missiles with the potential to deliver weapons of mass
destruction are a threat to international peace and se-
curity, as underlined in UN Security Council resolutions
1540, 1887, and 1977. The EU expressed concern with
the ongoing missile programmes in Iran and the Demo-
cratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK).

The Republic of Korea also criticized the DPRK's
long-range missile launch in April of this year, stating
that it was a clear violation of UN Security Council reso-
lution 1874, which prohibits any launch using ballistic
missile technology.

The EU indicated its support for the MTCR and the
HCOC. The Republic of Korea, as the Chair of the HCOC
in the years of 2012-2013, encouraged delegations’ full
support and co-sponsorship in tabling the resolution
on HCOC. Austria’s delegation spoke in length about
the HCOC, as it has served as the Immediate Central
Contact and Executive Secretariat of the Code since its
inception. The Austrian ambassador expressed his gov-
ernment’s satisfaction with the HCOC, as it had served
as a unique multilateral confidence building and trans-
parency instrument in the field of ballistic missile sys-
tems. He called on the First Committee to adopt the
biannual HCOC resolution. Austria also encouraged
further engagement by UN member states in dealing
with the issue of missile proliferation in the future.

The EU proposed starting consultations on a trea-
ty-banning short and intermediate range ground-to-
ground ballistic missiles capable of delivering WMD
remains valid.

Meanwhile, the Non-Aligned Movement stressed
the importance of the sovereign rights and security
concerns of all states at regional and global levels in
any approach to the issue of missiles. The NAM empha-
sized the need to keep the issue of missiles in all its as-
pects on the agenda of the General Assembly. At the
same time, it stressed the importance of contribution
of peaceful uses of space technologies, including space
launch vehicle technologies to human advancement.
Anti-missile systems

Mr. Mikhail Ulyanov of the Russian Federation ar-
gued that “strategic stability is affected by tectonic
shifts ensuing from hasty implementation of unilat-
eral plans to develop a global ballistic missile defense
(BMD) system.” China’s Ambassador Wu Haitao agreed
that the development of missile “defence” undermines
global strategic balance and stability should be aban-
doned.

“In essence,” Mr. Ulyanov argued, “this is an attempt
to ensure one’s own security at the expense of security
of others in contravention of fundamental principles of
European and international security.” He warned, “Not
all states are aware of pernicious consequences of such
steps yet, but there is actually a trend, which may soon
ruin any hope for disarmament.”

Mr. Ulyanov suggested that governments need to
“take into account the global nature of missile prolifer-
ation challenges and addresses them jointly,” arguing
that missile “defence” could be acceptable under “cer-
tain conditions”. He explained that such conditions in-
clude ensuring that the systems are “proportionate to
real rather than supposed threats and should not lead
to even greater imbalance in international relations.” ¢

OUTER SPACE

Beatrice Fihn | Reaching Critical Will of WILPF

Despite the long-standing deadlock in the Confer-
ence on Disarmament, 2012 has seen some prog-
ress on the topic of outer space. In particular, a Group
of Governmental Experts (GGE) convened for one
week in July in New York to discuss transparency and
confidence-building measures (TCBMs). In addition,
the European Union presented its code of conduct for
outer space activities to the international community
in Vienna in June, and intends carry out consultations
during 2013 on this document.

As in previous years, references to space during the
general debate focused on either the need for legally

binding treaties or on voluntary confidence-building
measures. The United Nations High Representative of
Disarmament Affairs, Ms. Angela Kane, noted that
there is still a lack of multilateral treaties addressing the
issue of space weapons.

Brazil's ambassador stated that while there is a need
for promoting trust and confidence on outer space ac-
tivities, “there persists serious resistance or indifference
with regard to the urgency of adopting legally-binding
frameworks on this issue.” Ambassador Viotti argued it
should be possible to aim for more than political, vol-
untary-based commitments, as such arrangements “do
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not fulfill the need for clear obligations binding States’
behavior, when we all know that militarization of outer
space is already taking place.” She emphasized that her
country remains fully committed to the promotion of
negotiations of a legally-binding instrument that pre-
vents the weaponisation of outer space.

While noting its concerns over the possible devel-
opment of weapons in outer space, the Non-Aligned
Movement (NAM) pointed out that though there have
been some new initiatives recently, a “universal, non-
discriminatory, and comprehensive approach” is im-
portant. NAM stressed that it believes any proposal
or initiative on outer space should be pursued within
the United Nations “and any possible decision thereon
should be made by consensus.”

Both Russia and China highlighted their draft trea-
ty on the prevention of the placement of weapons in
outer space (PPWT) and called for negotiations on this

topicin the CD to start as soon as possible. Russia called
on all states to actively contribute to substantive dis-
cussions and China called for early negotiations on the
draft. Both delegations welcomed the GGE on TCBMs
and argued that it and the PPWT are complementary
in nature. Russia noted that it does not rule out the
possibility of making some TCBMs legally-binding in
the future. India’s delegation also believed that “uni-
versal and non-discriminatory” TCBMs could play a use-
ful complementary role, though emphasized that they
cannot substitute legally-binding instruments in this
field.

The EU drew attention to its recent initiative, an
International Code of Conduct for Outer Space Activi-
ties, and argued it is “a political framework, which is
absolutely compatible and complementary with other
existing initiatives”. However, it did not outline any
concrete details on the coming process. ®

BIOLOGICAL AND CHEMICAL WEAPONS

Irene Pugnaloni | NGO Committee on Disarmament, Peace and Security

he general debate at the First Committee proceeds

several important events on the topic of biological
and chemical weapons. In particular, the Meeting of
Experts on the Biological and Toxin Weapons Conven-
tion (BTWC) held in July in Geneva and the High-Level
Meeting on the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC)
on 1 October were important for the implementation
of these two treaties. Another significant event was the
public acknowledgement by the Syrian government of
the possession of chemical weapons, which created in
the international community serious concerns, which
at First Committee was highlighted by several western
countries such as France, Norway, United Kingdom,
and United States.

On the one hand, many delegations welcomed
the achievements the international community has
obtained in the past years. At the same time, several
statements reminded all stakeholders that the path for
a complete success and for full satisfaction regarding
biological and chemical disarmament is long and fur-
ther steps have to be undertaken since serious threats
still remain. This was exemplified by highlighting loop-
holes and challenges, old and new, related to both the
BTWC and the CWC. Several states underlined that, in
spite of the increasing number of countries joining the
CWC and the BTWC, universal adherence to both trea-
ties still remains a pivotal objective of which every state
party to the conventions should be aware.

Another major theme for discussion for both the
chemical and biological fields is the implementation of
the treaties. The delegations of Turkey, Kazakhstan,
Thailand, among others, recognized the BTWC and the
CWC as irreplaceable tools for an effective non-prolif-
eration regime. China’s ambassador stated that imple-
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menting the existing international legal instruments in
good faith “steadily pushes forward disarmament pro-
cess in the field of chemical and biological weapons.”
Especially regarding CWC, the United Kingdom wel-
comed the destruction of 75% of the world’s declared
stockpile of chemical weapons.

However, as highlighted by the Indonesian delega-
tion, the fact that the April 2012 deadline for chemi-
cal weapons destruction was not met by some state
parties, this might be seen as non-compliance of those
states parties, which could “endanger the credibility
and integrity of the Convention.”

The goal of the total destruction of existing chemi-
cal stockpiles as the most tangible way of certifying
the full implementation of the Convention was upheld
by several countries, such as Cuba, Portugal, and Thai-
land. Concerning the BTWC, the matter of implement-
ing the Convention goes hand-in-hand with the crucial
issue of strengthening the treaty. For some states, this
means in particular finding a solution to the loopholes
of the Convention, most notably the lack of a reliable,
efficient, and mandatory verification regime. This was
emphasized by both Cuba and Brazil. In particular, the
former suggested the “adoption of a legally-binding
Protocol that closes off the loopholes this instrument
still has,” while the latter underlined that “the strength-
ening of Confidence Building Measures cannot replace
the existence of an effective verification regime based
on a Protocol to the BWC.”

Great attention has also been devoted to conferenc-
es related to the two conventions. Several delegations
welcomed the achievements obtained at the Seventh
Review Conference on the BTWC that took place from
5-22 December 2011 and the agenda for the next in-
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tersessional period that was established during that
occasion. India’s delegation also noted with satisfac-
tion that the Meeting of Experts that took place in July
2012 in Geneva “focused on international cooperation
and assistance, national implementation as well as re-
view of scientific and technological developments of
relevance to the Convention.”

Furthermore, other delegations renewed their
positive attitude towards the upcoming Third Review
Conference on the CWC, which will take place in April
2013 in The Hague. This event “provides an excellent
opportunity to further strengthen the Convention,” as
stressed by Norway.

Many delegations also underscored the pivotal im-
portance they attach to the Organization for the Pro-
hibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW) and to its work.
In particular, Montenegro announced that, together
with the OPCW, it organized a “Thirteenth Annual
Workshop to Coordinate Assistance and Protection
under Article X of the Chemical Weapons Convention”
taking place in Montenegro from 10-12 October 2012
to “review relevant OPCW activities during the last
year, exchange ideas regarding challenges relating to
the implementation of Article X, and discuss issues re-
lated to the preparedness of the OPCW to respond to a
chemical weapons incident.”

ARMS TRADE TREATY

Katherine Prizeman | Global Action to Prevent War

ne of the most anticipated items on the First Com-

mittee agenda this session is the future of the
arms trade treaty (ATT) negotiations. As the July 2012
Diplomatic Conference ended without adoption of a
consensus treaty, many delegations have come to this
session of the First Committee hoping for a mandate to
continue negotiations in 2013. 62 delegations, nearly
every delegation that took the floor, referenced the
ATT during this week's general debate. They either ex-
pressed support for an additional Diplomatic Confer-
ence, underscored the importance of adopting univer-
sal conventional arms trade regulations and lamented
the inconclusiveness of the July Conference, or reiter-
ated the necessity of transparency and non-discrimina-
tion in the negotiation of the future ATT.

Despite the varying views on how to move the pro-
cess forward, most countries seem agreed that the
process must capitalize on the momentum of July’s ne-
gotiations. Nevertheless, as several delegations empha-
sized, building on the progress made requires improve-
ment and strengthening of the draft treaty text and
not merely maintenance of the status quo or, worse, a
weakening of the text. As Ambassador Higgie of New
Zealand noted, robust support for continuing the ATT
process is crucial to the human and humanitarian di-
mensions of security.

The general debate underscored the nuances in
state positions regarding how the July negotiations
were viewed. It also gave states an opportunity to
make specific suggestions on text that delegations can
seek to address in future negotitations. Furthermore,
the interventions also highlighted states’ positions
on how and under what circumstances negotiations
should move forward.

Some delegations noted July as a “failure,” includ-
ing the Chair of the Committee, Ambassador Percaya
of Indonesia, who called the “recent failure” of the ATT
disappointing, and the representative of Cameroon,

who noted that “the failure of the ATT makes things
harder” in the context of international security con-
cerns. The Ambassador of Costa Rica called the lack of
consensus “a blow to peace and human rights.”

Other delegations chose to focus more explicitly on
the progress made in July and appealed to delegations
to “continue to push ahead,” as suggested by the rep-
resentative of Malaysia. Ambassador Adamson of the
UK asserted, “I want to make absolutely clear that the
Conference did not end in failure. To say it did ignores
the huge progress that has been made towards our ul-
timate aim.” However, there was generally a sense of
deep disappointment over the inability to reach con-
sensus in July, although this disappointment was some-
what tempered by hope for future negotiations.

Despite varying views on whether or not July was
ultimately a “failure,” the vast majority of delegations
expressed support for continuing the process through
continued deliberations to adopt a treaty in “the near
future”. Some chose to underscore specific items that
remain contentious, including issues of scope, criteria,
and parameters, as well as inclusion of specific prin-
ciples. For example, the representatives of the Carib-
bean Community (CARICOM), Colombia, and Peru
all called for inclusion of munitions in the scope of a
future treaty. The representative of Colombia also ap-
pealed to states for a comprehensive list of activities
to be covered, including brokering, financing, export,
and import. The representative of South Africa warned
against becoming “side-tracked” by extraneous issues
such as production and possession.

Discussion also arose related to the principles and
criteria to be included in the ATT. The representatives
of the Africa Group and the Non-Aligned Movement
underscored that there must be “no undue restriction
in the way of the sovereign right of states for self-de-
fence,” while the Association of Southeast Asian States
highlighted that any ATT must ensure the rights of
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self-defence and territorial integrity. The Arab Group
outlined specific guidelines related to parameters of
a future ATT, noting, “Any criteria developed by the
treaty to regulate arms exports must also be based on
clear legal instruments.” It is clear that such reiteration
of positions illustrates that many issues remained unre-
solved from July and will require further debate before
adoption of a treaty.

In terms of the pathway forward, such a decision is
expected to be taken in the coming weeks. The “co-
authors” group of the original 2007 General Assembly
resolution on the ATT, composed of Argentina, Austra-
lia, Costa Rica, Kenya, Japan, and the UK, announced
their intention to submit a resolution at this session
of the First Committee seeking a mandate for an ad-
ditional negotiating conference in early 2013. Ambas-
sador Adamson noted that the draft resolution sets the
timing for “a short, final, consensus-based conference
to finalize the work of the treaty.” The EU, France, Gua-
temala, Switzerland, Spain, Turkey, Portugal, and the
US all supported a final conference in 2013 with nego-
tiations based on the President’s draft text.

However, other delegations chose to refer more
loosely to the future ATT process. The representative

of India said no treaty “should be rushed through” by
an imposed timeline.

While support for continuing negotiations of the
ATT was broad, the rules of procedure remain contest-
ed. The representatives of Mexico and Norway rightly
underscored the deadlock caused by the consensus
rule in July. As the Ambassador of Norway noted, “We
have seen the consensus format watering down or
paralyzing important disarmament processes time and
again.” Likewise, the Mexican delegation urged that
delegations do not allow a small number of states to
impede the entire process because of their own “po-
litical or economic considerations”. Holding hostage
an entire process due to the demands of a few states
is simply unacceptable and interpreting consensus as
de facto veto power will seriously undermine, if not
prevent, adoption of a robust ATT that seeks to have
a concrete humanitarian impact. As the First Commit-
tee continues to debate the future of the ATT process,
the requirement of consensus must continue to be de-
bated such that a new conference does not yield the
same unsatisfying and disappointing result that came
in July. e

SMALL ARMS AND LIGHT WEAPONS

Katherine Prizeman | Global Action to Prevent War

Discussion during the first week of general debate
on small arms and light weapons (SALW) focused
almost exclusively on the outcome of the Second Re-
view Conference (RevCon) on the UN Programme of
Action to Prevent, Combat and Eradicate the lllicit
Trade in small arms and lights weapons (UNPoA). The
majority of delegations praised the “successful” out-
come document that was adopted by consensus at the
conclusion of the two-week conference in August-Sep-
tember of this year, though some highlighted some of
the deficiencies of the outcome.

In addition to praising the work of Ambassador
Joy Ogwu of Nigeria as President of the Conference,
many delegations, including the Chair of First Commit-
tee, Ambassador Percaya of Indonesia, noted that full
implementation of the UNPOA requires strengthening
international assistance and cooperation to effectively
and comprehensively eradicate illicit trade in SALW.
The representatives of the Africa Group, the UAE, and
Brazil also underscored the importance of international
cooperation and assistance for full implementation of
the UNPOA at the national, regional, and global levels.

Several delegations also highlighted the many links
between illicit trade in SALW and complementary se-
curity and development concerns, including armed vio-
lence and human rights abuses. The Swiss delegation
welcomed the discussions at the RevCon related to the
linkage between development and armed violence,
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which will contribute to the “continuing relevance of
these instruments and to the strengthening of their
implementation.” Moreover, the delegation of Argen-
tina underscored the importance of incorporating a
gender and age perspective in the implementation of
the UNPOA.

Despite a majority of states hailing the outcome of
the RevCon as a success, several delegations noted their
disappointment at the inability to address the illicit
trade in SALW “in all its aspects” and that the outcome
document failed to incorporate the concerns of all
states. The Ambassador of Peru noted that his delega-
tion “remains baffled” by the opposition of some del-
egations, even with awareness that the UNPoA is not
legally-binding, to discussing “new” issues not explicitly
referred to in the 2001 UNPoA document. In this same
vein, the representative of the Arab Group stated that
any “additional issues and concepts are just proposals
subject to further consensus.” This central debate—how
to balance reiteration and re-commitment to the “old”
language of UNPoA with infusion of “new"” forward-
looking language that addresses challenges related to
national implementation—is absolutely crucial to future
success. Finding this balance is imperative if the UNPoA
is to continue and even strengthen its relevance to end-
ing the scourge of illicit trade in SALW.

During last week's debate, Ambassador Roman-Mo-
rey of Peru also regretted the lack of a stronger refer-
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ence to diversion, while the representative of Senegal
called the outcome document “lackluster” and limited
in its success as it does not take into account individual
concerns, notably munitions. The representatives of
Argentina, Colombia, France, and Guatemala agreed
that the document “did not go far enough” in identify-
ing various individual items not included in the docu-
ment such as ammunition, parts and components, ex-
plosives, references to armed violence, MANPADS, and
transfers to non-state actors.

While the Ambassador of Costa Rica was correct
when he stated that the outcome document does not
include everything but constitutes an important ad-
vance, the fact that the document was not as robust
as it could have been is based, in part, on the stringent
consensus rule. As noted by the representative of Nor-

way, the outcome was indeed "watered down” be-
cause of this provision, as many issues of concern for
various delegations were forced out of the document.
Undoubtedly, while the UNPoA enjoys universal adop-
tion and remains the only global framework of practical
measures for combatingillicit trade in SALW and its dire
humanitarian consequences, full implementation of its
measures requires due attention to shifting, additional,
and revamped themes and priorities that reference but
do not necessarily duplicate the framework adopted in
2001. A simple reiteration or relisting of the measures
provided for in the original document is not sufficient.
If gaps and challenges are to be effectively identified
over the course of the next six-year review cycle, it is
necessary to address “new” priorities in the context
of a continuously changing security environment. ¢

CLUSTER MUNITIONS AND LANDMINES

Allison Boehm | International Network on Explosive Weapons

During the general debate of First Committee the is-
sues of cluster munitions, antipersonnel landmines,
and explosive remnants of war featured prominently
as issues of urgent humanitarian concern.

Cluster munitions

The Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN)
recognized the adverse humanitarian effects of cluster
munitions. The Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) and
the Community of Latin America and Caribbean States
(CELAC) stated their support for efforts to reduce the
suffering caused by cluster munitions. Lebanon called
on the international community to urge Israel to com-
plete deliveries of maps that indicate where cluster mu-
nitions are located on Lebanese territory.

A number of countries including Colombia, Lao PDR,
Lebanon, Montenegro, Nicaragua, Norway, Portugal,
Qatar, South Africa, and Spain spoke out in support of
the Convention on Cluster Munitions (CCM), noting its
entry into force on 1 August 2010 and the significant
progress in implementation and universalization made
over its first two years. Peru noted its accession to the
treaty on 26 September 2012, bringing the number of
states party to the treaty to seventy-seven.

New Zealand's delegation said the CCM “is having
the humanitarian and normative impact sought by
the architects of the Oslo process.” Ambassador Higge
also emphasized that as one of the CCM's Coordinators
for National Implementation, New Zealand is closely
involved in efforts to assist with the development of
implementing legislation for the Convention, “whether
through the model implementing legislation” devel-
oped by New Zealand or, “via other national prece-
dents.” She stated that her government looks forward
to carrying this issue forward, as well as that of the
Convention’s universalization, at the Fourth Meeting
of States Parties next September. Portugal’s delega-

tion stated that it has been tasked along with Ghana
to coordinate the universalization of the Convention
and said it will do its utmost to fulfill this commitment.

ASEAN noted the important work done at the Third
Meeting of States Parties (3MSP) in Oslo, Norway held
from 11-14 September 2012. Norway's ambassador
said his government was pleased to host the 3MPS
and that close to 120 states participated in the discus-
sions. Lao PDR also noted the successful outcome of
the 3MSP in Oslo and welcomed the offer from Zambia
to hold the Fourth MSP.

The Norwegian delegation stated, “The Mine Ban
Convention (MBT) and the Convention on Cluster Mu-
nitions (CCM) demonstrate that it is possible to nego-
tiate multilateral instruments that have an immediate
humanitarian effect on the ground and that strength-
en the protection of civilians.” Norway considers the
CCM to be a highly effective international instrument
and has observed that since the Convention was nego-
tiated it has been successful in stigmatizing cluster mu-
nitions. Norway called on all states to join the CCM and
the common effort to “enhance the protection of civil-
ians and strengthen international humanitarian law.”
Antipersonnel landmines

On the issue of antipersonnel landmines and the
Mine Ban Treaty (MBT), states parties Australia, Ban-
gladesh, Brazil, Cambodia, Colombia, Nicaragua, Nor-
way, Montenegro, Qatar, Serbia, Spain, and Turkey all
expressed their strong support for the treaty’s univer-
salization and implementation. Australia mentioned its
$100 million Mine Action Strategy.

States parties and non-states parties alike comment-
ed on the need for more progress in humanitarian de-
mining. The NAM expressed concern “about the explo-
sive remnants of the Second World War, particularly in
the form of landmines which continue to cause human
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and material damage and obstruct development plans
in some Non-Aligned Countries” and called on the
“states primarily responsible, for defrayal of the costs
of clearance and compensation for any losses caused
by mines-laid.”

Non-state party China noted that the government
has been dedicated to humanitarian demining efforts
and that China has, “provided humanitarian demining
and victim assistances to over 40 developing countries
which are affected by mines and cluster munitions.”

CELAC and Nicaragua both highlighted the achieve-
ment of a Mine-free Central America. CELAC also rec-
ognized the assistance of the United Nations Mine Ac-
tion Service (UNMAS) and stressed the importance of
“cooperation for demining and assistance to victims.”

ASEAN noted that the Mine Ban Treaty has been
ratified and acceded to by 160 countries. ASEAN wel-
comed the Eleventh Meeting of the States Parties

(11MSP) held in Phnom Penh, Cambodia from 28 No-
vember to 2 December 2011, and noted that ASEAN
looks forward to the Twelfth Meeting of the States Par-
ties (12MSP) to be held from 3 to 7 December 2012 in
Geneva, Switzerland.

Finally, Cambodia expressed its commitment to the
promotion of international cooperation on demining
action and putting an end to the sufferings and casu-
alties caused by antipersonnel mines, the “silent and
indiscriminate killers.” As the President of the 11MSP
to the Convention, and on behalf of Albania and Slove-
nia, Cambodia will table the traditional draft resolution
on “Implementation of the Convention on the Prohibi-
tion of the Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of
Antipersonnel Mines and on Their Destruction.” Cam-
bodia expressed its hope that this draft would, as in
previous years, receive strong support from state and
non-state parties to the convention.

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AND SECURITY

Rohie Drammeh | Reaching Critical Will of WILPF

As First Committee began, many delegations ex-
pressed concern over tensions in cyberspace and
expressed a need for rules and principles of responsible
behaviour by states in the field of information technol-
ogy. The delegation of Belarus, among others, stressed
the need for comprehensive consideration of these is-
sues, as they have not yet been addressed by any legal
documents on a global level.

The Australian delegation stated that as gains are
made in the fields of disarmament and non-prolifera-
tion, the world faces a situation where new challenges
are posed to the international community. Thus Austra-
lia expressed the need for measures to further develop
trust and confidence between states in cyberspace, in
order to enhance international security. Ambassador
Quinlan argued that such needs will only increase with
the dependence on information and communications
technologies.

Many other delegations similarly called for the de-
velopment of laws and norms on information tech-
nology for the sake of international security. In their
statements, the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) and
Indonesia called upon governments to further promote
the consideration of existing and potential threats in
the field of information security, as well as possible
strategies that can be used to address the threats with-
in the field.

The delegation of Brazil argued that legal commit-
ments are necessary for “preserving the security of
global information and telecommunications systems.”
This view was shared by the Chinese delegation, which
stated that the threats to information security have
become a challenge to the international community
and that it is high time to formulate international rules
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within the field. China argued that such rules would en-
courage countries to work together against common
threats to information security, and would ensure that
information technologies are only used for the purpos-
es of social and economic development with the goal
of maintaining international peace and security.

Australia stated that the new Group of Governmen-
tal Experts (GGE) on developments in the field of in-
formation and telecommunications in the context of
international security, which first met for two weeks
this August in New York, presents an opportunity to
build consensus on norms, rules, and principles of re-
sponsible behaviour by states.

It was evident that many states also want to engage
in dialogue on how information and communication
technologies relate to the protection of national and
international security. Indonesia’s delegation stated
that the international community must find possibili-
ties to elaborate common terms and definitions rele-
vant to past discussions in the GGE. Belarus suggested
that there might be a way of settling this problem by
developing a treaty within the UN. Belarus expressed
its expectation that the GGE will submit a report with
recommendations for further steps that need to be
taken by the international community when it con-
cludes its work.

Aside from the GGE, other concrete steps have also
been taken. China, together with Russia, Tajikistan,
and Uzbekistan submitted a draft International Code
of Conduct for Information Security to the 66th session
of the UN General Assembly. China announced that in
order to enhance the understanding of this proposed
Code of Conduct, informal consultations will be orga-
nized on the margins of this First Committee. ¢




DISARMAMENT AND DEVELOPMENT

Marie-Capucine Goube | NGO Committee on Disarmament, Peace and Security

During the first week of general debate, a great
number of countries incorporated the notion of
development into their analysis of disarmament issues.

The Non-Aligned Movement (NAM) reiterated its po-
sition on the “symbiotic relationship between disarma-
ment and development” and the important role of se-
curity in this connection. Some delegations highlighted
specific threats to development posed by weapons. Am-
bassador Luis Alfonso de Alba from Mexico pointed to
theillicit trade of small arms and light weapons (SALW)
as one such threat. He explained that the easy access
to SALW has devastating worldwide consequences in
humanitarian, economic, social, and political terms,
and is an obstacle to development. The Peruvian del-
egation underlined the notorious destabilizing effects
on developing countries when those weapons end up
in the wrong hands, while the representative of Benin
argued that the effects of SALW are hobbling Africa’s
ability to achieve the Millennium Development Goals.

Meanwhile, the delegation of Sudan argued that
there is a clear link between root causes of conflicts,
lack of development, and proliferation of weapons. For
example, in the conflict in Darfur, the lack of develop-
ment, coupled with drought and desertification, has
fueled rivalries regarding water sources, which leads
people to acquire SALW. This in turn causes more prob-
lems since proliferation of SALW also become related
to cross-border crime, terrorism, drug trafficking. As
the Nicaraguan delegation pointed out, such social vio-
lence and forced displacement interrupts development
of health systems and education and causes a decline
in economic activity, which causes a diversion from hu-
man and financial resources and results in massive dam-
ages to social structure, as well as social development.

In this vein, many speakers lamented that global mil-
itary expenditure is increasing and resources are being
diverted from development programmes. Ms. Angela
Kane, United Nations High Representative for Disarma-
ment Affairs, stated that the world sees greater effort
put into perfecting weaponry rather than to refine the
instruments of peace. The Brazilian Ambassador com-
mended the UN Secretary-General's recent article en-
titled “The World is Over-Armed and Peace is Under
Funded,” in which he points out “that massive military
spending and new investments in modernizing nuclear
weapons—estimated at 4.6 billion dollars every day, at
least—continue to reflect paradigms which are hard to
explain in a post-Cold War world.”

The Nicaraguan delegation highlighted the fact that
global military expenditure has grown by 50% in the
last ten years and judged it “unjustifiable” that in to-
day’s world millions don’t have food to eat but gov-
ernments still spend even more money to develop and
test weapons than they do on life and human beings.

The delegation of the Lao People’s Democratic Repub-
lic (Lao PDR) observed that expenditure on armaments
has “sky-rocketed” while humans are struggling in “ex-
treme poverty”. Mr. Khitchadeth of Lao PDR stressed
the “need for strong political will and collective efforts
to overcome these difficultimpasses and to reemphasize
the multilateral approach to achieving the ultimate goal
of disarmament, non-proliferation and arm control.”

The delegations of Costa Rica and Lebanon drew
attention to article 26 of the UN Charter, which urges
states to reorient as many resources possible as possi-
ble away from military spending. Ambassador Eduardo
Ulibarri of Costa Rica argued that resources should in-
stead be allocated towards investment in development
and in the achievement of the Millennium Develop-
ment Goals. The representative of Benin reminded First
Committee that the General Assembly, in the final doc-
ument of the International Conference on the Relation-
ship between Disarmament and Development (1987),
also urged states to devote greater resources to eco-
nomic and social development while keeping military
expenditure low. The existence of these documents,
coupled with the annual General Assembly resolution
on this topic, provide a good basis for action on this
subject. However, as noted by the Mr. Khaled Al Kabi
of Qatar, intentions expressed by some countries to re-
duce military spending are not enough. Such commit-
ments “must be translated into reality”. He underlined
the fact that the benefactors of this situation are the
arms manufacturing companies, while “the biggest vic-
tims remain peace and security throughout the world.”

In order to improve the situation and reduce this
mismatch, the representative of Qatar argued that
building a world of peace and security is contingent on
providing the UN with the necessary financial resources
to carry out its functions. Similarly, the Cuban delega-
tion proposed that “at least” half of the current mili-
tary expenditure be re-allocated to social and economic
development through a fund administered by the UN.

Last year’s First Committee resolution on disarma-
ment and development called for countries to con-
stantly make the link between disarmament and de-
velopment, especially when a lack of development
can be a potential source of conflict. It is clear that
progress has been made in that regard, and that more
and more member states realize that disarmament has
to be viewed as a step towards globally sustainable
peace and security, and that disarmament should be
addressed from various angles, including from a devel-
opment perspective. Costa Rica encouraged the First
Committee delegates to “work together, with opti-
mism and commitment, in our efforts to respond to
the threats that we face on the basis of multilateralism
and in respect for human lives.” °
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DISARMAMENT MACHINERY

Beatrice Fihn | Reaching Critical Will of WILPF

ith now sixteen years since real negotiations in

the Conference on Disarmament (CD), the state
of the disarmament machinery was a hot topic in the
general debate. With almost all speakers discussing the
deadlock, it is evident that patience with the machin-
ery is running thin. However, views on what the prob-
lem is, and more so, what to do about it, still varies.

The frustration was palpable. Kenya's delegation
complained that “there is no doubt the body conducts
its deliberations as if it were in a vacuum. Sitting in its
sessions can be quite a surreal experience.” Nigeria's
ambassador noted “For close to two decades, the an-
nual sessions of the CD have been barren and devoid
of any satisfactory outcomes. Clearly, this is not a situa-
tion that should be allowed to go on indefinitely.”

The United Nations High Representative for Disar-
mament Affairs, Ms. Angela Kane shared delegations’
frustration over the continued deadlock. She conclud-
ed that the disarmament machinery “will regain its
momentum and will continue to advance disarmament
norms when Member States recognize that there is in
fact a harmony between national interests and the
general interest.”

Many delegations continued to voice support for
the CD and its role as the “sole multilateral negotiat-
ing body on disarmament,” arguing that the problem
was not the machinery in itself. The Non-Aligned Move-
ment (NAM) believes that the main difficulty of the
machinery is in the lack of political will by some states
to achieve actual progress, while China, Russia, and Ke-
nya believe the CD's external political environment and
security concerns are the problem.

Senegal’s delegation noted that the problems stem
from antagonism of a political nature, but recognized
that current working methods are not able to resolve
it. Spain’s representative argued that the rule of con-
sensus “was created to include all sensibilities in the
decision-making process; but to use it as a virtual right
of veto is equivalent to falsify its nature.” Ukraine and
France, on the other hand, pointed out how essential
the rule of consensus is to them.

Delegates proposed several different ways to move
forward. Aside from calling for “more political will”,
the NAM, the Arab League, Cuba, Algeria, Brazil, Iraq,
Nicaragua, and Indonesia called for the establishment
of a Fourth Special Session on Disarmament (SSOD-1V)
to re-assess the entire UN disarmament machinery.

Several countries focused on intermediate proposals
to improve the situation, such as revitalization, greater
engagement of civil society, and expansion of member-
ship. Most speakers encouraged continued discussion
on revitalization of the CD or the disarmament machin-
ery as a whole. Switzerland’s delegation noted that the
deadlock gradually undermines the forum’s standing

and legitimacy, “a situation that is increasingly unten-
able,” and called for follow-up of last year’s resolution
on “Revitalizing the Conference on Disarmament and
taking forward multilateral disarmament negotiations”
(A/RES/66/66). The European Union, ASEAN, Serbia,
Thailand, Portugal, Uruguay, Costa Rica, Nigeria, and
Montenegro supported expanding membership.

However, some countries suggested taking action
outside the CD. The US, the EU, Japan, and France em-
phasized that negotiations of a fissile materials (cut-off)
treaty is the next essential step, and that the CD was
the venue where such negotiations should take place.
However, Ms. Gottemoeller of the US noted that “our
patience on this issue is not infinite and we will push for
what is in the best interest of global security.” The EU
considered the blockage of the CD “unacceptable” and
noted argued that the international community needs
to “reflect on options and, if necessary, identify other
ways to ensure progress.” Japan believed it is necessary
for the First Committee to examine ways to overcome
the impasse.

“We are close to losing patience,” said New Zea-
land’s ambassador. “[W]here an obstacle blocks our
path, if it cannot be removed, it is necessary to detour
around it.”

Austria’s delegation announced that, together with
Mexico and Norway, it is working on a draft resolution
that will establish an open-ended working group in
Geneva for three weeks in 2013. Ambassador Strohal
explained that the working group aims to “develop
concrete proposals to take forward multilateral ne-
gotiations for the achievement and maintenance of a
world without nuclear weapons”. Both Norway and
Mexico echoed this and argued that the UN member
states and the General Assembly have an obligation to
take responsibility for delivering results.

But just as states displayed a wide range of levels of
frustration, they expressed a similar spectrum of resis-
tance to circumventing the CD.

Russia’s delegation “fundamentally” disagreed with
any attempts to reforming experiments as “they risk
breaking down existing structures,” but without guar-
antee that they would help build new and more effi-
cient structures. China’s delegation stated that it is im-
portant to “safeguard the authority of the multilateral
disarmament machinery” and argued that abandoning
the CD is not the right way to solve the problem, as it
would not ensure the participation of all major coun-
tries. India and Belarus said that FMCT negotiations
should take place within the CD, and Brazil's ambas-
sador rejected any ultimatum to the CD. Cuba’s delega-
tion raised concerns about “ideas of some to put aside
the CD and resort to alternative negotiation processes
[...] which would entail a dangerous step backwards.”
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While calling for revitalization, Belarus believed that
disarmament negotiations must be pursued within the
UN. Argentina argued that it considers it possible to re-
vitalize the disarmament machinery and therefore not
necessary to conduct negotiations processes outside
the CD at the same time. Mongolia believed the CD
was the best place for conducting multilateral negotia-
tions, but called for innovative and creative approaches
to solving the deadlock.

Delegations did not just criticize the CD for its dead-
lock; several also addressed other parts of the machin-
ery. As the Chair of the 2012 UN Disarmament Com-
mission, Peruvian Ambassador Enrique Roman-Morey
stated, he did everything he could to lift the Commis-
sion out of its morass. He regretted that no recommen-
dations had been agreed, but noted that in the CD,

“the situation is even more desperate”. He argued that
Peru was open to evaluating all proposals to come up
with solutions to this “absurd stalemate”.

First Committee also gotitsshare of complaints. Asthe
South African delegation pointed out, “the significant
level of overlap, duplication and contradiction among
the various First Committee resolutions on priority dis-
armament issues, as well as the continued divergence
reflected in the votes on these resolutions, reflect the
ongoing challenges facing the international communi-
ty.” And as Angela Kane noted, last year “the delibera-
tions on nuclear disarmament resolutions featured an
abundance of red lines, and a scarcity of green lights.”
She argued, “the real challenge facing this Committee
is to discover or create new opportunities for progress
across the full range of challenges we are facing.”

DISARMAMENT EDUCATION

Rohie Drammeh | Reaching Critical Will of WILPF

n her opening statement Ms. Angela Kane, the United

Nations High Representative on Disarmament Affairs,
reminded delegations that this year marks the tenth
anniversary of the Secretary-General’s first report on
Disarmament and Non-Proliferation Education. She
continued by saying that according to the report, “the
purpose of education in these fields is to empower citi-
zens to make their own contributions to the achieve-
ment of concrete disarmament and non-proliferation
measures.”

The general understanding of disarmament and
non-proliferation must be deepened among a wide-
range of people regardless of where they are in the
world or of how old they are. It is especially important
to educate the younger population, as they are the
leaders of tomorrow and, in the words of Ms. Kane,
“future generations may well inherit some of these
challenges.” To this end, Japan has taken on the mis-
sion of passing on its knowledge and its experience
from the US atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Naga-
saki to the next generation. In August this year Japan,
together with the United Nations University, organized
“The Global Forum on Disarmament and Non-Prolifer-
ation Education” in Nagasaki. The statement from the
Kyrgyz delegation expressed appreciation for Japan’s
work in the area of disarmament and non-proliferation
education.

The role of education and training as tools to pro-
mote disarmament and non-proliferation is a vital, yet
often neglected issue. The Kyrgyz delegation argued
that one of the greatest challenges today in the dis-
armament and non-proliferation field is “complacency
and ignorance on the part of otherwise well-educated
citizens, as well as among their elected officials.” How-
ever, while the low level of knowledge is regrettable,
it is understandable because of the general lack of op-
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portunity to study the subject. Today, when there is a
vital need for new thinking about disarmament and
non-proliferation matters, few students in high school
have the curriculum that exposes the students to the
issues of weapons proliferation and strategies for their
control. The possibility of university and graduate train-
ing within the field is also not satisfactory. In other
words there are few venues available for the training
of the future leaders in the subject. In this regard, the
34 recommendations of the UN Expert Group on Dis-
armament and Non-Proliferation Education elaborated
in 2002 are particularly relevant. The Kyrgyz delegation
welcomed the inclusion in the nuclear Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty’s 2010 Review Conference Final Document
of Action 22, which calls on all states to implement the
recommendations of the UN study on disarmament
and non-proliferation education. ¢
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SIDE EVENT: CREATING THE CONDITIONS
AND BUILDING THE FRAMEWORK FOR A
NUCLEAR WEAPONS FREE WORLD

Eloise Watson | Reaching Critical Will of WILPF

osted by the Permanent Mission of Germany to the

UN, a Middle Powers Initiative (MPI) roundtable
explored the conditions and framework required for
advancing a nuclear weapons free world. The event
was an opportunity to discuss the draft of a briefing
paper for the Berlin Meeting of the MPI Framework
Forum, to be held in 21-22 February 2013. As Senator
Douglas Roche (MPI Chair Emeritus) explained, this Fo-
rum is based on a reference in the Outcome Document
of the 2010 NPT Review Conference that affirmed the
need for all states to “establish the necessary frame-
work to achieve and maintain a world without nuclear
weapons.” H.E. Mr. Miguel Berger (Deputy Permanent
Representative of Germany to the UN) and Ms. Angela
Kane (UN High Representative for Disarmament Af-
fairs) offered opening remarks, followed by Dr. John
Burroughs (Lawyers Committee on Nuclear Policy), who
summarized his briefing paper on this topic. Dr. W. Pal
Sidhu (Centre on International Cooperation) conclud-
ed the discussion, looking at the question of conditions
for a nuclear weapon free world from a different angle.

In her address, Ms. Kane spoke forthrightly about
the dangers of insisting on preconditions for disar-
mament. One problem with such an approach, she
argued, is that conditions are open-ended and there-
fore, to demand that this “cascade of conditions” be
satisfied before disarmament is “possible” is to post-
pone disarmament indefinitely. Kane also highlighted
another associated implication of the preconditions
approach: it “might prove contagious” as non-nuclear
weapon states could resort to similar tactics to justify
their resistance to implementing their own non-prolif-
eration commitments.

In his succinct overview of the briefing paper, Dr.
Burroughs also emphasized the risks of focusing too
heavily on conditions. He refuted the conditions con-
sidered by the P5 to be necessary for a nuclear weap-
ons free world (including resolution of regional dis-
putes and a step-by-step approach), explaining that
their satisfaction is important but not a prerequisite for
undertaking a comprehensive approach. According to
Dr. Burroughs, instead of allowing this preoccupation
with conditions to “delay or derail disarmament,” there
is a need to clarify what disarmament processes must
encompass; distinguishing the necessary characteristics
of a nuclear weapons free world (for example, that the
ban be universally verifiable or irreversible) is one way
to do this.

Dr. Sidhu commended the draft paper, particularly
for its important section on the instruments and ar-
chitecture needed for achieving global zero. He sug-
gested, however, that equal emphasis be given to the
conditions for sustaining global zero. Ensuring the
continuity of a nuclear weapons free world is reliant
on several conditions, including the establishment of
structures that manage power relations on all levels,
and the strengthening and/or establishment of robust
institutions to prevent conflict outbreak.

The Q&A session allowed Dr. Burroughs time to
further elucidate the merits of a “comprehensive ap-
proach” versus those of a “step-by-step” approach. As
he explained, the latter is vulnerable to geopolitical
tensions and disruptive events like war, and is “a recipe
for the [disarmament] process stretching out,” continu-
ally held hostage by one or more intransigent states. °

SIDE EVENT: NUCLEAR DISARMAMENT: ITS ROLE
IN THE CONFERENCE ON DISARMAMENT

Eloise Watson | Reaching Critical Will of WILPF

t requires no great perspicacity to appreciate that

the Conference on Disarmament (CD) is in a state of
paralysis, having experienced a prolonged lack of re-
sults for the last fifteen years. Indeed, an abundance
of commentary centred on this subject during the first
week of this year’s First Committee. Perhaps more dif-
ficult to ascertain, however, are the reasons behind
the CD’s persistent impasse, and the best options for
repairing or moving beyond the CD. Such issues were
discussed during a side event organized by the United
Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR)
at which Ambassador Sergio Duarte, Mr. Tim Caughley

(UNIDIR), and Ms. Ray Acheson (Reaching Critical Will)
spoke.

Mr. Caughley gave some insightful opening remarks,
covering what he described as “the politics behind the
CD’s barren recent history”. In his opinion, gridlock in
the CD ensues partly as a result of the oscillating de-
bate over which issue is the ‘ripest’ for negotiation or
most deserving of the CD’s attention. He also laid out
several divergent opinions held by CD members con-
cerning the Conference. For example, as he explained,
there are those who believe wholeheartedly in the
CD’s continued utility and importance and in the need
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to “just be patient,” while others see no short-term
prospects of overcoming the deadlock, and so would
like the CD to agree on a scene-setting course of action.

Mr. Caughley moved on to question the meaning of
"consensus”"—the way in which the CD operates—and
its impact on CD progress. As he explained, consensus
in the CD often equates to the use of veto, resulting in
the indefinite blocking of decisions. He therefore called
for the interpretation of consensus in the CD “in its nor-
mal manner,” that is, that each member exercise a level
of responsibility informed by the likely impact of the
decision on the state’s security, “rather than by some
unfettered freedom to exercise a veto.” A final point
related to his belief that the requirement to agree on
a programme of work annually has overloaded the
CD’'s purpose, unnecessarily complicating its mission
and rendering more difficult the task of agreeing man-
dates.

In her account of the blockage in the CD, Ms. Ache-
son also focused on the dangers of the consensus rule.
She explained that the strict application of consensus
as unanimity has undermined and stymied any real
progress in the CD, since consensus has effectively be-
come the equivalent of a veto used by states on issues
upon which they don’t want to move forward. Ms.
Acheson rebuffed the argument made by many non-
nuclear weapon states that the consensus rule is a way
of protecting the national security interests of all states
and not simply the most powerful ones, underlining
that nuclear weapon possessors are in fact the only
states yielding the consensus rule as a veto within the

CD. As she summarised, “consensus has become less a
tool for encouraging creative compromises and more
an instrument for demanding unanimity, usually result-
ing in lowest common denominator agreements.” She
affirmed that the CD is equally beleaguered by a lack of
political will, which is manifest in several ways.

Ms. Acheson also drew the audience’s attention to
Austria’s recent proposal of an open-ended working
group on nuclear disarmament that will meet for up to
three weeks in Geneva. She commended this sugges-
tion, which would provide for more robust multilateral
action than the CD could since more than just the 65
CD members are able to participate.

Audience members made few refutations or re-
sponses during the Q&A session, somewhat surprising
given the contentious subject matter of the discussion.
The German and Mexican delegations agreed that the
rule of consenus has become a problem for achieving
robust results—or any results at all—across the UN ma-
chinery. Dr. John Burroughs (Lawyers Committee on
Nuclear Policy) commented on the requisite level of
state participation for disarmament treaties. He ques-
tioned whether nuclear weapon possessors need to be
signed on from the outset and how broad the number
of states involved need be, highlighting that treaties
like the Non-Proliferation Treaty and Biological and
Toxin Weapons Convention were negotiated by a small
group of states. Mr. Caughley agreed, adding that
while wide participation of states is always preferable,
"if the ideal is incapable of being delivered upon, what
are we left with?” e

SIDE EVENT: ABOLITION 2000 STRATEGY SESSION
TO ACHIEVE A NUCLEAR WEAPONS CONVENTION

Rohie Drammeh and Aarushi Prakash | Reaching Critical Will of WILPF

bolition 2000 is a network of civil society organi-

zations committed to nuclear disarmament. The
Abolition 2000 Working Group for a Nuclear Weapons
Convention (NWC) was established in 1996 to promote
consideration and negotiations for an NWC, which
would prohibit the development, production, testing,
stockpiling, transfer, use and the threat of use, of nu-
clear weapons and provide for their elimination. The
main goal is to achieve an NWC through cooperation-
building between initiatives and campaigns in order to
work towards a nuclear weapon free world.

On 11 October 2012, Abolition 2000 organized a side
event filled with guest speakers, which was divided up
into two sessions.

The first session was on current campaigns and ini-
tiatives for an NWC. The first speaker was H.E. Byrgan-
ym Aitimova, Ambassador of Kazakhstan to the United
Nations. Ambassador Aitimova explained how Kazakh-
stan’s commitment to nuclear disarmament and non-
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proliferation stems from the extensive suffering caused
by nuclear tests and explosions in Semipalatinsk. After
the country achieved independence, the nuclear test
site was shut down and medical research labs replaced
the former Soviet nuclear research labs. The Semipala-
tinsk test site was closed down on 29 August and there-
fore Kazakhstan has declared that as the annual Inter-
national Day against Nuclear Tests. Unfortunately, this
day has not been recognized by the P5. Ambassador
Aitimova wanted Kazakhstan to be an example of a
country that has suffered the consequences of nuclear
testing and explosions, but now has renounced all such
activities within the country. However, a question was
raised from the participants on how Kazakhstan can
promote nuclear disarmament and still have a nuclear
fuel bank in the country. The Ambassador answered
that the nuclear fuel bank project still is subject to dis-
cussion, though Kazakhstan is the second largest pro-
ducer of uranium in the world.

continued on next page




Mr. Randy Rydell of the United Nations Office of Dis-
armament Affairs spoke of how we should be happy
with what has been achieved in the field of nuclear dis-
armament so far, even though there is still work to be
done. He also pointed out that the legal status of nu-
clear weapons under humanitarian law is still unclear.
He highlighted some difficulties that civil society faces,
such as the declining number of rallies, lack of unity,
ignorance of public education, and that fewer young
people have interest in this issue. He believed there is
a need for public educational campaigns to get more
people involved.

Mr. Bill Kidd, a member of the Scottish Parliament
and the co-President of Parliamentarians for Nuclear
Non-proliferation and Disarmament, said that the civil
society participation in the room showed how the is-
sue will not disappear anytime soon and that the is-
sue of a nuclear weapons free world lies in the interest
of many. He pointed out that the United Kingdom'’s
nuclear weapons arsenal is stored in Scotland, some-
thing that many Scottish people don't appreciate. He
highlighted that a majority of the Scottish population
wants the nuclear weapons to be removed within the
next two years, and for Scotland to become a nuclear
weapons free zone. Mr. Kidd believed that the key to-
wards achieving a nuclear weapons convention is coop-
eration between and across national borders, but it is
naturally also important to promote the idea of coop-
eration within nations as well.

Ms. Jackie Cabasso spoke on behalf of Mayors for
Peace, an organization that strives to raise internation-
al public awareness about the need to abolish nuclear
weapons. Mayors for Peace has a 2020 Vision Cam-
paign that aims to establish a nuclear weapons free
world by the year 2020. Their message is “eliminate the
nuclear threat,” and in this regard they lobby govern-
ments, send delegations to the United Nations, form
partnerships with national and international associa-
tions, and strive to raise awareness around the world
about the pressing need for nuclear disarmament.

The general idea at the closing of this session was
that a nuclear weapons free world is not an impossible
vision. Nuclear disarmament is not an issue only few
people care about, it is a critical issue with the support
by many. It was concluded that an NWC is possible
with the cooperation and dialogue among states and
the United Nations.

The second session had three speakers address strat-
egies for achieving a nuclear weapons convention. The
first speaker, H.E. Eduardo Ulibarri, Ambassador of Cos-
ta Rica to the United Nations, elaborated on some les-
sons learnt over the years regarding the issue. He em-
phasized that opportunities should be grabbed when
they appear, arguing that one such opportunity was
in 1996, when the CTBT was approved and opened for
signature, the ICJ delivered an advisory opinion on nu-
clear weapons, and Costa Rica decided to join efforts

with civil society in drafting a model Nuclear Weapons
Convention. He emphasized that an NWC is a priority
for Costa Rica’s foreign policy. Unfortunately, this op-
portunity in 1996 did not lead to any major achieve-
ment in this regard.

Ambassador Ulibarri believed that issue of nuclear
weapons should always be approached through a hu-
manitarian lens and that the process for banning these
weapons must keep on moving. He emphasized on
the need for engaging with civil society in order to de-
velop a universal consciousness around nuclear weap-
ons. Ambassador Ulibarri, supporting immediate com-
mencement of negotiations on an NWC, noted that it
might be worth exploring the possibility of starting ne-
gotiations through a group of like-minded countries or
through the General Assembly. While recognizing that
such approaches might not have the participation of
all key actors, it has the possibility to move the issue
forward.

Global Security Institute’s Jonathan Granoff spoke
about how the debate on nuclear weapons often takes
place in national security terms, where the military al-
ways advocates “benefits” while the diplomats keep
stressing the “risks” of nuclear weapons. He argued
that such framing of the debate allows the military
resort to the the argument that nuclear weapon are
“necessary for unforeseeable threats in the future,”
but without elaborating how nuclear weapons could
be used in today's intertwined global environment.

Mr. Granoff further argued that nuclear weapons
have to be understood as a global extra-terrestrial
threat and one should avoid buying into the military’s
idea that nuclear weapons breed security in the state
while acting as a major deterrence to wars. He conclud-
ed that the elimination of nuclear weapons through
global governance is possible, if we change the frame-
work so that it favours human security and the global
good instead of the military.

John Burroughs, from the Lawyers Committee on
Nuclear Policy and Nuclear Abolition Forum, under-
lined the basic idea of the Forum, which is to encourage
debate and dialogue on nuclear abolition. He stressed
that Nuclear Abolition Forum is open to all points of
view with increasing participation of people who are
ready to move forward. Dr. Burroughs added that we
are 15 years beyond the ICJ advisory opinion and now
its time to take the discussion further.

At the end of the session, representing the Interna-
tional Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons (ICAN),
Susi Snyder gave an overview of the campaign and
the current resources available for tackling the issue of
abolishing nuclear weapons. She briefly mentioned the
Oslo meeting in 2013 on the humanitarian consequenc-
es of nuclear weapons as a way of increasing momen-
tum towards a ban on nuclear weapons. °
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Monday, 15 October
13:15-14:45

Wednesday, 17 October
10:00-13:00

Wednesday, 17 October
13:15-14:45

Wednesday, 17 October
13:15-14:45

Thursday, 18 October
13:15-14:45

Thursday, 18 October
13:15-14:45

Thursday, 18 October

Fifty Years After the
Cuban Missile Crisis: Next
Steps on Nuclear
Disarmament and
Nonproliferation

The importance and
possibilities of
establishing a WMD Free
Zone in the Middle East
Finishing the job:
delivering a bulletproof
arms trade treaty

De-alerting

Accountability for nuclear
disarmament

The future of space
security: framing the
development of TCBMs in
multilateral fora

Event on depleted

Conference Room 1
North Lawn Building

Church Center
777 UN Plaza
Hardin Room, 11th Floor

Conference Room E
North Lawn Building

Conference Room A
North Lawn Building
Conference Room 1
North Lawn Building

Conference Room A
North Lawn Building

Church Center

Arms Control Association

NGO Committee on
Disarmament, Peace and
Security

Permanent Mission of
Trinidad and Tobago to
the UN; Permanent
Mission of Mexico to the
UN; ICRC; Oxfam;
Saferworld

Permanent Mission of
Switzerland to the UN
Project Ploughshares, the
Simons Foundation,
Lawyers Committee on
Nuclear Policy

UN Institute for
Disarmament Research

International Campaign to

18:00-21:00 uranium issues 777 UN Plaza, 10th Floor Ban Uranium Weapons
Friday, 19 October Hiroshima Nagasaki Conference Room A UN Office for
13:15-14:30 Download: Memories North Lawn Building Disarmament Affairs
from the Americas -
learning from others
Finishing the Job:

Delivering a Bullet-Proof Arms Trade Treaty

Invitation to Event and Panel Discussion

Wednesday October 17th, 1:15pm - 2:30pm
Conference Room E, NLB, United Nations

Light lunch will be provided

Panelists:

Ambassador Eden Charles, Permanent Mission to the UN, Trinidad and Tobago
Dr. Roberto Dondisch, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Mexico
Nathalie Weizman, International Committee of the Red Cross

Roy Isbister, Saferworld
Deepayan Basu Ray, Oxfam International
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