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1. By its resolution 43165 of 7 December 1988, the  General  Assembly  requested the
Secretary-General  to  undertake a  s tudy on ef fect ive  and ver i f iable  measures  which
wculd  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  o f  a  n u c l e a r - w e a p o n - f r e e  z o n e  i n  t h e  M i d d l e
E a s t ,  t ak ing  in to  accc  lnt the  c i r cums tance s  and  charac te r i s t i c s  o f  t he  Midd le  Eas t ,
a s  we l l  a s  t he  v i ews  and  the  sugge s t i on s  o f  t he  par t i e s  o f  t he  r eg ion ,  and  to
submi t  t he  s tudy  to  the  As sembly  a t  i t s  f o r ty - f i f th  s e s s i on .

2. Pursuant  to  that  resolut ion,  the  Secretary-Goneral  has  the  honour to  transmit
herewith to the General Assembly the study on effective  and verifiable  measures
which would faci l i tate  the  establ i shment  of  a  nuclear-weapon-free  zone in  the
Middle East.
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FOREWORD BY THE SECRETARY-GENERAL

The establishment of nuclear-weapon-free aones is not a new idea. Two such
aones have been in existence for some time now in Latin Ameri,ca  and the Caribbean
and  the  South  Pac i f i c . A th ird  one covers  the  vast  unpopulated areas of  the
Antarct ic ,  which has  enjoyed demilitarised status  s ince the  19608. From the
experience gained so far and particularly from the ongoing discussions on various
other proposals, i t  i s  q u i t e  o b v i o u s  t h a t  e a c h  aone,  a c t u a l  o r  p o t e n t i a l ,  h a s  i t s
own characteristics,  which, despite the basic common denominators they enjoy, make
each one a unique undertaking.

A nuclear-weapon-free  sane in  the  Middle  East  most  certa inly  deserves  such a
qual i f icat ion for more than one reason. The most  obvious  of them is  that  the
M i d d l e  E a s t  i s  p o l i t i c a l l y  s t i l l  u n s e t t l e d  a n d  m i l i t a r i l y  v o l a t i l e . More recently,
events in  an area of  the  Pers ian Gulf ,  a l though dis t inct  from the  long-standing
secur i t y  concerns  o f  t he  Arab - I s rae l i  que s t i on , have  nevertheless  sharpened the
need for  greater  security reassurance in  the  Middle  East  as  a  whole. These
e l e m e n t s  m a k e  a n y  e f f o r t  t o  e s t a b l i s h  s u c h  a  sone e x t r e m e l y  d i f f i c u l t ,  b u t  a t  t h e
ssme t ime and for the same reasons, a l so  an  urgen t  and  m o s t  d e s i r a b l e  o b j e c t i v e .
This  fact  i s  fu l ly  recognised in  the  wording of  the  General  Assembly  resolut ion
request ing preparat ion of the  present  s tudy, wh ich  focuse s  on  e f f ec t i ve  and
verifiable measures which would facilitate the establishment of such a zone in the
Middle East rather than on its actual creation. That  should  come eventual ly  as  a
re su l t  o f  bu i ld ing  su f f i c i en t  con f idence  amongs t  t he  pr inc ipa l  ac tor s  i n  the  r eg ion
a t  wh ich  po in t  f o rma l  under tak ings  t o  tha t  e f f ec t  cou ld  be  i n i t i a t ed .

The s tudy discusses  a  number of s teps  and measures  that  could ease  the  process
leading to  the  es tabl i shment  of the  zone. They could be undertaken independently
or  in conjunct ion with  each other, a s  w e l l  a s  b y  i n d i v i d u a l  S t a t e s  or  j o i n t l y  b y
s e v e r a l , and also  on a reciprocal  basis . Each of them would move the States
concerned closer  to  their  u l t imate  object ive  - the  e s t ab l i shmen t  o f  a  aone f ree  of
nuclear weapons. Most  of  these  measures  would a lso  have a posi t ive  ef fect  on
p r o s p e c t s  f o r  t h e  s e t t l e m e n t  o f  t h e  o v e r a l l  s i t u a t i o n  i n  the  r e g i o n  a s  i t  r e l a t e s
to  Arab-Israeli  tens ions. Equal ly ,  any progress  towards lessening these  tens ions
would cons iderably  enhance the  prospects  for  the  aone. While these two goals are
mutual ly  support ive , they wil l  natural ly  have  to  be  pursued separate ly . The
establishment of a stable peace in the region, ba sed  on  j u s t i c e  and  s ecur i t y  f o r
a l l ,  w i l l  represent  t h e  u l t i m a t e  a c h i e v e m e n t  o f  b o t h  e f f o r t s .

I  wish to  express  my s incere  appreciat ion to  the  consul tants  appointed to
ass i s t  the  Secretary-General  in  carrying out  the  present  s tudy and for complet ing
their  work in  unanimity. I strongly believe that the establishment of a
nuclear-weapon-free  aonc in  the  Middle  East  i s  not  only  highly  des irable  and in  the
i n t e r e s t  o f  a l l ,  b u t  a l s o  a n  a t t a i n a b l e  o b j e c t i v e ,  g i v e n  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  c r e a t i o n
of the  zone has  in  pr inciple  been unanimously  endorsed not  only  by the  Statss  from
t h e  p r o s p e c t i v e  zoner but  ~JSO  by those  bsyond. I t  i s  w i th  the  a i m  of  pur su ing
thij o b j e c t i v e  t h a t  thr sent  report  i s  submit ted to  the  General  Assembly for  i t s
cons idera t ion .

/ . . .
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

17 August 1990

S i r ,

The unders igned consul tants , appo in ted  b y  you  to  a s s i s t  you  i n  the  p repara t i on
o f  t he  s tudy  o n  e f f e c t i v e  a n d  v e r i f i a b l e  m e a s u r e s  w h i c h  w o u l d  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e
establ i shment  of  a  nuclear-weapon-free  zone in  the  Middle  East ,  as  requested in
paragraph 8 of resolution 43/65  of 7 December 1988, have the honour to submit
herewith  a  unanimously  approved.tent  of  the  s tudy.

The work was carried out between July 1989 and August 1990. Dur ing  th i s  t i m e
numerous  contacts  and consul tat ions  took place with  off ic ia ls  of  States  concerned
through their Permanent Missions to the United Nations Headquarters in New York and
the United Nations Offices at Geneva, as  wel l  as  through their  representative6 to
the International Atomic Energy Agency at Vienna. V i s i t s  w e r e  a l s o  c a r r i e d  o u t  t o
the region,  during which consul tat ions  were held  on the  subject  of  the  s tudy with
Government  off ic ia ls  of  a  number of  States , a s  w e l l  a s  w i t h  s e v e r a l  r e s e a r c h
e s t ab l i shmen t s  and  un i ve r s i t y  i n s t i t u t i on s  dea l ing  w i th  the  i s sue s  o f  r e l e vance  for
the  s tudy.

We wish to  express  our  grat i tude for the  invaluable  ass i s tance which was
provided by the s taff  of  the  Department  for  Disarmament  Affairs  throughout  the
p r e p a r a t i o n  o f  t h e  s t u d y .  W e  w i s h ,  i n  p a r t i c u l a r , to  convey our appreciat ion to
Mr.  Yasushi  Akashi, Under-Secretary-General  for  fiisarmement  Affairs ,
Mr. Prvoslav  Davinic ,  Chief  of  the  Monitor ing, Analys is  and Studies  Branch and to
Ms .  S i l vana  F .  da  Silva,  Po l i t i ca l  A f fa i r s  Of f i ce r , who served as  Secretary  of  the
group.

Appreciat ion is  also due to  Dr. Hans  Bl ix ,  Director  General  of  the
International Atomic Energy Agency, and his  col leagues  who provided helpful
comments  and remarks  at  var ious  s tages  of  the  work on the  s tudy.

Accept ,  Sir , the  a s surance s  o f  our  h ighe s t  cons idera t ion .

(Sianei.) J a m e s  L e o n a r d
United States  of  America

(s.baaMi Jan Prawita
Sweden

(-1 Ben jamin  Sander s
Netherlands

His Excellency
Mr.  Javier  P&rez de  Cuellar
Secretary-General  of  the  United Nat ions
New York

/ . . .
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

1. The item entitled "Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle
East" was first included in the agenda of the General Assembly, in 1974, at the
request of Iran, later joined by Egypt. A/

2. In introducing the item in the First Committee of the General Assembly, the
representative of Iran said, inter alia, that "in view of the political and
economic situ?tion prevailing in the Middle East, . . . the introduction of nuclear
arms into that area could mean much more than simply a burdensome arms race, which
in itself would be catastrophic". Iran also added that what it hoped for "is the
final prohibition of the manufacture, acquisition, testing,'stockpiling  and
transport of nuclear arms (in the Middle East), all under an effective system of
control". 21

3. In connection with the debate on the item, Egypt stated that three basic
principles were relevant to the discussions of the subject-matter: (a) the States
of the region should refrain from producing, acquiring or possessing nuclear
weapons; (b) the nuclear-weapon States should refrain from introducing nuclear
weapons into the area or using nuclear weapons against any State of the region: and
(c) an effective international safeguard system affecting both the nuclear-weapon
States and the States of the region should be established. Egypt further stressed
that the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East should not
prevent parties from enjoying the benefits of the peaceful uses of atomic energy,
especially for the economic development of the developing countries. 21

4. On the basis of this item, Egypt and Iran co-sponsored a draft resolution,
which was later adopted by the General Assembly as resolution 3263 (XXIX)  of
9 December 1974. In introducing the draft resolution on behalf of the sponsors,
Iran stated that "such a zone can only be established in our part of the world if a
climate of confidence exists" and that, in order for the climate to be created, it
was "necessary for the parties concerned to declare their willingness not to
introduce or manufacture nuclear weapons in the area". 41 On the same occasion,
Egypt stressed that accession to the Non-Proliferation Treaty was "a prerequisite
for establishing any effective, concrete, nuclear-weapon-free zone". %/

5 . In its resolution 3263 (XXIX), the General Assembly called upon all parties
concerned in the region immediately to proclaim their intention to refrain, on a
reciprocal basis, from producing or otherwise acquiring nuclear weapons and to
accede to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (resolution
2373 (XXII), annex). It also requested the Secretary-General to ascertain the
views of the parties concerned regarding the implementation of the resolution and
to report on it to the Security Council and to the General Assembly at its
thirtieth session, in 1975.

6. Since 1974, the General Assembly has adopted on a yearly basis a resolution on
the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East. In 1980, for

/ . * l
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t h e  f i r s t  t i m e , t h e  r e s o l u t i o n  w a s  a d o p t e d  w i t h o u t  a  v o t e  ( r e s o l u t i o n  351147  o f
12 December 1980).  51

7. In support ing the  adopt ion of  the  resolut ion, I s r a e l  e l a b o r a t e d  i t s  p o s i t i o n
in  i t s  s tatement  to  the  General  Assembly. While  accept ing in  pr inciple  the  need
for  e s t ab l i sh ing  a  nuc l ear -weapon- f ree  zone in  the  M i d d l e  E a s t ,  I s rae l  s a id  tha t
t h a t  o b j e c t i v e  s h o u l d  b e  a c h i e v e d  t h r o u g h  a  m u l t i l a t e r a l  c o n v e n t i o n  f r e e l y
negot iated by a l l  States  concerned. In  the  exp lana t ion  o f  t he i r  suppor t  for  t h e
r e s o l u t i o n , s e v e r a l  o t h e r  M i d d l e  E a s t e r n  S t a t e s  s t a t e d  t h a t  n o  d i r e c t  ccnsultations
among the  regional  States  would be  poss ible  with  a view to  es tabl i shing the  zone
u n t i l  c o n d i t i o n s  s e t  b y  t h e m  w e r e  m e t  i n  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  overall s i t ua t i on  in  the
Middle  East  created as  a  resul t  of  the  armed conf l ic t  between Israel  and Arab
S t a t e s .

8. In the  years  that  fo l lowed, the  s t a tu s  o f  t he  proposa l  f o r  the  e s t ab l i shmen t
of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East remained much the same - the
relevant  resolut ion cont inued to  be  adopted by the  General  Assembly  without  a  vote,
but  no change occurred in  the  bas ic  pos i t ions  of  the  various  States  concerned.

9. In 1984,  the  sponsors  of  the  draft  resolut ion introduced new language in  the
text ,  which emphasieed the  essent ia l  role  of  the  United Nat ion6 in  the
establ i shment  of a nuclear-weapon-free  eone in  the  Middle  East  and requested thd
Secretary-General  to  seek  the  v iews of  a l l  part ies  concerned and to  report  to  L-,he
Assembly  on the  implementat ion of  the  resolut ion. The resolut ion was  again  adopted
without  a  vote  (resolut ion 39154 of  12  December  1984) . The request  cont inued to  be
included in  the  resolut ion on the  subject  adopted by the  General  Assembly in
subsequent  years .

10. In  1988 ,  a t  t he  f i f t een th  spec i a l  s e s s i on  o f  t he  Genera l  As semb ly ,  t he  th i rd
special  sess ion devoted to  disarmament, Egypt introduced a new proposal regarding
the establ i shment  of  a  nuclear-weapon-free  eone in  the  Middle  East . Tho
three -pronged  proposa l  ca l l ed ,  f i r s t , f o r  a l l  S t a t e s  o f  t h e  r e g i o n ,  a s  w e l l  a s
nuclear-weapon States beyond the region, to  declare  that  they would not  introduce
nuclear weapons to the Middle East. Second, the  Secretary-General  should  be
au thor i s ed  to  appo in t  a  p e r s o n a l  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e ,  o r  a  group  o f  exper t s ,  t o  con tac t
the  States  of  the  region with  a  v iew to  formulat ing a model  draft  treaty and to
e v o l v e  s p e c i f i c  p r a c t i c a l  m e a s u r e s  c a p a b l e  o f  c r e a t i n g  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  cond i t i ons  to
establ i sh  a  nuclear-weapon-free  zone in  the  Middle  Eas;. Thi rd ,  t he  In t e rna t iona l
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) should be invited to prepare a study and submit
spec i f i c  r ecommenda t ion s  r e l a t ed  to  the  nece s sa ry  ve r i f i ca t i on  and  in spec t i on
measures  that  would be  implemented in  conjunct ion with  the  establ i shment  of  a
nuclear-weapon-free  zone in  the  Middle  East .  11

11. Owing to  the  inconclus ive  nature  of  the  work of the  third special  sess ion,  no
action was taken on the Egyptian proposal. As a resul t  Egypt  pursued the  idea in
two other forums - IAEA and the regular  sess ion of  Yhe General  Assembly.  In
September 1988, the IAEA General Conference, a t  t h e  i n i t i a t i v e  o f  E g y p t ,  a d o p t e d  a
reriolution  (GC(XXXlI)/RES/487)  t h a t  r e q u e s t e d  t h e  D i r e c t o r - G e n e r a l  t o  p r e p a r e  a
t e chn i ca l  s t udy  on  d i f f e ren t  moda l i t i e s  o f  t he  app l i ca t i on  o f  IAEA sa feguards  i n
the Middle East region, taking into  account  the  Agency’s  experience in applying i t s
safeguards. The s tudy was  re leased in  1989 (GC(XXXIII)/887).

/ . . .
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12. In late 1988, at the forty-third session of the General Assembly, Egypt again
pointed to the need for the international community to give further impetus towards
the realisation or' the objective of establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the
Middle East, and introduced a draft resolution that the General Assembly adopted on
7 December 1988 as resolution 43/65. The resolution reads in part:

"The General Assembly,

IS
. . .

"8. Reuuests the Secretary-General to undertake a study on effective and
verifiable measures which would facilitate the establishment of a
nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East, taking into account the
circumstances and characteristics of the Middle East, as well as the views and
the suggestions of the parties of the region, and to submit this study to the
General Assembly at its forty-fifth session;

"9. Reuuests parties of the region to submit to the Secretary-General
their views and suggestions with respect to the measures called for in
paragraph 8 above;

"10. Requests the Secretary-General to submit to the General Assembly at
its forty-fourth session a progress report on the implementation of the
present resolution:**.

13. In preparing the report, the experts have interpreted the mandate as being to
endeavour to identify various steps that would facilitate the establishment of a
nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East. In carrying out that mandate, they
were fully aware of the need to take into account "the circumstances and
characteristics of the Middle East" as prescribed in resoiution 43/65. Therefore,
while the study has not attempted to deal with the broad problem of the Middle
East, it has taken into account important aspects of the politico-military
situation in the region that have a bearing on the process leading to the
establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East.

A/ A/9693/Add.l.

21 A/C.l/PV.2000, p. 61.

d/ A/C.l/PV.ZOOl, pp. 32 and 36.

$1 A/C.l/PV.2026, p. 6.

51 A/Cil/PV.2026. p. 12.

!fv The texts of the General Assembly resolutions and respective votes since
1974 can be found'in The Un'ted Nations and disarmament 1970-1975 (United Nations
publication, Sales No. E.76:IX.l) and The United Nations Disarmament Yearbook,
vols. 1-14.

D A/S-151AC.1125.

/ . . .
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,‘HAPTER  I I

THE CONCEPT OF NUCLEAR-WEAPON-FREE ZONES

A. DtroductioQ

14. The concept  of  nuclear-weapon-free  zones  as  i t  developed s ince  the  mid-1950s
has come to cover a spectrum of arrangements, geographically ranging from a whole
cont inent  l ike  Lat in  America  to  smal ler  areas , and f u n c t i o n a l l y  s e r v i n g  t h e
purposes  of  prevent ing the  acquis i t ion of  nuclear  weapons  by addit ional  States ,  as
wel l  as  prevent ing or  e l iminat ing deployment  of  those  weapons  in  certa in
geographical  areas  or  environments .

15. Historically, two di f ferent  approaches  have been pursued in  paral le l . One is
the open-ended and global  non-prol i ferat ion approach, wh ich  l ed  to  the  adop t ion .  i n
1968,  of  the  Treaty  on the  Non-Prol i ferat ion of  Nuclear  Weapons  (NPT).  11 The main
purpose  of  that  Treaty  i s  to  l imit  the  number of  nuclear-weapon States  to  the  f ive
e x i s t i n g  a t  t h e  t i m e .

16. The other  approach i s  regional  or  sonal. 21 T h e  f i r s t  m a j o r  a c h i e v e m e n t
regarding densely  populated areas  was  the  conclus ion of  the  1967 Treaty  f o r  the
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco). In 1985,
the countries members of the South Pacific Forum concluded the South Pacific
Nuclear Free Zone Treaty (Treaty of Rarotonga). 11

17. Proposals  have been made for  the  creat ion of  such zones  in  many other  parts  of
the  world.  41 A new idea was  introduced in  1982 with  the  proposal  for  the  creat ion
of  a  corr idor  in  Central  Europe from which tact ical  or  bat t lef ie ld  nuclear  weapons
would be withdrawn in order to reduce the risk of such weapons becoming immediately
invo l ved  i n  any  con f l i c t  o r  i nc iden t . The area  of  appl icat ion would be  unrelated
to nat ional  borders  of  the  States  involved and no securi ty  assurances  would
a p p l y .  51 Owing  to  subs tan t i ve  d i f f e rence s  i n  approach  o f  t he  coun t r i e s  concerned ,
no concrete  negot iat ions  have been in i t iated on the  proposals .

18. A number of  areas  have  been declared demil i tar ized zones  according to  treat ies
concl  uded long ago, most of them before the atomic bomb was invented. Among them
are a  number of  smal l  i s lands  in  the  Mediterranean. By impl icat ion such areas
should today be considered denuclearieed  as  wel l .  61

19. The Lat in  American zone came into  being as  a  resul t  of  a  f ive-year  process
between the  f irs t  endorsement  of  the  proposal  by  the  General  Assembly  in  1962,  11
and  the  f i r s t  s i gn ing  o f  t he  Trea ty  i n  1967 . T h e  e n t r y - i n t o - f o r c e  p r o c e s s  i s  s t i l l
going on. As at 1 July 1990, the  Treaty  was  in  force  for  23 States  that  had
ra t i f i ed  i t  and  wa i ved  the  r equ i remen t s  f o r  en t ry  i n to  fo rce  ( a r t .  28). 81
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20. The bas ic  obligations of  the parties  are to  use nuclear  mater ia l  and
fac i l i t i e s  exclusively  for  peace fu l  purpose s , n o t  t o  ;yoasess n u c l e a r  weapons0  no t
to  engage in  or  encourage any nuclear-weapon act iv i t ies  in  the  aone aBd not  to
permit any presence of such weapons in their territories. The Treaty permits the
part ies  to carry  out  n u c l e a r  e x p l o s i o n s  f o r  p e a c e f u l  purposes0 bu t  such  exp lo s ions
would be subject to special control procedures by the Treaty’s permanent organ, the
Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America and the Caribbean
(OPANAL)  and IAEA.

21. The geographical scope of the aone comprises all Latin American and Caribbean
S t a t e s  ( a r t .  25), a l l  d e p e n d e n c i e s  o f  e x t r a - c o n t i n e n t a l  S t a t e s  ( P r o t o c o l  I), a n d
also,  when the  Treaty  has  fu l ly  entered into  force, cons iderab le  ad jo in ing  A t l an t i c
and  Pac i f i c  s e a  a r e a s  ( a r t .  4 ,  p a r e .  2 ) .

22. Protocol II provides that nuclear-weapon Powers respect the status of the zone
and that  they refrain f rom using or  threatening the  use  of  nuclear  weapons against
aonal  States . Al l  f i ve  of  them are  par t ie s  t o  th i s  Prr;tocol, w i t h  cer ta in
s t a t e m e n t s  of  i n t e rpre ta t i on .

23. The Treaty also  establ i shes  a  ver i f icat ion and control  sys tem that  includes
the submission of repot* ,o OPANAL, the application of IAEA safeguards to the
n u c l e a r  a c t i v i t i e s  of  t h e  oanal S ta t e s  and  the  po s s ib i l i t y  o f  “ spec i a l  i n spec t ion s”
in cases  of suspected non-compliance (arts .  12-16).

24. T h e  p r o p o s a l  t o  eetablisb  a  n u c l e a r - f r e e  aone in  t h e  S o u t h  P a c i f i c  was
endorsed by the General Assembly in its resolution 3477 (Xxx) of 11 December 1975,
but only in 1965 did the States members of the South Pacific Forum conclude the
Treaty of Rarotonga. The entry-into-force process has been under way since that
t i m e . As at 1 July 1990, the Treaty was in force for 11 of the 15 members of the
Forum.

25. The central  undertakings  of  the  part ies  are not  to  p o s s e s s  nuclear  weapons
( a r t .  3 )  a n d  t o  p r e v e n t  s t a t i o n i n g  o f  s u c h  w e a p o n s  i n  t h e i r  t e r r i t o r i e s  ( a r t .  5 . .
In  add i t i on ,  t he  Trea ty  p roh ib i t s  t he  dumping  o f  r ad ioac t i ve  was t e  ( a r t .  7) in  the
zone and,  unl ike  the  Treaty  of Tlate lo lco , i t  e x p l i c i t l y  p r o h i b i t s  n u c l e a r
explos ions  within  the  ent ire  aonal  arca, including those  for peaceful  purposes
( a r t ,  6  a n d  P r o t o c o l  3 ,  a r t .  1).

26. Annexed to the Treaty are three Protocols. Two are s imi lar  to  those  of the
Treaty  of  Tlate lo lco, The third requires  the  nuclear-weapon States  to  refrain  from
n u c l e a r  t e s t i n g  i n  t h e  zone. Among the nuclear-weapon Powers, only China and the
Soviet  Union have  adhered to  the  Protocols  so  far . France, the United Kingdom and
thu Un i t ed  S t a t e s  have  i nd i ca t ed  tha t  t hey  do  not  i n t end  a t  th i s  t i m e  t o  b e c o m e
part ies  to  any of the  Protocols .

27, Geographically, the  South Pacif ic  z o n e  encompasses  a  very  large  area,
extending from the Lat in  American zone in  the  east  t o  include Austral ia  and Papua
N e w  G u i n e a  i n  t h e  w e s t ,  frrl An tarc t i ca  ( l a t i t ude  60’ 6) 1~ t h e  s o u t h  t o  t h e
equator  in  the  north. M o s t  o f  t h a t  a r e a  i s  o c e a n ,  w h i l e  m o s t  t r ea ty  p rov i s i on s
a p p l y  t o  n a t i o n a l  t e r r i t o r i e s  o n l y .
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2 8 . T h e  T r e a t y  e n v i s a g e s  a  s y s t e m ,  i nc lud ing  I A E A  sa f eguards ,  f o r  the  purpose  o f
ver i f y ing  compl i ance  w i th  i t s  p rov i s i on s  ( a r t .  8 and  a n n e x e s  2  and  4 ) . Reports to
the  Deposi tary  and a  Consul tat ive  Committee  are  a lso  provided for  (arts .  8, 9 ,  10
and annex 3).

29. Geographical ,  pol i t ical  and other  c ircumstances  make each nuclear-weapon-free
zone di f ferent  from any other. The term nuclear-weapon-free  zone,  however,  usual ly
impl ies  the  ful f i lment  of  certa in  common object ives  and the  implementat ion of
cer t a in  e l emen t s  o f  a rms  l im i t a t i on . A United Nat ions  expert  s tudy P/ and
resolut ions  by the  General  Assembly  have contr ibuted to  def ining the  scope and the
frame o f  t h i s  c o n c e p t .

3 0 . The primary object ives  for  es tabl i shing a  nuclear-weapon-free  zone are  Lo  bar
the  presence of  nuclear  weapons  in  the  sonal  area and to  reduce the  r i sk of  i t
being  involved in  a nuclear  war. T h e  f u l f i l m e n t  o f  t h o s e  o b j e c t i v e s  r e q u i r e 6
co-operation both among prospective tonal States and between them and
nuclear-weapon States  and some other  extra-zone1  States . The at ta inment  of  those
ob j ec t i v e s  mus t  a l so  be  cons idered  a s  a  p roce s s  i n  t ime . The establ i shment  of  the
nuclear-weapon-free  zones  in  two densely  populated areas  has  required decades .

31. In  add i t i on , the  creat ion of  a  nuclear-weapon-free  zone can be considered a
contr ibut ion to  a  process  towards “ t h e  u l t i m a t e  o b j e c t i v e  of  a c h i e v i n g  a  w o r l d
e n t i r e l y  f r e e  o f  n u c l e a r  weapons”, as  set  forth  by t he  General  Assembly  in  the
Final Document of the Tenth Special SessLon. &J/ S e v e r a l  o t h e r  o b j e c t i v e s  h a v i n g
regional  or , in  some cases , wider sign3.f  icance, can be ident i f ied and,  depending on
the c ircumstances , may be pursued in  s sonal agreement . The re levance  and re lat ive
emphasis  of  such object ives  may vary  f rom one region to  another. A subsequent
e v o l u t i o n ,  i . e . the  development  and improvement  over  t ime  of  an ini t ia l  sone
agreement, would a lso  be  poss ible . W i t h o u t  p r e j u d i c e  t o  o t h e r  o b j e c t i v e s ,  w h i c h
may be added according to  the  needs  in  a  speci f ic  case,  the  fol lowing general
o b j e c t i v e s  a r e  i m p o r t a n t :

( a )  T o  s p a r e  t h e  z o n a l  S t a t e s  f r o m  t h e  u s e  o r  t h r e a t  of  u s e  o f  n u c l e a r
weapons ;

( b )  T o  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  p r e v e n t i n g  h o r i z o n t a l  p r o l i f e r a t i o n  o f  nuclear weapons ,
as  wel l  as  to  l imit  a  wider  geographical  deployment  by the  nuclear-weapon Powers ;

(c) To  s t r eng then  con f idence  and  improve  r e l a t i on s  among  zone1 S t a t e s )

( d )  T o  contributt!  t o  r e g i o n a l  a n d  w o r l d  s t a b i l i t y  a n d  s e c u r i t y  a n d  t o  t h e
p r o c e s s  o f  disarmament, in  part icular  nuclear  disarmament;

(e) T o  f a c i l i t a t e  a n d  p r o m o t e  c o - o p e r a t i o n  i n  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  a n d  u s e  of
nuclear  energy for  peaceful  purposes  both in  the  region and between tonal and
ex t ra - sana l  S ta t e s .
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3 2 . Sta te s  par t i c ipa t ing  i n  a  nuc l ear -weapon- f ree  eone a r e  f r e e  t o  d e c i d e  w h a t
measures  they consider  appropriate  to  the  requirements  in  their  part icular  region.
Each zone establ i shed or  proposed so  far  has  been in tended  to  s e r v e  spec i f i c
p u r p o s e s  a n d  t h a t  w i l l  p r o b a b l y  b e  s o  i n  t h e  f u t u r e  a s  w e l l .  N o n e  t h e  l e s s ,  a
general  def in i t ion of  the  zone concept  has  been provided by the  General  Assembly
and may be of  ass is tance in  formulat ing the arrangements  for  speci f ic  future  cone
p r o j e c t s .

3 3 . In its resolution 3472 E (XXX) of 11 December 1975, the General Assembly
def ined the concept  of  a  nuclear-weapon-free  aone as  fo l lows!

t  o f  a  Wr-weapon-free  sm.0

1. A “nuclear-weapon-free  cone” shal l ,  as  a  general  rule ,  be deemed to  be
any zone, recognised as such by the General Assembly of the United Nations,
which any group of States, i n  t h e  f r e e  e x e r c i s e  o f  t h e i r  s o v e r e i g n t y ,  h a s
establ i shed by v ir tue  of  a  treaty  or  convent ion whereby;

(a)  The s tatute  of  tota l  absence of nuclear  weapons  to  which the  zone
s h a l l  b e  sub j ec t ,  i nc lud ing  the  p rocedure  fo r  the  de l im i t a t i on  of  t h e  z o n e ,  ie
def inedt

(b) A n  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  s y s t e m  o f  v e r i f i c a t i o n  a n d  c o n t r o l  i s  e s t a b l i s h e d
to guarantee  compl iance with  the  obl igat ions  deriv ing from that  s tatute .

I I .  Definftion o f  theon o f  t&i nuar-weaDon  St-
-nuclear-weaoon-free  lipnes -da fhe S t a t e s  i n c l u d e d  timxh

2 . In every case  of  a  nuclear-weapon-free  sone that  has  been recognised as
such by the General Assembly, a l l  nuclear-weapon States  shal l  undertake or
reaff irm, in  a  so l emn  in t e rna t iona l  i n s t rument  heving f u l l  l e g a l l y  b i n d i n g
force, such  a s  a  t r ea ty , a  c o n v e n t i o n  o r  a  p r o t o c o l ,  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  obligationst

( a )  T o  r e s p e c t  i n  a l l  i t s  p a r t s  t h e  s t a t u t e  o f  t o t a l  a b s e n c e  o f  n u c l e a r
weapons  de f ined  i n  the  t r ea ty  o r  conven t ion  wh ich  serves  a s  t h e  c o n s t i t u t i v e
instrument  of  the  zone;

(b) To refrain  from contr ibut ing in  any way to  the  performance in  the
t e r r i t o r i e s  f o rming  par t  o f  t he  zone  of  a c t s  w h i c h  i n v o l v e  a  v i o l a t i o n  o f  t h e
a f o r e s a i d  t r e a t y  o r  c o n v e n t i o n ;

(c) To  re f ra in  f rom u s ing  or  th rea ten ing  to  u s e  nuc l ear  weapons  aga in s t
the  States  included in  the  zone.

34 . Three years  la ter ,  in  1976, the Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of
the  General  Assembly referred in  i t s  paragraph 60 to  the  establ i shment  of
nuclear-weapon-free zones “on the basis of arrangements freely rot-rived at among the
States of the region concerned” as an important disarmament measure. The Final
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Document further pointed out that “in t h e  p r o c e s s  o f  e s t a b l i s h i n g  s u c h  cones,  t h e
charac te r i s t i c s  o f  each  reg ion  shou ld  be  t aken  in to  accoun t”  (para. 61).

35. “Nuclear  weapon”  i s  among the  speci f ic  terms that  may require  an expl ic i t
d e f i n i t i o n . O n l y  t h e  T r e a t y  o f  T l a t e l o l c o  c o n t a i n s  s u c h  a  dsfinition (ar t .  5).
While  there  i s  a  general  understanding of  what  a  nuclear  weapon i s ,  the  countr ies
seeking to  es tabl i sh  a  nuclear-weapon-free  sone may wish to  def ine  the  scope of  the
nuclear-weapon concept ,  in  part icular  whether  the  agreed measures  would relate  to
nuclear warheads, t o  a l l  n u c l e a r  e x p l o s i v e  d e v i c e s ,  a s  i s  t h e  c a s e  i n  t h e  N P T ,  or
whether  to  include del ivery  vehic les  carrying nuclear  warheads .

36. “Nuclear-weapon system” may be another term to define when seeking to
establ i sh  a  nuclear-weapon-free  zone. The quest ion  wi l l  be whether  only  nuclear
warheads  should be prohibi ted or  whether  equipment  and instal lat ions  that  are
integral  parts  of  nuclear-weapon systems should be banned. Systems that  can be
used for both nuclear and other weapons, a6 we l l  a s  f o r  non -mi l i t a ry  purpose s ,  a l so
pose  particular prob lems  o f  de f in i t i on  and  ver i f i ca t i on .

37, The term “nuclear -weapon State” m a y  a l s o  r e q u i r e  s n  e x p l i c i t  d e f i n i t i o n  i n  a
t r e a t y  e s t a b l i s h i n g  a  n u c l e a r - w e a p o n - f r e e  sane, as  such States  may be  requested to
a s sume  spec i f i c  ob l i ga t i on s  w i th  r egard  to  the  zone .  U/

36, Pert inent  in  th is  connect ion would be  the  arrangements  re lat ing to  States  in  a
p o t e n t i a l  z o n e  t h a t  m a y  b e  & fm nuclear-weapon States  but  have  not  overt ly
e s t a b l i s h e d  t h e m s e l v e s  a s  s u c h . There  may also  be  States  that  are  bel ieved to  have
technological  potent ia l  to  produce nuclear  weapons  and are  suspected o f  having such
in ten t ions . These  States  are  somet imes  referred to  as  “threshold  States”.

.E .  meal comidera

39, N o  p r e c i s e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  c a n  b e  s e t  a s  r e g a r d s  t h e  s u i t a b l e  s i z e  o f
nuclear-weapon-free  zones . Somet imes  a  nuclear-weapon-free  zone may be  in i t ia l ly
e s t ab l i shed  in a  m o r e  l i m i t e d  a r e a  a n d  l a t e r  e x t e n d e d  a s  o t h e r  c o u n t r i e s  a g r e e  t o
j o i n  i n . A  s i n g l e  S t a t e  c o u l d  e s t a b l i s h  i t s e l f ,  o r  e v e n  p a r t  o f  i t s e l f ,  a s  3
nuclear-weapon-free  zone.  1-21 Normal ly ,  however , a zone would comprise tho
na t iona l  t e r r i t o r i e s  o f  two  or  more  ne ighbour ing  S ta t e s ,  i nc lud ing  the i r
t e r r i t o r i a l  wa te r s  and  a i r space . I t  w o u l d  a l s o  b e  p o s s i b l e  f o r  S t a t e s  s e p a r a t e d
from each other  by high-sea  areas  or  otherwise  to  form a  nuclear-weapon-free  zone.
Furthermore, a nuclear-weapon-free zone might be extended by agreement into
geograph i ca l  a rea s  no t  under  the  j u r i sd i c t i on  o f  any  S ta t e ,  f o r  i n s t ance  s ea  a rea s
b e y o n d  t e r r i t o r i a l  w a t e r s .

40. One e lement  of  a  zone arrangement  could be  “thinning out”,  i .e .  wi thdrawal  or
other measures regarding nuclear weapons, m i l i t a r y  f o r c e s  o r  m i l i t a r y  a c t i v i t i e s  i n
areas  adjacent  to  the  zone, the  purpose  being to  enhance the  securi ty  of  eonal
S t a t e s  a n d  t h e  c r e d i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  a s s u r a n c e s  e x t e n d e d  t o  t h e  z o n e  b y  extra-zonal
S t a t e s . Such “thinned-out” areas  adjacent  to  the  zone could be  both land and sea
areas . They would conform to specific conditions based upon agreements among the
countr ies  d irect ly  concerned.
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41. M e s s u r e s  o f  t h i s  k i n d  c o u l d  a l s o  b e  defined i n  f u n c t i o n a l  t e r m s ,  t h a t  i s ,  i n
t e rms  o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n s  t h a t  r e l e v a n t  w e a p o n s , f o r c e s  a n d  m i l i t a r y  a c t i v i t i e s  c o u l d
have to the zone. I n  t h e  l a t t e r  c a s e , the  extens ion of  the  “adjacency” would
i m p l i c i t l y  b e  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  r a n g e s  of  t he se  weapons ,  f o rce s  and  ac t i v i t i e s .

F .  J&~ic meaa\ares & obw

42. There  are  three  measures  of central  importance for  the  ach ievement  of  the
o b j e c t i v e s  of  R n u c l e a r - w e a p o n - f r e e  zone, These  are  the  non-possess ion of  nuclear
weapons  by zonal States , the  non-stat ioning of  nuclear  weapons  within  the
geographical  area  of  tne  sone by any State  and the non-use  or  non-threat  of  use  of
nuclear  weapons  against  targets  within  the  sone.

43. The non-possess ion measure  would apply  to  zone1 States . I t  c o u l d  b e  c o d i f i e d
in  a  s imple  manner  by rely ing on the  concepts  of  the  Non-Prol i ferat ion Treaty,
m a i n l y  i t s  a r t i c l e  I I . U/ I f  t h e  s o n e  i s  t o  e n c o m p a s s  o n l y  t e r r i t o r i e s  o f
non-nuclear-weapon States  part ies  to  the  NPT,  possess ion would be prohibi ted ao
long as  the  NPT is  in  force for  a l l  of  them. M/ I f  t h e  sane i s  t o  e n c o m p a s s  a l s o
States  that  are  not  part ies  to  the  NPT or  States  that  possess  nuclear  weapons,  a
s p e c i a l  rigims mus t  be  pre sc r ibed . If a nuclear-weapon State (whether Ae or
establiehod)  i s  t o  b e  i n c l u d e d , this  special  regime must  provide for  abandonment  of
i t s  nuclear  weapons.

44. There  shou ld  a l so  be  a  p rov i s i on  spec i f y ing  i f  par t i e s  have  the  r i gh t  t o
acquire  and operate  nuclear  explos ive  devices  for  peaceful  purposes . Because of
the  technological  s imi lar i ty  of  nuclear  explos ive  devices ,  whether  they are  meant
for  m i l i t a ry  o r  f o r  peace fu l  purpose s . the  pos se s s ion  o f  any  such  device b y  a  zone1
S t a t e  w o u l d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  i m p a i r  t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  t h e  e o n a l  regime.  A s
peaceful  nuclear-explos ion technology,  cons idering i t s  economic,  environmental  and
arm6 control  impl icat ions , n o w  s e e m s  g e n e r a l l y  n o t  f e a s i b l e ,  s a c r i f i c i n g  t h e  r i g h t
to  possess  such devices  would harm the  part ies  very  l i t t le  whi le  enhancing the
effect iveness  of  the  zone very  much.

45. The non-stat ioning measure  would apply  pr imari ly  to  the  land areas  of  zone1
S t a t e s , Under  r ecogn i s ed  pr inc ip l e s  o f  i n t e rna t iona l  l aw , sonal S t a t e s  c o u l d  n o t ,
by agreement among themselves, proh ib i t  i nnocen t  pa s sage  or  t rans i t  pa s sage  by
vos~els  of  nuclear-weapon States  through their  terr i tor ia l  waters .

46. Related to  the  non-stat ioning measure  i s “transit” of nuclear weapon6 through
zone1 t e r r i t o r y . The trans i t  concept  refers  to  any movement  of  nuclear  weapons
over  a  l imited per iod of  t ime by a nuclear-weapon State ,  by  land,  by air  or  through
i n t e r n a l  waterfi, i nc lud ing  ca l l s  a t  por t s  b y  sh ip s  ca r ry ing  nuc l ear  weapons .  A

zonal t r ea ty  shou ld  pre sc r ibe  i f  t r an s i t  wou ld  b e  g e n e r a l l y  p r o h i b i t e d  o r  l e f t .  f o r
dec i s i on  b y  e a c h  i n d i v i d u a l  S t a t e  o f  t h e  z o n e , in  accordance with  internat ional
law, a s  i s  t h e  c a s e  i n  t h e  T r e a t y  o f  T l a t e l o l c o .

47. The non-use measure vould be a commitment by nuclear-weapon States. This
p r o v i s i o n  h a s  b e e n  g i v e n  t h e  l e g a l  f o r m  o f  a  s e p a r a t e  p r o t o c o l  t o  e x i s t i n g  t o n e
agreements. Declarat ion6 and interpretat ions  could not  be  avoided in  the  Lat in
American case.

/ . . .
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48, The non-use measure should be considered against the background of ongoing
negot iat ions  on negat ive  securi ty  assurances  at  the  Conference on Disarmament  at
Geneva. A l l  f i ve  n u c l e a r - w e a p o n  S t a t e s  h a v e  m a d e  u n i l a t e r a l  d e c l a r a t i o n s  t h a t  t h e y
would not  at tack or  threaten to  at tack with  nuclear  weapons  non-nuclear-weapon
Sta t e s ,  bu t  t he se  dec l a ra t i on s  a re  no t  i den t i ca l  and  i nc lude  some  conditio.Js and
r e s e r v a t i o n s . Certa in  reservat ions  are  l inked to  the  quest ion whether  a State  can
s imultaneously  be  a  member of  a  nuclear-weapon-free  zone and of a mi l i tary  a l l iance
with A  nuclear-weapon State, Th i s  i s  c e r t a in l y  po s s ib l e  p rov ided  tha t  t he  two  s e t s
o f  commitments.are no t  con t rad i c tory ,

49. Another form of negat ive  guarantee  i s  known as  “no f irs t  use”. China and the
S o v i e t  U n i o n  h a v e  c a t e g o r i c a l l y  p l e d g e d  n o t  t o  b e  t h e  f i r s t  t o  u s e  n u c l e a r
weapons. ti/

50, A  p o s i t i v e  g u a r a n t e e  l i n k e d  t o  t h e  N o n - P r o l i f e r a t i o n  T r e a t y  i s  embcdied  in
Security Council resolution 255 (1968) of 19 June 1968. The resolut ion was
introduced by the  Union of  Soviet  Social i s t  Republ ics , the United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States of America a-:d envisaged that
the  permanent  members  o f  the  Counci l  would immediate ly  extend ass i s tance,  through
the Counci l , to  non-nuclear-weapon States  subject  to  aggress ion or  threat  of
aggression by nuclear weapons. In developing a  future  nuclear-weapon-free  sone,
“posi t ive  guarantees” could  be  negot iated between the  sonal States  and outs ide
guarantor  States , which could  include major  mi l i tary  Powers . Such arrangements
cou ld  a l so  i nc lude  ru l e s  and  mechan i sms  for  the  i nvoca t i on  o f  a s s i s t a n c e ,  a s  w e l l
a s  f o r  o ther  measure s  t o  ma in ta in  the  s ecur i t y  o f  sonal s ta tes  a?d the  in tegr i ty  o f
t h e  sonal  regime.

51. Linked to the non-use measure has been the idea mentioned above that the
measure could be complemented by a “thinning-out” arrairgement  i n  a r e a s  a d j a c e n t  t o
the proposed sone. The nuclear weapons to be withdrawn would be those which were
targeted against the zone or which had short ranges and were deployed very close to
the zone, thus  making them usab le  primari ly  against  the  cone. If such weapons were
withdrawn, non-use commitments would be more credible.

52. A  c o l l a t e r a l  m e a s u r e  t o  a  sonal rigime cou ld  be  a  p roh ib i t i on  to  a t t ack
r e a c t o r s  a n d  a s s o c i a t e d  f u e l - c y c l e  f a c i l i t i e s  s i t u a t e d  w i t h i n  t h e  gone.  T h e
primary purpose  of  the  prohibi t ion would be to  avoid  the  re lease  of radioact ive
substances  to  wide areas . The resul t ing contaminat ion would have  some of  the  same
effects  as  a  nuclear  at tack,  as  the  accident  at  the  Chernobyl  power plant  in  1986
has amply demonstrated.

G .  w orovp s e a  aru

53. There  a re  s i gn i f i can t  d i f f e rence s  be tween  app ly ing  a r m s  c o n t r o l  t o  s e a  a r e a s
and to  land areas , b e c a u s e  o f  d i f f e r e n t  l e g a l  rhgimes, A l m o s t  a l l  l a n d  i s  s u b j e c t
t o  ‘-,he j u r i s d i c t i o n  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  S t a t e s , a  wel l -known except ion being Antarct ica.
As J consequence, adversary  mi l i tary  forces on land are  geographical ly  separated
from each other in peacetime. On the other  hand,  mi l i tary  forces of  di f ferent
States may mix above, on and beneath sea  areas . Indeed,  they  frequent ly  do so.

/ . . .
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54. C o a s t a l  S t a t e s  h a v e  f u l l  j u r i s d i c t i o n  o n l y  o v e r  t h e i r  i n t e r n a l  w a t e r s . Their
j u r i s d i c t i o n  a l s o  e x t e n d s  t o  t h e i r  t e r r i t o r i a l  s e a s  a n d  a r c h i p e l a g i c  w a t e r s ,  b u t  i t
i s  l im i t ed  i n  tha t  f l ag  S ta t e s  en joy  the  r i gh t  o f  i nnocen t  pa s sage  fo r  sh ip s ,
including warships ,  in  such waters . T h e r e  i s  a  m o r e  l i b e r a l  r6gime f o r  t r a n s i t
pa s sage  th rough  in t e rna t iona l  s t ra i t s .

55. Zone1 S t a t e s  h a v e  n o  r i g h t  t o  l i m i t  b y  a g r e e m e n t  among  t h e m s e l v e s  the  r i gh t s
o f  f l ag  S ta t e s  t o  nav iga t e  sh ip s  o r  f l y  a i r c ra f t  i n  o r  over  exclusi-re  e c o n o m i c
z o n e s  o r  t h e  h i g h  s e a s . Their  denuclear isat ion would require  agreement  in
principle  among al l  States  having the  r ight  to  navigate  through them. At a
minimum, agreement would be required from the nuclear-weapon States to make the
rigime e f f e c t i v e .

H .  uts -control nrocedures

56 . It  has  long been recognised that  ef fect ive  implementat ion of  a
nuclear-weapon-free  zone agreement  requires  a  sys tem of  ver i f icat ion to  ensure  that
a l l  S t a t e s  i n v o l v e d , zone1 S t a t e s  a s  w e l l  a s  e x t r a - z o n e 1  S t a t e s ,  c o m p l y  w i t h  t h e i r
ob l i ga t i on s . T h e  p r e c i s e  n a t u r e , scope and modal i t ies  of  the  sys tem would  vary
from zone to zone and depend upon the nature of obligations undertaken. Generally
a  conal  treaty  would have to  include provis ions  both for  ver i fy ing compl iance and
for  cons ider ing  and  s e t t l i ng  i s sue s  o f  non-compl i ance ,  shou ld  s u c h  ca se s  a r i s e .

57. S u b j e c t  t o  v e r i f i c a t i o n  s h o u l d  b e :

(a) A l l  n u c l e a r  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  e o n a l  S t a t e s  t o  e n s u r e  t h a t  p e a c e f u l  n u c l e a r
a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  n o t  d i v e r t e d  t o  t h e  m a n u f a c t u r e  o f  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s :

(b) The commitment  that  no nuclear  weapons  are  present  within  the  zone;
special  regimes  would be  required for  sea  areas  and parts  of  nuclear-weapon States
inc luded  in  t h e  z o n e ;

(cl The removal  of  nuclear  weapons  present  in  the  zone in  conjunct ion with
the  entry  into  force  of  the  zone agreement , po s s ib l y  a l so  r equ i r ing  an  accoun t  o f
the  nuc l ear  h i s to ry  o f  par t i c ipa t ing  zona l  S ta t e s :

(d) The implementat ion of  other  measures  associated with  the  zone agreement .

58. M o s t  v e r i f i c a t i o n  r e l a t e d  t o  p e a c e f u l  n u c l e a r  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  tonal S t a t e s  c o u l d
be entrusted to IAEA. The Agency i s  now operat ing nuclear  safeguards  in  a l l
non-nuclear-weapon States  part ies  to  the  Non-Prol i ferat ion Treaty. This
ver i f icat ion might  need to  be  supplemented and reinforced by other  verificat!on
procedures  especial ly  def ined and prescr ibed in  the  zone treaty.

59. In some regions, t h e  z o n a l  p a r t i e s  m a y  pre fe r  t o  e s t ab l i sh  s t and ing  bod ie s  o r
s p e c i a l  o r g a n s  f o r  ca r ry ing  ou t  v e r i f i ca t i on . In regions  where sharp confl icts
e x i s t , en t ru s t i ng  the  t a sk  o f  v e r i f i ca t i on  to  an  i n t e rna t iona l  c rgan i za t i on ,
perhaps  supplemented by bi lateral  arrangements ,  might  be  preferred.

/ . * .
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60. IAEA cou ld  a s sume  re spons ib i l i t y  f o r  s a f eguards  sub j ec t  t o  spec i a l
agreements. However, t o  e n t r u s t  a l l  v e r i f i c a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  r e f e r r e d  t o  a b o v e  t o
IAEA may go beyond the Agency’s current practices, a l t h o u g h  i t s  s t a t u t e  g i v e s  t h e
Agency considerable  lat i tude in  that  respect .

61. T h e r e  i s  a l s o  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  a n  a g r e e m e n t  o n  a  cone w o u l d  p r o v i d e  f o r
a n y  p a r t y  t o  u n d e r t a k e  v e r i f i c a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s , i n c l u d i n g  o n - s i t e  i n s p e c t i o n ,  i n
ano ther  zone1  S t a t e . One model could be the Stockholm document on confidence-  and
securi ty-bui lding measures  in  Europe, g i v ing  each  o f  t he  35  par t i e s  t he  r i gh t  t o
undertake a  l imited annual  number of  inspect ions  in  the  terr i tory  of any other
party  and obl ig ing each party  co receive  and accommodate  on short  not ice
inspections  i n  i t s  t e r r i t o r y . A n o t h e r  e x a m p l e  of  f a r - reach ing  on - s i t e  ve r i f i ca t i on
is  included in  the  1988 Treaty  between the  United States  of  America  and the  Union
of  Soviet  Social i s t  Republ ics  on the  El iminat ion of  Their  Intermediate-Range and
Shorter-Range Missiles (INF Treaty). M u t u a l  v e r i f i c a t i o n  s y s t e m s  09 t h i s
o b l i g a t o r y  n a t u r e  c o u l d  b e  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  r e l e v a n c e  f o r  S t a t e s ,  s u c h  a s  I s r a e l ,  t h a t
might  of ten f ind themselves  outvoted within  internat ional  arrangements  where
dec i s i on s  a re  t aken  by  a  m a j o r i t y  v o t e .

62. Veri f icat ion of  a  denuclearisat ion agreement  applying to  a  sea  area  would
i n v o l v e  s e v e r a l  d i f f i c u l t  p r o b l e m s . E v e r y  v e s s e l  o r  a i r c r a f t  h a s  a  r i g h t  t o  g o
almost n y w h e r e  a t  s e a  a n d  t h a t  w o u l d  f a c i l i t a t e  n a t i o n a l  v e r i f i c a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s .
On the other hand, under  i n t e rna t iona l  l aw ,  war sh ip s  a re immune” and agreements
for  on -board  in spec t ion  s e e m  unrea l i s t i c . Moreover, several nuilear-weapon Powers
nei ther  conf irm nor deny the  presence or  absence of  nuclear  weapons  on speci f ic
s h i p s  a t  s p e c i f i c  t i m e s . S u c h  a  p o l i c y  w o u l d  t h u s  b e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  r e c o n c i l e  w i t h  a
denuclearication  or  “thinning-out” rigime a t  s e a  i f  w a r s h i p s  o r  ; ircraft  o f
nuclear-weapon States  are  to  cont inue to  be  present  in  tonal  sea  areas .

11 Resolut ion 2373 (XXII) ,  annex;  see  a l so  Securi ty  Counci l  resolut ion
255 (1968).

u T h e  f i r s t  a c h i e v e m e n t  i n  t h i s  c a t e g o r y  w a s  t h e  Antarctic T r e a t y  o f  1959,
wh ich  dec l a red  the  An tarc t i c  con t inen t  a  demi l i t a r i s ed  zone and ,  by  imp l i ca t ion ,
also  a  nuclear-weapon-free  zone. Two other  mult i la teral  agreements  ra is ing
barriers to the deployment of nuclear weapons in new areas and environments were
t h e  1 9 6 7  T r e a t y  o n  P r i n c i p l e s  G o v e r n i n g  t h e  A c t i v i t i e s  of  S t a t e s  i n  t he  Exp lora t i on
and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies (Outer Space
Treaty) and the 1971 Treaty on the Prohibition of thL Emplacement of Nuclear
Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor
and in  the Subso i l  Thereof  (Sea-Bed Treaty) .

a/ T h e  t e x t s  o f  m o s t  m u l t i l a t e r a l  t r e a t i e s  r e f e r r e d  t o  i n  t h i s  d o c u m e n t  c a n
b e  f o u n d  i n  t’.e Stetus o f  B Reg,&&iQn_agd  DisfuEBment Aaraements I
3rd ed., 1987 (United Nat ions  publ icat ion,  Sales  No.  E.88.1X.5) .

/ . . .
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Notes ( con t inued)

!I/ T h e y  r e f e r  t o  A f r i c a ,  t h e  ASEAN aree, t h e  M i d d l e  E a s t ,  S o u t h  A s i a ,  a s
w e l l  a s  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  s e a  a r e a s  s u c h  a s  t h e  B a l t i c ,  t h e  I n d i a n  O c e a n ,  t h e
Mediterranean and the South Atlantic. The p o l i t i c a l  h i s t o r y  . o f  m a n y  o f  t h e s e
proposals  i s  described in  the report  of a United Nat ions  s tudy carr ied out  by a
group of governmental experts under the auspices of the Conference of the Committee
on Disarmament. The report, which was  submitted in  1975,  f irs t  :-o the  Conference
of  the  Commi t tee  on Disarmament  and then to  the  General  Assembly  (A/10027/Add.l),
iS ent i t led  &g&x&QnSiVe  Study on me QueStion of  Nuclear-Weaosn-Free  Zones  in  u
i.ts-&p!$~s  ( U n i t e d  N a t i o n s  p u b l i c a t i o n ,  S a l e s  N o .  E.76.1.7).  A  s econd  s tudy  in
1985 was  not  f inal i sed. The  t ex t  was  con ta ined  i n  an  annsx t o  a  l e t t e r  o f
9  February  1985 f rom the  cha i rman of the expert  group to  the  Secretary-General .

51 Common Secu - A Blueorint  for  Survival  report  by  the  Independent
Commission on Disarmament and Security Issues, Simon’and Schuster, New York, 1982,
P* 147 (document A1CN.10138).

5/ In recent  years , l o c a l  a u t h o r i t i e s  i n  v a r i o u s  countries  h a v e  d e c l a r e d
c i t i e s ,  t o w n s , count ies  or  other  sub-nat ional  areas  nuclear-weapon-free  zones .
Generally, such authori t ies  have  no legal  competence for  decis ions  of this  kind and
would  have  no  poss ibi l i ty  to  have  their  “zones” i n t e r n a t i o n a l l y  r e c o g n i s e d .  S u c h
“zones” should therefore be considered express ions  of  opinion rather  than arms
l imitat ion measures .

7/ A1C.11L.3121Rev.2  and resolut ion 1911 (XVIII) .

81 The present  s tatus  of  the  Treaty  i s  descr ibed in  document  NPT/CONF.IV/lS.

Q/ See note 4.

IQ/ Final Document of the Tenth Special Sessio)l of the General Assembly
(S/10-2),  para. 6 1 .

.u/ The term was  def ined in  art ic le  IX (3)  of  the  Non-Prol i ferat ion Treaty  as
a State having manufactured and exploded a nuclear weapon or other nuclear
explos ive  device  pr ior  to  1  January 1967. Th i s  de f in i t i on  doe s  no t ,  obv iou s l y ,
cover  a  new country  acquir ing nuclear  weapons  af ter  the  s tated date  beyond the  f ive
recognized  a t  t h e  t i m e . T h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f “the r i se  of  a  new Power possess ing
n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s ”  i s  d e a l t  w i t h  i n  a r t i c l e  2 8  o f  t h e  T r e a t y  o f  T l a t e l o l c o .

12 / There are  a  number of  cases  in  which only  part  of  a  State  i s  included in
a zone. Obvitius  o n e s  a r e : (a) a  State  has dependencies  in  another  region than the
mainland and such dependencies  are  included in  a  nuclear-weapon-free  zone.
Protocol  I  in  both  the  Treaty  of  Tlate lolco  and the  Treaty  of  Rarotonqa appl ies  to
t h i s  c a s e ; (b) a  State  belongs  to  a  nuLlear-weapon-free  zone but  a  far  away
dependency  doe s  no t ;  (c) a  spec i a l  par t  o f  a  coun t ry  i s  a  denuclearized  or
demil i tar ized zone and the  mainland i s  not . An example  i s  the  demil i tar ized
Spitsbergen archipelago, which belongs to Norway: and (d) a  nuclear-weapon State
has  a  mi l i tary  base  in  a  country  within  a  nuclear-weapon-free  zone,  but  the  host

/ .*.
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Notes  (cont inued)

country  ha6 no responsibi l i ty  for  the  base. An example  i s  the  United State6 base
of  Guantaaamo in Cuba.

U/ Art ic le  II  of  the  NPT provides  that  each non-nuclear-weapon State  party
to  the  Treaty  undertakes  not  to  receive  the  transfer  from any transferor  whatsoever
of  nuclear  weapons  or  other  nuclear  explos ive  devices  or  of  control  over  such
w e a p o n s  o r  e x p l o s i v e  d e v i c e s  d i r e c t l y ,  o r  i;.directly;  no t  t o  manu fac ture  @r
otherwise acquire nuclear weapons c; o t h e r  n u c l e a r  e x p l o s i v e  d e v i c e s ;  a n d  n o t  t o
seek or  receive  any ass i s tance in  the  manufacture  of  nuclear  weapon6 or  other
nuclear  explos ive  devices .

r;9/ I n  1 9 9 5 ,  t h e  e x t e n s i o n  o f  t h e  N P T  w i l l  b e  d i s c u s s e d  a t  a  s p e c i a l  r e v i e w
c o n f e r e n c e  o f  t h e  p a r t i e s  ( a r t .  X  ( 2 ) ) .

fi/ T h e  c u r r e n t  c o n t e n t  o f  t h e s e  u n i l a t e r a l  g u a r a n t e e s  i s  summarised  i n
document NPT/CONF.IV/II.

/ . . 9
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CHAPTER III

A NUCLEAR-WEAPON-FREE ZONE IN THE MIDDLE EAST

A. Geographic delimitation of the zone

63. The geographic limits of a nuclear-weapon-free zone should normally be
established by the agreement of the States concerned. It is these States that
determine, in the exercise of their sovereignty, whether they are prepared to place
all or part of their territory under the constraints the regime of the zone will
invulve. A discussion of the limits of a Middle East zone can, therefore, only be
preliminary and, in a sense, hypothetical. Such a discussion is none the less
essential in order to develop a generally accepted list of those States whose
participation in a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East will be necessary to
make it meaningful in military and political terms.

64. An analysis of the region in terms of "core countries" and "peripheral
countries" may be helpful. Such an analysis should take account of geography, of
existing tensions and of the potential of particular States to develop nuclear
weapons. This sort of analysis, explicit or implicit, lies at the base of all
discussions of a Middle East nuclear-weapon-free zone in the rather substantial
body of literature that has developed, both inside and outside the United Nations.
One notable example is a recent study by IAEA. 11 In that study the region was
taken to include "the area extending from the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya in the West,
to the Islamic Republic of Iran in the East, and from Syria in the North to the
People's Democratic Republic of Yemen in the South". 21

65. This "IAEA definition" of the zone may provide a working list of core
countries, although any potential eonal State would have the right to put forward
its own list of minimum essential parties in such an undertaking. It may be
useful, in that connection, to think in terms of two lists of core countries: a
smaller group essential to the initiation. of any serious action for the
establishment of the zone and a somewhat larger group whose accession to the
arrangement establishing the zone might be necessary to bring it into force.

66. A zone can be developed in stages, beginning with the core countries and later
extended to include additional States. One option would be the possibility that
the zone eventually encompasses all States directly connected to current conflicts
in the region, i.e. all States members of the League of Arab States (LAS), the
Islamic Republic of Iran and Israel.

67. The IAEA definition clearly excludes Turkey, Cyprus and Malta. This accords
with virtually all other suggestions for delimiting a Middle East zone. Turkey is
a NATO member and it has been generally assumed that it has United States nuclear
weapons stationed on its territory. Cyprus and Malta are universally considered
not to host any nuclear weapons. There are, however, two British bases on Cyprus.
Given these facts, those countries may best be thought of as neighbours to a future
Middle East zone, from which it would be reasonable to expect certain commitments
to respect and support the zonal regime.

t’...
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6 8 . Afghanistan and Pakistan border  the  Is lamic  Republ ic  of  Iran to  the  east- The
inclus ion in  a  Middle  East zone of  one or both has  at  t ime6 been suggested a6
d e s i r a b l e . Nevertheless , t h e i r  p r i n c i p a l  p o l i t i c a l - m i l i t a r y  conC6rn6  focus i n
o ther  d i rec t i on s  and  the i r  par t i c ipa t ion  in  th i s  zone  shou ld  there fore  no t  be
cons idered  e s s en t i a i .

69. D j i b o u t i , Somalia and the Sudan art) member6 of LAS not included in the IAEA
d e f i n i t i o n . While  there  may be substant ia l  ground6  for  includiny  the Sudan,  the
geographic  factor  c learly  makes  Dj ibout i  and Somal ia  less  indispensable . T h i s  i s
t h e  s o r t  o f  q u e s t i o n  t h a t  c o r e  c o u n t r i e s  w i l l  e v e n t u a l l y  h a v e  t o  cons ider  a t  an
appropriate  t ime.

7 0 . The group of  Arab States  ly ing wes t  of  the  Libyan Arab Jamahiriya  h&6 a
s i m i l a r  r e l a t i o n s h i p . Some core  group countr ies  might  l ook  on the part ic ipat ion of
Tun i s i a , Algeria  or  Morocco or  a l l  of  them as  not  merely  des irable ,  but  essent ia l .
T h e  same cons idera t i on  cou ld  app ly  t o  i nc lu s ion  o f  t he  wes t e rnmos t  A r a b  S t a t e ,
Mauritania.

71. On the western part of the North African coast, there  are  a few t iny  enclave6
of  Spain. If  the  zone extends  to  that  part  of  North Afr ica,  those enc lave6  may  be
treated in  the  way  that  dependencies are  covered by Protocol  I  of  the  Treaty  of
T l a t e l o l c o .

7 2 . Consequently, the IAEA def ini t ion may be taken as del imit ing the  probable  core
coun t r i e s . The addit ion of  the  Sudan and the Paghreb  countr ies  11 i s  Certa inly
d e s i r a b l e .

7 3 . Several  sea  areas  may be considered for  inclus ion or  “thinning-out” measures
in  re lat ion to  the  proposed zone in  the  Middle  East . Both the Red Sea and the
Pers ian Gulf  may be enclosed or  Semi-enclosed  within  the ZOnal area. Prospect ive
zonal  areas  have  coasts  in  the  Mediterranean, t h e  A t l a n t i c  and  the  nor th -wes t e rn
Indian Ocean. Because of the legal status of the sea areas, mari t ime arrangement6
should be prescr ibed in  separate  protocols  to  a cone agreement . The law of  the  sea
does  not  apply  to  the  Caspian Sea div ided between the  Islamic Republ ic  of Iran and
the Soviet Union.

7 4 . T h e  p r o s p e c t i v e  z o n a l  a r e a  w o u l d  i n c l u d e  a  f e w  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  s t ra i t s  Subject
t o  t h e  rhgime o f  t r a n s i t - p a s s a g e ,  i . e .  t h e  s t r a i t s  o f  G i b r a l t a r ,  B a b  a l  Mandab a n d
Ho rmuz . A l so  impor tan t  i n  th i s  r e spec t  i s  t he  Sue6 Cana l ,  an  i n t e rna t iona l
waterway cross ing through Egypt ian terr i tory,  which i s  open “in  t ime of  war  86 in
t ime of  peace, to  every  vesse l  of  commerce  or  of  war, w i t h o u t  diStinCtion  o f  f l a g ”
according to  the  Constant inople  Convent ion of 29 October  1888.  41 This  convent ion
is  a l so  referred to  in  the  Egypt-Israel  Peace Treaty  of  1978,  which provides ,
i n t e r  al&a, that  the  Strai t  of  Tiran and the Gulf  of  Aqaba are  “internat ional
waterways  open to  a l l  nat ions”.

7 5 . The  pos s ib i l i t y  o f  i nc lud ing  i n t e rna t iona l  wa te r s  w i th in  a  nuc l ear -weapon- f ree
z o n e  i n  t h e  M i d d l e  E a s t  i m m e d i a t e l y  r a i s e s  t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  t h e  a t t i t u d e  o f  t h e  f i v e
declared nuclear-weapon States , s i nce  t h e  w a r s h i p s  o f  s e v e r a l  o f  t h e m ,  b e l i e v e d  t o
carry  nuclear  weapons,  frequent  these  wats :s. I t  c a n  b e  a6SWIWd  tha t  the  broad
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support  for  a  Middle  East  nuclear-weapon-free  zone,  repeatedly  expressed in
authori tat ive  s tatements  by  the  nuclear-weapon States , w i l l  be  an  impor tan t  factor
in realizing such a  zone. Indeed, the nuclear-weapon Powers would be essential as
guarantor  States . Therefore, the i r  r i gh t s  t o  be  pre sen t  and  to  nav iqa te  i n
relevant  sea  areas  with  ships  that  may be nuclear-weapon-capable  i s  an i ssue
c l o s e l y  l i n k e d  t o  t h e  g u a r a n t e e s  t o  b e  a s s o c i a t e d  t o  t h e  zone, The extens ion of
t h e  aone beyond  the  l im i t s  o f  na t i ona l  j u r i sd i c t i on  wou ld  thu s  be  an  i s s u e  tha t
s h o u l d  b e  l e f t  t o  t h e  l a t e r  s t a g e s  o f  n e g o t i a t i o n s .

76 . A Middle  Eas t  nuclear-weapon-free  zone would be  di f ferent  from the Lat in
American zone and the South Pacific zone in one important respect. It would have
n e i g h b o u r s  around  a lmos t  i t s  en t i r e  per iphery . It  was  noted above in  connect ion
with Turkey, Cyprus and Malta that it might be appropriate to look for commitments
from those  States  to  respect  the  zone, and the  same could  be  sa id  of  Greece,  I ta ly
and Spain,  Afghanistan and Pakistan,  Chad and Ethiopia,  and perhaps  others .  I t
should be  noted tnat  the  prospect ive  core  zone would border  both the  Soviet  Union
and NATO territory. One might  therefore  consider  “thinning-out” measure8 related
to  nuclear  weapons  deployed in  land areas  adjacent  to  the  eone. Again i t  seems
clear  that  the  securing of  such commitments  would be  useful  a l though not
fundamental  to  the  success of the  zone,

77 . O f  t h e  p r o s p e c t i v e  p a r t i e s  t o  t h e  z o n e , p a r t i c u l a r l y  t h e  c o r e  g r o u p ,  a l l  o f
the Arab States  f rom Iraq to  Mauri tania , as  wel l  as  the  Is lamic  Republ ic  of  Iran
are, with  four  except ions ,  part ies  to  the  NPT. The except ions  dre Algeria ,
Mauritania, Qnan and the United Arab Emirates. Ierael  a l so  i s  not  an  NPT party .

7 8 , N u c l e a r  f a c i l i t i e s  of  r e l e v a n c e  for  t he  e s t ab l i shmen t  of  t h e  e o n e  i n  t h e
M i d d l e  East a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  f e w . Almost  a l l  of them are  research reactors . Some of
t h e s e  f a c i l i t i e s ,  h o w e v e r , a re  no t  sub j ec t  t o  i n t e rna t iona l  s a f eguards . There are
a t  p re sen t  no  r eac tor s  f o r  e l ec t r i c  power  produc t ion  i n  the  r eg ion .

79. The thrae  Arab countr ies  part ies  to  the  11PT that  have  research reactor8 are
Eqypt, Iraq and the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya. T h e y  a r e  a l l  subject  to  s a f eguards
agreement8 with IAEA. T h e  1Siti111iC Repub l i c  o f  I ran ’ s  r e search  reactor  i s  ale0
under IAEA safeguards. A l g e r i a , though not  a  party  to  the  NPT,  has  placed i t s
research reactor under IAEA safeguards. The other  two Arab States  non-part ies  to
the NPT - Qnan and the United Arab Emirates  - h a v e  n o  n u c l e a r  f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t
r e q u i r e  international  sa f eguard ing .

80 . Israel  has  two reactors . Its 5-MW IRR-1 reactor at Nahal-Soreq is under IAEA
safeguards,  but  i t s  IRR-2 reactor  at  Dimona i s  not . I t  i s  the  Dimona reartor  and
a s s o c i a t e d  f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  a r e  c o m m o n l y  poiljied to  a8  the  po s s ib l e  source  o f  an
I s r a e l i  nuclear-Keapon  c a p a b i l i t y .  51

81 . To establ i sh  an ef fect ive  nuclear-weapon-free  zone in  the  Middle  East  i t  would
b e  e s s n n t i a l  t o  p l a c e  a l l  n u c l e a r  f a c i l i t i e s  u n d e r  a p p r o p r i a t e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l
safeguards, e i ther  through adherence of  the  State  in  quest ion to  the  NPT or  by
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concluding a  ful l -scope safeguards  agreement  with  IAEA. For pract ical  purposes
this  requirement  i s  of  re levance to  Israel  Only, s i n c e  a l l  o t h e r  p r o s p e c t i v e
par t i c ipan t s  i n  t he  zone  w i th  nuc l ear  f ac i l i t i e s  have  p l aced  the se  f ac i l i t i e s  under
IAEA safeguards.

82. As regards nuclear-weapon States, a t  p r e s e n t  t h e y  a r e  l e g a l l y  free, w i t h  the
consent of the Middle East State concerned, to  s t a t i on  nuc l ear  weapons  i n  tha t
State . I f  a  z o n e  i s  e s t a b l i e h e d ,  s u c h  r i g h t s  w o u l d  b e  l e g a l l y  e l i m i n a t e d . The
treaty  es tabl i shing the  zone would have  to  commit  the  part ies  not to  accept
deployment of nuclear weapon8 of others. A protocol  on the  model  of the  treat ies
of Tlatelolco and Rarotonqa would solicit a corresponding commitment to respect the
zone from the I ive nuclear- weapon States. T h e  s t r o n g  i n t e r e s t  o f  t h e  m a j o r  POWerS
in  any measure  that  enhance8 securi ty  and reduce8 the  r i sk of  a  Middle  East  war
make8 it seem l ikely  that  th is  s tructure  can be  bui l t .

83. Armed forces of nuclear-weapon States are deployed near the general area Of a
nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East. As was noted above,  four  of  the  f ive
declared nuclear-weapon States  a lso  maintain  naval  forces  nearby. I t  i s  g e n e r a l l y
assumed that a number of these ships carry nuclear arms.

C. OW dee

84. All  States  in  the  area  have  declared them8elVt33  in  favour of a Middle  East
nuclear-weapon-free  zone, No Government ha8 expressed opposition to the idea.
Nor,  despi te  the  polemic8 f rom both Side8  of  the  Arab-Israel i  d ispute,  i s  there
sol id  ground to  doubt  that  a l l  the  Governments  concerned bel ieve  that  a  zone would
be  pre fe rab le  t o  the  p re sen t  s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s .  The  prob lem  i s  how,  th rough  wha t
process  and under what  condit ions  a  zone might  be  establ ished.

85. The view8 of Government8 concerned regarding the establishment of a
nuclear-weapon-free  zone in  the  Middle  Ea8t  submit ted pursuant  to  var ious  General
Assembly  resolut ions  are  contained in  the  Secretary-General ’ s  report8  to  the
General  Assembly.  61 These  both reaff irm the long-standing support  that  the
concept  has  received and also  throw a  c lear  l ight  on the  quest ion of  how to  move
forward.

86. For the Arab Governments and the 181miC  RepublJc  of Iran, the problem is
simple : t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  l i e s  i n  I s r a e l i  p o l i c i e s , znd t h e  p r o p e r  s t e p  f o r  I s r a e l  t o
take i s  to  jo in  the  NPT and negot iate  with  IAEA the appl icat ion of  safeguards  on
i t s  n u c l e a r  i n s t a l l a t i o n 8  o r ,  s h o r t  o f  j o i n i n g  t h e  N P T ,  t o  a c c e p t  f u l l - s c o p e
s a f e g u a r d 8  o n  a l l  o f  i t s  in8tallatiOIm.

87. For Israel  the  problem is  equal ly  e imple : t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  l i e s  i n  t h e
u n w i l l i n g n e s s  o f  o t h e r  S t a t e s  i n  t h e  r e g i o n ,  e x c e p t  E g y p t ,  t o  a c c e p t  Israel a 8  a
leqi timate State , and the  proper  s tep for  them to  take would be  to  s i t  down at  a
formal  negot iat ing table  with  Israel  and work out  the  arrangements  for  creat ing the
zone.
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8 8 . For  th i rd -par ty  ob8ervers, 6ome s c e p t i c i s m  i s  j u s t i f i e d  a s  t o  w h e t h e r  t h e
m a t t e r  i s  a s  s i m p l e  a s  e i t h e r  side a s s e r t s . I L  t h e  Goverzunent  o f  I s r a e l  w e r e  t o
accept  the Arab demand for  safeguards  on i t s  Dimona reactor,  then the  insta l lat ion
could no lonqer  be  used - a s suming  tha t  i n  f ac t  i t  ha s  been  - f o r  the  produc t ion  o f
f i s s ionab le  materia l  IOr weapon8 purposes . However, safeguards on Dimona would do
nothing to  neutral ire  whatever  s tockpi le  of  weapons-grade mater ia l  might  have  been
accumulated. If Israel were to become a party to the NPT, that would also imply an
o b l i g a t i o n  o n  i t s  p a r t  t o  d e c l a r e , to  safeguard and then to  dispose of  any weapon
stockpi le  i t  might .  have. S h o r t  o f  a d h e r e n c e  t o  t h e  N P T ,  I s r a e l i  n e g o t i a t i o n  f o r
ful l -scope safeguards  with  IAEA would imply  a  declarat ion of  any such s tockpi le  and
an agreement on how to deal with it.

89. G i v e n  t h e  p r e s e n t  i n t e n s e  m i s t r u s t  t h a t  e x i s t s  b e t w e e n  I s r a e l  a n d  m o s t
Governments in the area, i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  i m a g i n e  e i t h e r  ( a )  a n  I s r a e l i
Government making an immediate, fu l l  diSClO8Ure  of  weapon-related mater ia l  or  (b) a
general  acceptance of  the  completeness  of  whatever  declarat ion Israel  miqht  make,
For  i t s  par t , IAEA dOf38 not at present have the authority or the means to conduct
ver i f i ca t i on  in  t h e  form o f  inspectiolrs  o r  s e a r c h e s  f o r  u n d e c l a r e d  m a t e r i a l  o r
i n s t a l l a t i o n s .  C l e a r l y , an extended trans i t ion with  novel  and complex arrangements
w i l l  b e  r e q u i r e d  t o  m o v e  f r o m  a n  i n i t i a l  a ccep tance  by  I s rae l  o f  s a f eguards  on  i t s
k n o w n  f a c i l i t i e s t o  a n  e v e n t u a l  a c c e p t a n c e  b y  o t h e r  S t a t e s  t h a t  I s r a e l  i s  t r u l y
nuclear-weapon free.

90 I Turn ing  to  t h e  I s r a e l i  p r e - c o n d i t i o n  o f  a  f o r m a l  m u l t i l a t e r a l  n e g o t i a t i o n  f o r
the e8tabliShmnnt  of a zone, t h e  s i t u a t i o n  821.80 d o e s  n o t  8eem q u i t e  8 0  s i m p l e .
Arab  w i l l i ngne s s  t o  s i t  a t  t he  t ab l e  w i th  the  G o v e r n m e n t  o f  I s r a e l  w o u l d  s i g n a l  a n
extremely  important  moderat ion in  past  at t i tudes  and thus  would ref lect  a
d im inu t ion  i n  I s rae l ’ s  s ecur i t y  p rob lem. It  seems  extremely  doubtful ,  however ,
t h a t  i n  i t s e l f  t h i s improvement would appear to the Government of Isrsel and public
op in ion  to  be  su f f i c i en t l y  p ro found  and  i r rever s ib l e  t o  j u s t i f y  a  pro found  and
i r r e v e r s i b l e  a l t e r a t i o n  i n  I s r a e l ’ s  d e f e n c e  p o s t u r e . Rather one would have to
expect  that  the  negot iat ion of  a  nuclear-weapon-free  zone would become re lated  to
other  mea8ures to  reduce the  danger  of hOStilitie8  and to  s trengthen Israel i
c o n f i d e n c e  t h a t  a  t r u e  a n d  l a s t i n g  p e a c e  w a s  b e i n g  b u i l t .

91. Creat ing  a  nuclear-weapon-free  zone i n  the  Middle  East  i s  thus  not  s imply  a
mat te r  of  f inding some clever  diplomat ic  formula  that  o v e r c o m e 8  or c ircumvents  the
dead lock  in  the  o f f i c i a l  I s rae l i  and  Arab  pos i t i on s . O n l y  a  s e r i e s  o f  s tops  tha t
r e d u c e  t e n s i o n s  d r a s t i c a l l y  c a n  b r i n g  t h e  p a r t i e s  t o  a  Eerioue  negot’iation. And
even  then i t  would not  be  expected that  the  negot iat ions  would be  quick and easy  or
that the zone, when agreed, can  b e  f u l l y  realized  w i t h o u t  an  ex tended  t rans i t i on .
The complexi ty  and drawn-otik  character  of  th is  process  should not ,  however,
d i s courage  supporters o f  t he  c o n c e p t . Each  s t ep  o f  t h i s  p roce s s  w i l l  be  wor th
w h i l e  i n  i t s e l f , reducinq i-he r i s k  o f  a n o t h e r  w a r . And the s tructure,  when
completed, b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  m u l t i p l e  b e n e f i t s  i t  w i l l  h a v e  g e n e r a t e d  a l o n g  t h e  w&y
Prod t h e  m a n y  c o n c e s s i o n s  t h a t  a l l  p a r t i e s  w i l l  htre m a d e  t o  s e c u r e  t h e s e  b e n e f i t s ,
wi l l  be  far  m o r e  sol id  and durable  than any quick and easy  treaty  would ever  be.

92. T h i s  d!scuesion  o f  t h e  o f f i c i a l  p o s i t i o n s  a n d  t h e  r e a l i t i e s  t h a t  l i e  b e h i n d
them has  proceeded  as  i f  the  problem had only  two s ides : Arab and Israel i . Again
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the  real i ty  i s  far  m o r e  complex. A S i l l u s t r a t i o n  o n e  n e e d  o n l y  c i t e  t h e  Irtan-Iraq
re l a t i on sh ip . ‘pwo impor tan t  S ta t e s , e a c h  w i t h  p e a c e f u l  n u c l e a r  i n s t a l l a t i o n s  a n d
cons iderab le  m i s s i l e  capab i l i t i e s , they  were  engaged in  an extremely  bi t ter  and
p r o l o n g e d  w a r  i n  the  198Os,  produc ing  f a r  m o r e  ca sua l t i e s  t han  a l l  t h e  A r a b - I s r a e l i
wars together. Under the circumstances, i t  could  be expected that  each of  them
would be  concerned as  to  the  poss ible  development  of  a  nuclear-weapon capabi l i ty  by
the other despite the IAEA safeguards. A third-party observer may be relatively
con f iden t  tha t  the se  s a f eguards  ere e f f e c t i v e , i n  v i e w  o f  t h e  e a r l y  s t a g e  a t  w h i c h
safeguards  were appl ied. Bu t  su sp i c ions  a re  hard  t o  eliminate  t o t a l l y ,  a n d  e v e n
wi th  fu l l  and  e f f ec t i v e  s a f eguards , a  s t ead i l y  i nc rea s ing  n u m b e r  o f  s c i e n t i s t s  and
technicians  are  growing famil iar  with  nuclear  physics ,  chemistry  and engineering,
and the handl ing of  nuclear  materia ls . A “breakout ” from the NPT and safeguards
regime  thus  unavoidably  becomes  more  imaginable  and the  potent ia l  va lue  of a
nuclear-weapon-free  Bone, wi th  s t rong  po l i t i ca l  suppor t  f rom o ther  S ta t e s  i n  t h e
region rather  than just  the  major  Powers , i s  cor re spond ing ly  enhanced .  Tens ions
and fears  are  a lso  ev ident  in  a  number of other  places  in  the  Middle  East ,  thus
making the  need to  keep the  area  free  of  nuclear  weapons  very  much in  the  interest
of  regional  and global  peace.

U. men -nuclear w o t h e r  w

93. Var iou s  f ac tor s  w i l l  i n f l uence  a  S ta t e ’ s  dec i s i on  a s  t o  whe thor  o r  n o t  t o
a s soc i a t e  i t s e l f  w i th  a  nuc l ear -weapon- f ree  zone. The following paragraphs, from
the 1975 s tudy of  the  quest ion of  nuclear-weapon-free  cones, 11 address  some of the
considerat ions  that  would play  a  role  in  such a  decis ion-making process !

82. The dominant  factor  in  the  development  of  interest  in  the concept  of
nuclear-weapon-free  zones  has  been the  des ire  to  secu re  the  complete  absence
o f  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  f r o m  v a r i o u s  a r e a s  o f  t h e  g l o b e ,  vrtere  su i t ab l e  cond i t i on s
e x i s t  f a r  t h e  c r e a t i o n  o f  s u c h  cones, to spare the nations concerned from the
threat of nuclear attack or involvement in nuclear war . .  .  The concept of
nuclear-weapon-free  Bones  has  s temmed f rom the  real i sat ion that  a  number of
States  in  var ious  regions cf the  world  have  or  could  have  the  capaci ty  to
d e v e l o p  a  n u c l e a r - w e a p o n  c a p a b i l i t y  w i t h i n  a  r e l a t i v e l y  s h o r t  perio8,  and  tha t
i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  m o r e  S t a t e s  m a y  d e c i d e  t o  d o  s o .  S h o u l d  t h i s  o c c u r  i t
c o u l d  p r e s e n t  n e w  t h r e a t s  t o  t h e  s e c u r i t y  of  Sta te s  i n  a rea s  a t  p re sen t  f r e e
from nuclear  weapons;  could  precipi tate  a  ruinously  expensive  and peri lous
nuclear  arms race  in  those  areasl  and could add new danger6  of  nuclear  war to
an already dangerous world situation . .  .

84. The premise upon which any nuclear-weapon-free gone must be based will be
t h e  c o n v i c t i o n  o f  S t a t e s  t h a t  t h e i r  v i t a l  s e c u r i t y  interesto  w o u l d  b e  enhanced
and  no t  jeopardised by  par t i c ipa t ion . T h e  p e r c e p t i o n  o f  n a t i o n a l  s e c u r i t y  i s ,
o b v i o u s l y ,  a  m a t t e r  o f  n a t i o n a l  p o l i c y , and t h e s e  perception6  c h a n g e ,  b u t  i t
was  argued by several  experts  that  the  presence of  nuclear  weapons  in  a  region
c o u l d  t h r e a t e n  t h e  s e c u r i t y  o f  S t a t e s  i n  t h a t  r e g i o n ,  n o t  e x c l u d i n g  t h e
possessor  of  the  weapons  or  the  country  in  which they are  deployed,  and that
t h e r e  i s , accordingly, a  con junc t ion  of  na t iona l  and  reg iona l  i n t e re s t s  i n
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regions where these  weapons  do not  exis t  in  ensuring their  total  absence. The
s i tuat ion in  areas  where nuclear  weapons  are already present  wi l l  be  di f ferent
and  w i l l  r a i s e  p a r t i c u l a r  i s s u e s  f o r  t h e  s e c u r i t y  o f  S t a t e s . T h e s e  i s s u e s
would  have  to  fo rm a majo r  considerat ion in  any proposal  for  the  establ i shment
of a nuclear-weapon-free aone . .  .

86. Many experts considered that, in  regions  where the  most  acute  tens ions
esiat, the  e s t ab l i shmen t  of  n u c l e a r - w e a p o n - f r e e  aones, t h o u g h  p a r t i c u l a r l y
d i f f i c u l t ,  w o u l d  b e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  d e s i r a b l e . The exponents  of  this  argument
cons idered  tha t  t he  c rea t ion  o f  an  ef fect ive  aone shou ld ,  i n  i t s e l f ,  r educe
such tens ions  and could lead to regional  arms l imitat ion measures  and
co-operat ion on wider  i ssues . On the other hand, it was argued by some
experts  that  the  reduct ion of  tens ion must  precede the  creat ion of a  truly
e f f e c t i v e  n u c l e a r - f r e e  aone.

94. These  sta tements  have in  common the assumption that  States  wi l l  part ic ipate  in
a  nuclear-weapon-free  aone only  i f  doing 80 would enhance their  nat ional  securi ty
o r ,  i n v e r s e l y , that  refraining from doing so  would impair  that  securi ty ,
Obviously ,  th is  assumption appl ies  in  the  Middle  East  as  much as  anywhere e lse .

95. A second  a s sumpt ion  tha t  i s  s a f e  t o  accep t  i s  t ha t  I s rae l  f a l l s  under  the
ca tegory  r e f e r red  to  i n  paragraph  02 ,  a s  quo ted  above ,  t ha t  i s ,  t ha t  “Xsrael,  i f  i t
has not already crossed that threshold, has the crpability to manufacture nuclear
weapons wi th in  a v e r y  s h o r t  t i m e ” .  B/ Thus ,  t he  “d i f f e ren t  s i t ua t i on”  o f
paragraph  84 a r i s e s . And,  as  s tated in  paragraph 66,  the  establ ishment  of a aone
w i l l  b e  b o t h  p a r t i c u l a r l y  d i f f i c u l t  a n d  d e s i r a b l e .  91

96. I n  te rms  of armed forces, I s rae l  ha s  l ong  been  a  m i l i t a r i l y  s i gn i f i can t  na t i on
in the region of the Middle East. Although its stock of equipment may no longer be
as  large  i n  re la t ion  t o  tha t  o f  i t s  po ten t i a l  opponen t s  a s  i t  once  was ,
wel l - informed sources  regard i t s  army and air force as  s t i l l  part icular ly  wel l
equipped, s t a f f ed  and  t ra ined .  LQ/ W h i l e  o t h e r  M i d d l e  E a s t e r n  S t a t e s  h a v e  a l s o
been receiv ing high-qual i ty  mi l i tary  equipment  f rom various  sources ,  including name
t r a d i t i o n a l l y  w e l l - d i s p o s e d  t o w a r d s  I s r a e l , t h e  l a t t e r  h a s  i n c r e a s i n g l y
supplemented its external purchases with domestically manufactured weaponry ranging
from smal l  arms  to  medium-range bal l i s t ic  miss i les , I t  has  a l so  made technical
improvements to imported equipment.

97. Nevertheless , t h e r e  a r e  i n d i c a t i o n s  t h a t  I s r a e l ’ s  r e l a t i v e  c o n v e n t i o n a l
strength may be dimitiishing. In  th i s  connec t ion , o n e  f a c t o r  t ha t  shou ld  bc po in ted
o u t  i s  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  b y  p o t e n t i a l  o p p o n e n t s  o f  b a l l i s t i c  m i s s i l e s  w i t h  a
re la t ive ly  long range and high accuracy. This giveb those States a means of
s t r ik ing  a t  a  l onger  d i s t ance  and  enab le s  t hem t o  par t i c ipa te  i n  a  c o n f l i c t ,  e v e n
i f  t h e i r  t e r r i t o r y  d o e s  n o t  d i r e c t l y  a b u t  o n  t h e  opponent’s.  A s  i t s  p o p u l a t i o n  i s
amall  and becoming smal ler  in  proport ion to  those  of the  other  nat ions  in  the  area,
Israel  has  a lso  b e c o m e  m o r e  vulnerable  to  a  s i tuat ion of  prolonged warfare  leading
to  a  h igh  number  o f  ca sua l t i e s  among  i t s  c i v i l i an s  o r  i t s  m i l i t a ry .

98. Against  this  background, i t  i s  a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  p o i n t  o u t  t h a t  I s r a e l ’ s  security7
p o s i t i o n  is characterised  b y  t h r e e  f e a t u r e s  t h a t  c a n n o t  b u t  p l a y  a  p a r t  i n

/ . . .
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Jotermining itr; ot.titude towards  t h e  crea t i on  o f  a  nuc l ear -weapon- f ree  zoner t h e
rslnt:i.vely s m a l l  size oC i t s  t e r r i t o r y ]  t h e  s u s t a i n e d  h o s t i l i t y  b e t w e e n  itselll:  a n d
Lhe g r e a t .  m a j o r i t y  oC S t a t e s  oC t h e  regionr a n d  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i t  hes n o  m i l i t a r y
sllias  in  the  r eg ion  and tha t  t he  one  S ta t e  tha t  m igh t  euppor t .  i t  i n  a  con f l i c t  i s
geographical ly  remote .

9 9 . L i t t l e  i s  k n o w n  a b o u t  I s r a e l ’ s  n u c l e a r  p o l i c y  b e y o n d  i t s  r e p e a t e d  s t a t e m e n t
that  i t  wi l l  not  be  the  Cirs t  country  to  introduce nuclear  weapons  into  the  Middle
E a s t . T h e  U n i t e d  N a t i o n s  s t u d y  o n - I s r a e l i  n u c l e a r  a r m a m e n t  l i s t s  a  s e r i e s  o f
“dis incent ives  against  posaeas ion of  nuclear  weapons” as  wel l  as  “ incent ives  to
possess ion of  nuclear  weepons”.  ,111 In  t he  ab sence  o f  au thor i t a t i v e  i n format ion ,
OJW can  otlly  syeculate a s  t o  wh ich  d i s incen t i ve s  o r  i ncen t i ve s  h a v e  d e t e r m i n e d
I s r a e l ’ s  c o u r s e  of  ac t ion  in  th i s  r egard , A s  t he  a foremen t ioned  s tudy  s ay s ,  “a
s u r v e y  o f  t h e  o f f i c i a l  and u n o f f i c i a l  s t a t e m e n t s  o f  I s r a e l i  p o l i c y - m a k e r s  o n
I s r a e l ’ s  n u c l e a r  p o l i c y  w o u l d  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  I s r a e l ’ s  n u c l e a r  p o s t u r e ”  f i t s  e i t h e r
0E t w o  p o l i c y  o p t l o n s , wh ich  arc? descr ibed  a s  f o l l ows :

“it may acqu i re  [nuc l ear ]  weapons  and  deny  tha t  i t  pos se s se s  t h e m ;  o r  i t  m a y
a c q u i r e  EI nuc l ear -weapon  po ten t i a l  j u s t  shor t  o f  t h e  a c t u a l  pos se s s ion  o f
nuclear  weapons  and maintain  a  posture  of  ambiguity”.  l2/

100. Either way, i t  w o u l d  s e e m  t ha t  t he  a c t u a l  o r  p o t e n t i a l  po s se s s ion  o f  n u c l e a r
weapons  p l ey s  an  impor tan t  par t  i n  I s rae l ’ s  s e cur i t y  po l i cy ,  a s  a  d e t e r r e n t  o r  a
w e a p o n  o f  l a s t  r e s o r t  - o r  a  combina t ion  o f  both .  U/ O n e  m a y  a s s u m e  tha t  i t  i s
no t  env i s aged  a s  a  r ea l i s t i c  war - f i gh t ing  op t ion  in  a  non- t e rmina l  con f l i c t ,
y i v e n  - among other  things  - the  po s s ib i l i t y  t ha t  t he  u s e  o f  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  w o u l d
m e e t  with reta l iat ion with  remotely  del ivered chemical  warfare  agents . Moreover,
any  u se  o f  nuc l ear  weapons  aga in s t  c l o se - in  m i l i t a ry  opponen t s  i n  the  r e s t r i c t ed
theatre  of  operat ions  involved would a lso  tend to  impair  the  user’6  own operat ions
a n d  w o u l d  r i s k  t h e  g r a v e s t  c o n s e q u e n c e s  f o r  i t s  c i v i l i a n  p o p u l a t i o n . I n  f a c t ,  i n
the Middle East as a whole, i t  does  not  appear  that  the  use  of  nuclear  weapons
c o u l d  a c h i e v e  any r a t i o n a l  m i l i t a r y  o r  p o l i t i c a l  o b j e c t i v e .

101.  The developments  referred to  above indicate  that  in  any future  widespread or
prolonged conf l ic t  l srael  wnuld have  greater  problems than before. It may
Lherefore  b e  e x p e c t e d  t h a t  i t  w i l l  n o t  s e e  i t s  w a y  c l e a r  t o  a  r e n u n c i a t i o n  o f
nuclear  use  - by  adherence to  any arrangement  tha t  would obl ige  i t  to  submit  a l l
i t s  n u c l e a r  a c t i v i t i e s  t o  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  s a f e g u a r d s  - u n l e s s  i t  h a s  c r e d i b l e
a s surance s  tha t  n o  m i l i t a r y  a c t i o n  i s  l i k e l y .

102. Such assurances can never be absolute. I n  t h i s  r e s p e c t , i t  m a y  b e  i n s t r u c t i v e
to  consider  the  s i tuat ion on the  European cont inent , which has  long faced problems
somewhat  s imi lar  to  those  exis t ing in  the  Middle  East . In Europe, two major
adversar ies  who have  confronted each other  now seek to  reduce the  l ikel ihood of  the
out-break of  a  conf l ic t  that  might  escalate  into  a  nuclear  war. They are  us ing a
variety  of  conf idence-bui lding measures , such  a s  t r an sparency  o f  m i l i t a ry  fo rce s ,
movements and manoeuvres, as  well as  reduct ion of  armaments . Both are prepared to
assure  compliance with  those  measures  through veri f icat ion and constant  monitoring
from the ground, a i r  a n d  by s a t e l l i t e .

/ . . .
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103. Of course the  situation in the  Middle  East  differs  from that  in  Europe in
important  respects . In the Middle East, rather than two more or less evenly
matched groups of opponents, one notes  the  presence of  a large  group of  States
equipped with  convent ional  weapons  confront ing A  s ingle  State  with  a  powerful
conventional force and presumed capable of producing nuclear arms. Those nat ions
are  in  a  cont inuing s tate  of  war  with  the  s ingle  State  to  which reference i s  made.
In addit ion, the majority among them do not recognise the nuclear-capable country
as a State. The tension between the Islamic Republic of Iran an3 Iraq is perhaps
more l ike  Europe in  i t s  re lat ive ly  balanced,  b ipolar  character ,  even though there
a r e  o b v i o u s  diEEerences  a s  w e l l .

104.  The character  of  the  Middle  Eas t  s i tuat ion both makes  the  outbreak of  war
e a s i e r  t o  j u s t i f y  a n d  h a r d e r  t o  p r e v e n t . T h u s ,  i t  c o m p l i c a t e s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f
ach i ev ing  a  s i t ua t i on  i n  wh ich  I s rae l  cou ld  be  brough t  t o  accep t  r e s t ra in t s  on  i t s
presumed nuclear  capabi l i ty . The outbreak of another major Middle Eastern war,
moreover, would imply that I s rae l ’ s  nuc l ear  po s ture  had  f a i l ed  i n  i t s  de t e r ren t
func t ion ,  thus  brinqing i t  c l o s e r  t o  t h e  s t a g e  w h e r e  i t  m i g h t  c o n s i d e r  u s e  o f
nuclear  weapons  a6 a  las t  resort , should  i t  actual ly  have  those  weapons. At  tha t
6 tage, of  course, the  t ime at  which i t  could  be  persuaded to  g ive  up that
capabi l i ty  would be  past .

105.  I t  fo l lows that  Israel  should  be  persuaded to  renounce i t s  presumed nuclear
c a p a b i l i t y  a t  t h e  e a r l i e s t  p o s s i b l e  s t a g e , be fore  a  f u r ther  ma jor  con f l i c t  can
erupt . However , i t  i s  m o s t  u n l i k e l y  t h a t  I s r a e l  w i l l  g i v e  u p  t h e  s e c u r i t y  i t
b e l i e v e s  i t  n o w  d e r i v e s  f r o m  i t s  n u c l e a r  a m b i g u i t y , i t s  presumed deterrent  and i t s
e v e n t u a l  w e a p o n  o f  l a s t  r e s o r t , without  a  much higher  degree of  assurance that  such
a  c o n f l i c t  w i l l  n o t  o c c u r , as  wel l  as  compensat ion in  terms of  arrangements  to
e n h a n c e  r e g i o n a l  s e c u r i t y  i n  a l l  o f  i t s  mu l t i p l e  and  complex  d imens ions ,
convent ional  as  wel l  as  chemical  and nuclear , p o l i t i c a l  a s  w e l l  a s  m i l i t a r y .

11 o n  Dtfferent o f  &&&&.RR o f  s
tba .Mi4sm -&ask  6 IAEA-GC (xXx111)/887,  2 9  A u g u s t  1 9 8 9 .  A  s im i l a r  de f in i t i on  i s
included in  the  1975 s tudy on nuclear-weapon-free  zones ,  para. 72.

21 On 22 May 1990, Democratic Yemen and Yemen merged to form a single
State . Since that date they have been represented as one Member with the name
“Y amen” .

11 The States members of the Arab Maghreb Union are: Algeria , the Libyan
Arab Jamahiriya,  Mauri tania ,  Morocco and Tunis ia . The Union was created on
17 February 1989 and entered into force on 1 July of the same year.

91 Only a  ship  carrying the  f lag o f  a State  at  war  with  Egypt  can be
prevented from passing the Canal.

51 Report oE the Secretary-General on Israeli Nuclear Armament (A/42/581).
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Notes( c o n t i n u e d )

41 See A/40/442 and Add.1; A/41/465 and Add.1: A/42/364: A/43/484: A/44/430
and Add.l-2: and A/45/388.

I/ Official Records of the General Assemblv. Thirtieth Session, Suoolement
No. 27A (A/10027/Add.l).

w See Studv on Israeli Nuclear Armament (United Nations publication, Sales
No. E.82.IX.2), para. 82.

e/ See ibid., para. 83, in which the experts who produced the study in
question state that "it would, in their view, contribute to avoiding the danger of
a nuclear arms race in the region of the Middle East if Israel should renounce,
without delay, the possession of or any intention to possess nuclear weapons,
submitting all its nuclear activities to international safeguards, through
adherence to a nuclear-weapon-free zone in accordance with paragraphs 60 to 63 of
the Final Document of the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament".

xv See, for instance: Bernard Blake, ed., Jane's Weauons Svstems 1988-89;
Surrey, Jane's Information Group, Ltd., 1988; and The Militarv Balance 1988-1989,
United Kingdom, The International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1988, pp. 94-119.

111 Gtudv on Israeli Nuclear Armament, OD. cit., paras. 64 and 65.

u/ u., paras. 60 and 61.

231 I b i d . , para 65. A survey of theories concerning nuclear weapons is
contained in the report of the Secretary-General on the ComDrehensive  studv on
nuclear weaoons (A/45/373).
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CHAPTER IV

MEASURES FACILITATING THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A ZONE

106.  The previous  chapter  discusses  the  general  securi ty  s i tuat ion in  the  Middle
East :  and paragraphs  95 to  105 focus  part icular ly  on the  securi ty  environment  of
Ifirael, t h e  o n e  S t a t e  i n  t h e  a r e a  t h a t  i s  w i d e l y  a s s u m e d  t o  p o s s e s s  a
nuclear-weapon capabi l i ty . Israel ’ s  posture  of  nuclear  ambigui ty  has  been
developed as  i t s  response  to  that  environment  and i s  considered by Israel  a
v a l u a b l e  a s s e t  i n  p r o t e c t i n g  i t s  n a t i o n a l  s e c u r i t y . The other  States  of  the  area
h a v e  r e s p o n d e d  t o  t h e i r  s e c u r i t y  c o n c e r n s  i n  a  d i f f e r e n t  w a y ,  f e e l i n g  t h a t  t h e y  a r e
more secure if they renounce nuclear weapons and adhere to the NPT as the formal
cod i f i ca t ion  o f  tha t  r enunc ia t ion . Many have n o  doubt also been influenced by the
calculat ion that  the  road to  a  nuclear-weapon capabi l i ty  would be  a  long,  cost ly
and poss ibly  dangerous  passage.

107 * I t  i s  impor tan t  t o  no te  tha t  ne i ther  I s rae l ’ s  amb igu i t y  nor  the  po l i c i e s  o f
the  other  States  were  dictated by a  narrow symmetry;  nei ther  the  poss ible
possess ion of  nuclear  weapons  nor  their  renunciat ion was  determined s imply  by the
fact  that  an adversary possessed or  had renounced them. Rather, i n  a l l  c a s e s  t h e
po l i c i e s  were  dec ided  on  the  ba s i s  o f  t he  na t i on ’ s  t o t a l  s ecur i t y  env i ronment ,
part icular ly  the  balance or  imbalance in  convent ional  weapons.

100. T h e  p r e s e n t  a s y m m e t r i c a l  s i t u a t i o n  i s  n o t  s t a b l e . There  are  psychological  and
p o l i t i c a l  p r e s s u r e s  t o  “ l e v e l  u p ”  i f  I s r a e l  r e f u s e s  t o  “ l e v e l  d o w n ” ,  a n d  t h a t
development  wi l l  become ever  more  l ikely  as  technological  d i spar i t ies  between
I s rae l  and  i t s  ne ighbour s  d im in i sh . The spread of chemical weapons may thus be
s e e n  a s  a  w a r n i n g  t h a t  n u c l e a r  p r o l i f e r a t i o n  w i l l  f o l l o w  i f  a  new  fac tor  i s  no t
i nt. 1 educed. Nuclear  prol i ferat ion i s  made even more l ikely  by  the  fact  that  the
A r a b - I s r a e l i  c o n f l i c t  i s  n o t  t h e  o n l y  c h a l l e n g e  t o  p e a c e  i n  t h e  r e g i o n .

1OY. A nuclear-weapon-free  cone could be  a  new factor  that  sets  the  region on a
film coucse away  f rom pro l i f e ra t i on  and  consta,ltly  he igh ten ing  i n secur i t y .
Rcnlintically, however , such a  zone can be realised only  s tep by s tep in  a  process
r?xtc?nding  o v e r  y e a r s , a  process  in  which a l l  States  would work to  create  a  tota l
Pnvir-onment  i n  w h i c h  n o  S t a t e  f e e l s  i t s  s e c u r i t y  i s  t h r e a t e n e d . A zone can be even
morP effective?  in  this  regard than the  NPT, e s s e n t i a l  a s  t h a t  i n s t r u m e n t  a n d  i t s
IAEA safeguards  system are. A zone can, for example, involvo  sven more  extens ive
,\IIII  r igorous v e r i f i c a t i o n  p r o c e d u r e s ; i t  c a n  e s t a b l i s h  a d d i t i o n a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  o n
pitiful n u c l e a r  a c t i v i t i e s : i t  c a n  P r o v i d e  f o r  a n  e x t e n s i v e  s y s t e m  o f  p o s i t i v e  a n d
n e g a t i v e  s e c u r i t y  g u a r a n t e e s ; i t  c an  pre sc r ibe  e ven  more  d i f f i cu l t  r equ i remen t s  f o r
wi t,hdrawal than the NPT.

110. There  i s  broad agreement  that  an ef fect ive  zone would be  a  great  improvement
o v e r  t h e  p r e s e n t  s i t u a t i o n . The problem  is  how to  create  the  condit ions  in  which a
zone becomes  a  real i s t ic  development . How does one get from here to there? In a
qeneral  way the  answer i s  obvious : the  f ear s  o f  t he  va r iou s  par t i e s  mus t  be

/ . . .
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understood and deal t  with. A l l  a s s e r t  t h a t  t h e y  h a v e  n o  a g g r e s s i v e  i n t e n t i o n s ]  a l l
f e a r  t h a t  t h e y  w i l l  t h e m s e l v e s  b e  t h e  v i c t i m s  o f  a g g r e s s i o n . Confidence must be
b u i l t  o n  a l l  s i d e s : con f idence  tha t  dec l a ra t i on s  o f  a  de s i r e  fo r  a  j u s t  and
lasting peace are not merely a smoke screen, c o n f i d e n c e  t h a t  m i l i t a r y  s o l u t i o n s  t o
pol i t ical  probloms are  excluded, con f idence  tha t  m i l i t a ry  po s ture s  tha t  a re
p e r c e i v e d  a s  t h r e a t e n i n g  c a n  b e  a v o i d e d  o r  a d j u s t e d .  R e n u n c i a t i o n  o f  h o s t i l e  ac t s
and of  threatening,  inflamtory  declarat ions  would do much to  increase  conf idence
as  w e l l . Most  important  of  a l l , there  must  be progress  in  solv ing the  fundamental
c o n f l i c t s  i n  t h e  r e g i o n . Without such progress, t e chn i ca l  measure s  i n  t h e  n u c l e a r
area  or  on other  securi ty  problems wi l l  hardly  be  g iven ser ious  thought ,  much less
wi l l  they  be  developed to  provide  a  meaningful  barr ier  to  tens ion and even war.

111. With this framework in mind, a number of suggestions have been gathered for
steps  that  could  be  taken by one,  several , o r  a l l  o f  t h e  S t a t e s  i n  t h e  r e g i o n  t o
bu i ld  mutua l  con f idence  and  thu s  f ac i l i t a t e  t he  r ea l i s a t i on  of  a
nuclear-weapon-free  sone. Most  of  the  measures are  in  the  nuclear f ie ld. Others
d o  n o t  d i r e c t l y  i n v o l v e  n u c l e a r  m a t t e r s  b u t  d o  b e a r  o n  t h e  s e c u r i t y  of  Sta te s  and
thus  meet  needs  and provide opportunit ies  for  bui lding conf idence. Indeed, most of
the  States  in  the  area  have  underl ined the  re lat ionship  they see  between chemical
a n d  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s ,  w h i l e  t h e  I r a n - I r a q  w a r  i l l u s t r a t e d  - p a i n f u l l y  - t h e
relat ionship  between chemical  and convent ional  weapons. I t  i s  no t  the  manda te  o f
this  report  to  propose  measures  to  solve  the  complex problems of  chemical  and
conven t iona l  weapons ,  bu t  i t  i s  e s s en t i a l  t o  d raw  a t t en t i on  to  the  need  fo r  such
measures.

8. Conffeence-bV fieu

112 .  In  d i s cu s s ing  pos s ib l e  con f idence -bu i ld ing  measuresr  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  t h e
nuc l ear  f i e ld ,  i t  shou ld  be  kep t  i n  m ind  tha t  such  under tak ings  by  the  S ta t e s  i n
t h e  r e g i o n  may n o t  a l w a y s  i n v o l v e  s y m m e t r i c a l  a c t i o n s ,  i n  v i e w  o f  t h e i r  d i f f e r e n t
pos i t i ons  r egard ing  the  N P T  and  sa feguard ing  o f  t h e i r  n u c l e a r  f a c i l i t i e s .

113.  For  non-part ies  to  the  NPT,  which in pract ical  terms means  Israel ,  the  most
s i gn i f i can t  con f idence -bu i ld ing  measure  ava i l ab l e  wou ld  b e  t o  p l a c e  a l l  o f  i t s
nuc l ear  f ac i l i t i e s  under  s a f eguards . The  pr inc ipa l  i n s t a l l a t i on  no t  s a f eguarded  i s
that at Dimona. Clear ly ,  there  can be no nuclear-weapon-free  zone in  the  area
untfl this has  been done. The Government  of  Israel ’ s  endorsement  of  the
e s t ab l i shment  o f  a  zone t h u s  e n t a i l s  a n  e v e n t u a l  w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  s a f e g u a r d  t h e
D i m o n a  r e a c t o r  ( o r  t o  c l o s e  i t  d o w n ,  a  l e s s  l i k e l y  a l t e r n a t i v e ) .

114.  Safeguarding or  c los ing Dimona would not  in  i t se l f  e l iminate  any nuclear
weapons or weapon material that Israel might have. Most of whatever plutonium may
have been produced in the Dimona reactor and chemically separated is presumably
stored e lsewhere. (Israel  i s  not  bel ieved to  have  produced any highly  enriched
uranium, the pr incipal  a l ternat ive  to  plutonium a6 bomb mater ia l . ) The  eventual
appl icat ion of  safeguards  to  Dimona would certa inly  bring an end to  any product ion
of plutonium for weapons, but it  would not impose control on whatever plutonium may
have already been produced, (That  problem is  cons idered below.)  What  safeguards
on Dimona would do is place an upper limit on the amount of weapons material in
I s r a e l ’ s  p o s s e s s i o n .
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115. I t  i s  not po s s ib l e  t o  sugges t  t he  c i r cums tance6  in  wh ich  an  Itiraeli  G o v e r n m e n t
would consider  submitt ing Dimona to  safeguards. Those  c ircumstances  could,
however , be  cons iderab ly  shor t  o f  t he  6ort o f  t r an s format ion  o f  t he  a rea  tha t  wou ld
l e a d  I s r a e l  t o  relingUi6h  i t s  n u c l e a r  c a p a b i l i t y  t o t a l l y  a n d  i r r e v e r s i b l y . T h i s  i s
60 because  the “ I s r a e l i  d e t e r r e n t ”  o r “weapon of  las t  resort” would remain intact
even with Dimona safeguarded. For this  reason, i t  m a y  b e  u s e f u l  t o  t h i n k  o f
safeguarding Dimona a6 a  hal f -way point  on Israel ’6  road to  a  nuclear-weapon-free
zone.

116. For parties to the NPT, u n i l a t e r a l  d e c l a r a t i o n 6  o f  t h e i r  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  t h e
nuclear  f ie ld  wi l l  underl ine  their  commitment  to  a  nuclear-weapon-free  zone. They
have, of  course, a lready made declaration6 to  IAEA in  accordance with  their
safeguards  agreements . There are, however, ce r t a in  r e spec t s  in  which  these c o u l d
useful ly  be  supplemented,  general ly  by  a  s imple  s tatement  regarding nuclear
a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  a r e  n o t  c o v e r e d  b y  s a f e g u a r d s . For example, uranium mining or
process ing,  heavy water  or  tr i t ium product ion or  s tockpi l ing,  and any research
f a c i l i t i e s  c a p a b l e  o f  h a n d l i n g  e v e n  de--s q u a n t i t i e s  o f  f i s s i o n a b l e  m a t e r i a l
that  are  exempted under  s tandard safeguards  agreements ,  a l l  could  be  declared.

117.  Conf idence in  these  declarat ions  could be  bui l t  by  an informal  sys tem of
i n s p e c t i o n s  b y  i n v i t a t i o n . I f  a  que s t i on  i s  r a i s ed  or  a  charge  i s  made  tha t
w e a p o n - r e l a t e d  a c t i v i t y  i s  b e i n g  c a r r i e d  o u t  a t  a  g i v e n  r e s e a r c h  c e n t r e ,  t h e
Government concerned could invite the Director-General of IAEA to send
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  t o  6ee wha t  i n  f ac t  i s  be ing  done  a t  t ha t  l oca t ion . Such
“ i n v i t a t i o n a l  i n s p e c t i o n ”  p e r h a p s  c o u l d  n o t  a l w a y s  d e m o n s t r a t e  w i t h  t o t a l  c e r t a i n t y
that  nothing untoward was  taking place, but  i t  of ten could demolish  unfounded
report6 of  the  kind that  do so  much to  raise  suspic ion6 in  the  area today.

1 1 8 .  F o r  thO6e c o u n t r i e s  w h i c h  h a v e  o r  w i l l  h a v e  r e s e a r c h  o r  p o w e r  r e a c t o r s ,  s t i l l
other  mea6ures  could reinforce IAEA safeguards. One would be a public commitment
to  r e f ra in  from iny domes t i c  r eproce s s ing  o f  r e a c t o r  f u e l ,  e v e n  o n  a n  e x p e r i m e n t 6 1
basis. Arrangements  regarding the handl ing and s torage of  spent  fuel  and the
process ing of  waste , preferably  the  shipment  of  the  spent  fuel  back to  an outs ide
s o u r c e  o r  t o  a  s p e c i a l l y  e s t a b l i s h e d  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  f u e l  c y c l e  f a c i l i t y ,  w o u l d
d i s courage  su sp i c ions  and  rumour6. Countr ies  pianning the construct ion of  reactor6
could  avoid  des igns  that  would use  highly  enriched uranium. States  having such
u r a n i u m  c o u l d  a r r a n g e  t o  r e t u r n  i t  t o  i t 6  s u p p l i e r  a g a i n s t  a n  e q u i v a l e n t  amOUnt o f
lower-enriched uranium.

1 1 9 .  W i t h  r e g a r d  t o  a l l  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  t h e  n u c l e a r field, a maximum degree of
o p e n n e s s  a n d  t r a n s p a r e n c y  w i l l  b e  g r e a t l y  i n  t h e  i n t e r e s t  o f  t h e  c o u n t r y
concerned. Thr s imp le  pub l i ca t i on  o f  an  a,lnual  r epor t  and  i t s  f i l i ng  w i th  IAEA
would be  helpful . I n v i t a t i o n s  t o  f o r e i g n  6ChOlal6  t o  v i s i t  a n d ,  b e t t e r  y e t ,  t o
res ide  and conduct  research would a lso  be  useful .

120.  NPT part ies  could bui ld  further  conf idence by uni lateral  declarat ions  in  which
t h e y  w o u l d  s e t  e x p l i c i t  l i m i t s  f o r  t h e m s e l v e s  o n  t h e  r i g h t  o f  w i t h d r a w a l  con ta ined
in  a r t i c l e  X ,  p a r a g r a p h  1 ,  o f  t h e  T r e a t y .  11 Government6 could specify the grounds
for  withdrawal  within  three months ,  for  example, a  n u c l e a r  t e s t  b y  a  S t a t e  i n  t h e
region, or  n t h e r  e v e n t  t h a t  c l e a r l y  p o i n t s  t o  o r  d e m o n s t r a t e s  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f
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nuclear weapons. In  any  o ther  s i t ua t i on , t h e y  w o u l d  g i v e  a  f u l l  y e a r ’ s  n o t i c e ,
thus  a l lowing a  longer  breathing space for  diplomacy to  try  to  cure whatever
“extraordinary event” was  threatening the  Treaty. NPT part ies  could  a lso  of fer  to
extend this  breathing space t:, a6  much a6 two or  three  year6 in  exchange for
sat i s factory pos i t ive  securi ty  assurances  from the major  Powers .

121. T h e  f a c t  t h a t  I s r a e l  i s  a s s u m e d  t o  h a v e  a  substantial q u a n t i t y  o f
unsafeguarded plutonium wi l l  have  to  be  deal t  wi th  before  a  zone can be  ef fect ive ly
e s t ab l i shed . This  wi l l  require  the  development  of  ver i f icat ion measures  extending
wel l  beyond the  faci l i t ies  safeguards  that  IAEA has  in  operat ion for  present  NPT
p a r t i e s . This  i s  because no NPT party  except  the  three  depos i tory  (nuclear-weapon)
S ta t e6  had  s i gn i f i can t  quan t i t i e s  o f  un sa feguarded  f i s s i onab le  ma ter i a l  be fore
adherence. The case of South Africa, which has had a uranium enrichment programme,
may be  re levant  in  this context . The way that IAEA safeguards will be applied to
that  State ,  once  i t  adhere6 to  the  NPT,  may provide somethinq o f  a preview of  what
can happen eventually in the Middle East;. I t  ie beyond the  mandate  of  the  present
s tudy  to  de f ine  wha t  v e r i f i ca t i on  measures I s rae l ’ s  ne ighbour s  m igh t  s eek  and
Israel  might  accept  to  ensure  that  no secret , undeclared 6tockpile remained. Nor
i s  i t  t he  manda te  o f  t he  study to  d i s cu s6  wha t  r ec iproca l  mea6ure6  I s r a e l  m i g h t
seek from other  part ies  in  the  region to  increase  i t s  own conf idence. What can be
fore seen  i s  t ha t  t he  mea6ures  w o u l d  h a v e  t o  b e  i n t r u s i v e  a n d  p e r v a s i v e . They would
also  have  to  apply  throughout  the  zone.

122. Although IAEA would be a logical candidate for administering such expanded
v e r i f i c a t i o n  measure6, the procedure6 would have element6 not customary in current
sa feguards  practice6. They would have  to  include provis ion for  the  kind of
chal lenge inspect ions  being developed i n  the  Conference on Disarmament  for  a
chemical weapon6 ban, w i th  shor t  no t i ce  and  no  r igh t  o f  refu6a1,  and  a l s o  w i t h
inspector6 from the chal lenging State .

123.  Purely  reciprocal  and mutual  ver i f icat ion and inspect ion of  the  kind provided
for in the Stockholm document would be a possible system or a component of such a
system for  a  nuclear-weapon-free  zone la the  Middle  East. The establ i shment  of
such a  ver i f icat ion procedure in  Europe required A  negot iated,  regional ,
inter-State  agreement .

124.  A regional  commitment  not  to  tes t  a  nuclear  device  would be  another  highly
useful  part ia l  measure  looking toward6 a  nuclear-weapon-free  oone. Those who
quest ion the  ut i l i ty  of  6UCh a  regional  tes t  ban commonly  make two points .  They
say that  s ince  most  Arab State6 and the Islamic  Republ ic  of  Iran are  part ies  to  the
NPT, an additional promise from them not to test would be redundant. And, with
regard to  Israel , 6 o m e  argue that  i t  may have conducted a  c landest ine  teet,  whi le
other6 assert  that  modern computer  s imulat ions  make test6 unnecessary. These
objection6 do not appear well founded. An expl ic i t  commitment  by  Israel  not  to
t e s t  w o u l d  g i v e  m o r e  p r e c i s e  substance:,  t o  i t 6  p r o m i s e  n o t  t o  b e  the  f i r s t  t o
introduce nuclear  weapons  to  the  area. S i m i l a r l y , an additional commitment by NPT
p a r t i e s  not t o  t e s t  w o u l d  r e i n f o r c e  t h e i r  non-nuclear  s t a t u s .

125.  With regard to  Israel , the value to a weapon6 programme of a single,
c l ande s t i ne  t e s t  o r  o f  computer  s imu la t i on s  is a  complex  que s t i on  on  wh ich  there
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are  d ivergent  v iews. There is however, r ea son  to  balieve  tha t ,  w i thou t  oeveral
tests, t h e  r e l i a b i l i t y  a n d  p r e d i c t a b i l i t y  o f  a n  i n i t i a l  s t o c k p i l e  o f  w e a p o n 6  w o u l d
be doubtful . I f  so ,  t hen  fo r  any  S t a t e  wish ing  to  ba se  i t s  secur i ty  on  t h e
poss ible  u6e o f  nuclear  weapon6 a  tes t ing programme  would be important ’

1 2 6 .  W i t h  regard  to  a  no - t e s t i ng  c o m m i t m e n t  f rom I s rae l ’ s  ne ighbour s  - t h e  c l e a r
and specif ic  character  of  such a  commitment; t h e  f a c t  t h a t  i t  w o u l d  i n v o l v e  a n
obl igat ion towards  other  neighbouring States , both fr iendly  and unfr iendlyr  and the
prospec t  t ha t  b reach ing  i t  wou ld  t r i gger  sharp  reac t i on6  by  o ther6  - a l l  these
f a c t o r 6  w o u l d  m a k e  i t  a  niqnificant  add i t i ona l  b a r r i e r  t o  a n y  t e s t s ’ Moreover,
such an expl ic i t  commitment  would imply  and could  entai l  a  c lear  obl igat ion not  to
develop or procure the material and equipment, s o m e  o f  i t  h i g h l y  6peCialiaed  in
character , tha t  i s  e s s en t i a l  t o  the  cons t ruc t i on  o f  t he  non-nuc l ear  componen t6  o f  a
nuclear weapon. Such material and equipment is not constrained by the NPT and does
not  fa l l  within  the  IAEA safeguard sys tem.

127.  The principal  s ignif icance of  a  no-test  arrangement  in  the  Middle  East  would,
however , b e  p o l i t i c a l . It would underline the commitment of each State to the
eventual  achievement  of  a  nuclear-weapon-free  zone. It would move forward from the
pre sen t  s i t ua t i on  ba sed  on  I s rae l ’ s  a m b i g u o u s  u n i l a t e r a l  d e c l a r a t i o n  anu on  i t s
neighbours ’ adherence to the NPT by creating an interlocking network of explicit
commitments. Since these commitments would presumably be phrased in reciprocal
t e r m s  - ‘I.. . w i l l  n o t  t e s t  u n l e s s  ” .‘I - t h e y  w o u l d  h i g h l i g h t  t h e  i n t e r e s t  t h a t  a l l
par t i e s  have  i n  no t  c ro s s ing  th i s  dangerous  th re sho ld .

128.  I t  wi l l  be  important  that  any regional  commitment  not  to  tes t  be phrased in
absolutely unambiguous terms’ The commitment should refer to “any nuclear
explos ive  dev ice  of any type”, thus  leav ing no loophole  for  a  “peaceful  nuclear
explosion”, wh’ch could  only  be  inters: tted by other6 a6 a  c lear  and purposeful
demonstrat ion of  a  nuclear-weapons  capabilrLy’ One way of making the commitment
would be  through formal  le t ters  to  the  Secretary-General .

129.  Another  area for  conf idence-bui lding involve6 barr ier6 to  at tacks  on nuclear
i n s t a l l a t i o n s . Such barrier6 should go beyond and strengLhen current  internat ional
law. S u b s e q u e n t  t o  i t 6  1961 a t t a c k  o n  t h e  I r a q i  r e a c t o r ,  I s r a e l  s t a t e d  o f f i c i a l l y
in 1984 in  a  le t ter  from i t s  representat ive  to  IAEA that  i t  would not attack
“ n u c l e a r  f a c i l i t i e s  d e d i c a t e d  t o  p e a c e f u l  purpo6e6”. a/ I t  w o u l d  b e  u s e f u l  i f
expl ic i t  and authoritatice  commi tment s  of al l  States  in  the  area  were  placed on
record, p e r h a p s  i n  l e t t e r s  t o  t h e  S e c r e t a r y - C e n e r a l  o f  t h e  U n i t e d  Nations.

130.  I f  ident ical  commitments  “not to  at tack .  .  .” are  to  be  encouraged,  i t  wi l l  be
irr.&ortanL  t o  m a k e  t h e m  o f  the  broades t  po s s ib l e  charac te r . Res t r i c t i ng  such  a
pledge to “ n u c l e a r  f a c i l i t i e s  d e d i c a t e d  t o  pemceful p u r p o s e s ” ,  l e a v e s  o p e n  a
p a r t i c u l a r l y  d a n g e r o u s  possibility  i n  t h a t  i t  impiies t h a t  f a c i l i t i e s  n o t  e x p r e s s l y
dedicated to  peaceful  purposes  may be attacked and that  i t  i6 up to  the  potent ia l
a t t a c k e r  t o  d e t e r m i n e  f o r  w h a t  p u r p o s e  h e  b e l i e v e s  t h e  f a c i l i t y  i s  b e i n g  u s e d .  31

1 3 1 .  T h e  s p r e a d  o f  r a d i o a c t i v e  f a l l - o u t  t h a t  c o u l d  r e s u l t  f r o m  an  a t t a c k  o n  P
nuclear  reactor  would  re iate  not  to  whether  the  reactor  was  or  wa6 not  dedicated to
peaceful  purposes ,  but  to  the  amount  and composi t ion of  the  reactor  fuel  and the
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fit;sion produc t s  i n  the  f ac i l i t y  a t  t he  t ime  o f  an  a t t ack . The destruct ion Of a
nuclear  reactor , w h a t e v e r  i t s  u s e , c o u l d  p r o d u c e  f a l l - o u t  e q u i v a l e n t  t o  t h a t  f r o m  a
nuclear  explos ion.

132.  The above cons iderat ions  have  an obvious  re levance for  Israel . I s r a e l  h a s  n o t
a s s e r t e d  t h a t  i t s  Dimona  r e a c t o r  is *‘dedicated to  peaceful  purpo3cz”;  therefore
commitments by other States using the same terms would not apply to Dimonu,  an
attack  on rhich could have  catastrophic  consequences  extending beyond Israel
itself. The problem of  nuclear  prol i ferat ion i s  a  ser ious  one and should be  deal t
with seriously, but high explosives  are not among the means that should be employed.

c* Securitv
133.  Progloss towards  the  realieation  of  a  nuclear-weapon-free  zone wil l  require
support  from the major  outs ide  Powers  and indeed the  ent ire  internat ional  community
wi l l  have  to  contr ibute  in  important  ways  i f  threats  to  peace are  to  be  brought
under  control  and eventual ly  e l iminated. The major outside nuclear Powers,
part icular ly  the  Soviet  Union and the  United States , c a n  h e l p  t o  i n v i g o r a t e  t h e
process  by  the  posture  they adopt  on the  matter  of  securi ty  assurances . Such a
posture  would demonstrate  s trong general  support  for  a  zone,  which i s  absolutely
esce;ltial  i f  the  idea i s  to  be  more than a  dream, Through assurances  the  outs ide
Powers  can provide  a  pos i t ive  complement  to  their  important  “negat ive” role  of
discouraging any development, such as a weapon tect, that  would make real i sat ion of
the  zone  f a r  more  d i f f i cu l t . S e c u r i t y  assurancea w i l l  o f  c o u r s e  g i v e  s t a b i l i t y  t o
t h e  s t r u c t u r e  o f  t h e  z o n e  i t s e l f , when i t  eventual ly  becomes  a  real i ty . The
wi l l i ngne s s  t o  p rov ide  a s surance s , even  in advance of  the  creat ion of  a  zone,  could
give  States  in  the  region the  necessary  encouragement  to  face  the  r i sks  a  zone wi l l
i n e v i t a b l y  e n t a i l .

134,  Securi ty  assurances  are  customari ly  considered under  two headings ! negative
assurances, or  commitments  to  refrain  from a part icular  act ion:  and posi”,ive
assurances, under tak ings  tha t  i n  spec i f i ed  c i r cums tance s  a  Fuarantor-Government
w i l l  t a k e  a  s p e c i f i e d  a c t i o n . Both types  have  a long and controversial diplomatic
h i s to ry .

135.  Co-ordinated negat ive  securitv  assurances  going beyond exis t ing uni lateral
commitments  are  current ly  being negot iated in  the  Conference on Disarmment at
Geneva. :!r,wever tha t  d i s cu s s ion  proceeds , there  wi l l  c lear ly  have  to  be  new
as surance s  spec i f i ca l l y  f o rmu la t ed  fo r  the  Midd le  Eas t  r eg ion  a s  t he  cone t h e r e
m o v e s  c l o s e r  t o  c r y s t a l l i s a t i o n . T h e  S t a t e s  o f  t h e  r e g i o n  w i l l  e x p e c t  t h a t  t h e
perticipants in  the  zone wi l i  receive  categorical  commitments ,  going beyond the
ex i s t i ng  unLlatera1  s t a t emen t s , from the nuclear-weapon States - commitments not to
threaten or attack them with nuclear weapons. Such commitments have been embodied
in  pro toco l s  t o  the  t r ea t i e s  e s t ab l i sh ing  the  La t in  Amer i can  and  Sou th  Pacific
zones . The nuclear  Powers  do not  f ind this  unreason%blb,  even though for  other
reasons  some of  them have not rat i f ied  Protocol  2  to  the  Treaty  o f  Rarotonga.  I f
they wish  to  encourage the formation of  a  Middle  East  Tone, there  would appear  to
be no reason why they should not  indicate  wel l  in  advance that  they intend tc  g ive
favourable  considerat ion to  such co-ordinated assurances  when the t ime comes.
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136. There is another form of negative asburanae  that a Middle East son8 can be
exPected  to eliait: a  aanunitment not t o  s t a t i on  nualear  weapons  in  t h e  t r e a t y
are s . This  could  he  Politiaally  a  more meauingful  acmunitxnent  than the  “not to
attaak , . .I* aBBuranae  disauseed  a b o v e ,  d e s i r a b l e  t h o u g h  t h a t  ia. None of the
nuolear-weapon  Statee seems to have reaaoa to station nualear,weagonB  on the
t e r r i t o r y  o f  a  prospeative t rea ty  S ta te , or has ever done so in the past, or has
indfaated that  i t  was aoneidering  doing so. In these airaumstanaos, it aould now
be useful  for them to consider  m a k i n g  suah a aommitment,  This  aould  be  a
substantial inaentive for aontinued regional efforts and fit would help to sustain
“poet Pressures” within the region a g a i n s t  any regional State that might be tempted
to break away from the Present aonsensue  in favour of a a6mr.

137,  P o s i t i v e  assuranaes  are* by  the i r  nature , more diffiault for States expected
to give them than are negative assuranaesb They involve commitments to assist a
State  that  i s  in  danger in  airaumstanaes that  aannot be c lear ly  speci f ied  or
foreseen. Promises  of  humanitar ian aid  are  not  a  problem and such aid  should be
expected from the world oommunit,y and not just from the nuclear Powers. As one
alimbs the l a d d e r  t h r o u g h  diglomatio SuPPort  to  m i l i t a r y  a s s i s t a n c e ,  however,  t h e
difflaulties inarease. Moreover, Positive assurances are not unambiguously
advantageous from the viewpoint of the State receiving them. Such a State might
f ea r  tha t  i ts  s o v e r e i g n  indegendenae  c o u l d  be  cornPromised  i f  t h e  o u t s i d e  S t a t e  f e l t
that its guarantee gave it some sort of right to pressure the State receiving
aasuranaos. This  aonaern  is  not frequent ly  manifested by off ic ia ls  in  the Middle
East , O n  b a l a n c e ,  P o s i t i v e  assuranoes  agpoar  to  be  s t rong ly  de s i r ed ,  r a ther  than
feared.

138. The l a s t  t i m e  t h e  world aommunity  t o o k  c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n  on  the prob lem  o f
positive assuranaes was in 1968, when the Seaurity Council approved resolution
255 (1966) on the suggestion of the three nuclear-weapon States that are also
Parties to the NPT. T h a t  r e s o l u t i o n  i s  r e g a r d e d  aB too  l im i t ed  by  the  o f f i c i a l s  o f
virtually every government in the region. There is, however, no consonsuB on
specifically how it Bhould or could be strengthened In connection with a Middle
E a s t  aone.

139,  One form of ass is tance to a State that i s  the  vict im of a threat  or a n  attack
ie eanctionns  againet  t h e  a t t a c k e r . SanCtiOnB ehort Of direct military BUppOrt for
a victim are not l ikely to look impressive Bs a response to an actual attack, but
in  the  more mOdoBt  yet v i ta l  task of deterring an at tack,  haltiay a bui ld-up,  or
r e v e r s i n g  t h e  e f f e c t s  of  an  aggreeeion, usactions  may p l a y  a n  ef fec t ive  par t ,  I t
will  thuB be important for the major Powers to monitor closely nuclear developments
i n  t h e  M i d d l e  EaBt,  t o  m a k e  i t  c l e a r  tha t  they  w i l l  r e a c t  s t r o n g l y  t o  any  ef for ts
t o  b r e a c h  t h e  d e l i c a t e  l i n e  t h a t  hefinee  t he  pre sen t  s t and-o f f ,  and  to  dep loy
extraordinary efforts  to rol l  back the  dangerous s i tuat ions  that  have  recent ly
developed with  regard to  the  c losely  re lated areas  of  chemical  weapons and miss i les .

1 4 0 .  I t  i s  n o t  o n l y  the tiuclear-weapon S t a t e s  w h o s e  p o s i t i v e  a n d  n e g a t i v e  s u p p o r t
for t h e  B o n e  i s  i m p o r t a n t ;  a d j a c e n t  S t a t e s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  T u r k e y  a n d  P a k i s t a n ,  c o u l d
contribute in important ways. I t  i s  t o  b e  e x p e c t e d ,  o f  c o u r s e ,  t h a t  t h e y  w i l l
continue to Bupport  the concept end will be ready to give firm commitments not to
co-operate  in  a n y  attempt to circumvent  the  eveatual  treaty .

/ . . .



A/45/435
El-g1 ish
Page 37

141. I t  ha6 long been obvious  that  a  nuclear-weapon-free  zona wi l l  be  real i sed  only
i f  i t  io s t r o n g l y  d66iKed  and  suppor ted  by  the  S ta t e6  o f  t he  r eg ion . As noted
above, OUtSid POWt3rS, e s p e c i a l l y  t h e  nuclear-weapon S t a t e s ,  a l s o  h a v e  i m p o r t e n t
r o l e s  t o  p l a y . Thi6 i6 p a r t i c u l a r l y  true f o r  t ho  Midd le  Eas t  whore  the b i t t e r
c o n f l i c t s  w i t h i n  t.he a r e a , at times fuellad  by out6ide rivalriso,  have else
repea ted ly  r equ i red  th i rd  par t i e s  t o  a s s i s t  i n  modera t ing  them. The importance of
security assurances ty the nuclear-weapon States, discussed in the preceding
sec t i on ,  i s  a  r e f l e c t i on  o f  t h i s  r equ i remen t .

142.  The f irs t  duty  of  outs ide  Powers  who want  to  encourage the  e l iminat ion of
nuclear  dangers  from the area i s  to  make their  poeition  clear . They should do this
in ways that cannot be regarded as mere lip-service to a remote and probably
unrealieable  i d e a l ,  b u t  a s  s e r i o u s  e n d o r s e m e n t  o f  a p r o c e s s  t h a t  ehould s t a r t
forthwith. T h e y  should p l a i n l y  s t a t e ,  f o r  exampie, that  they s trongly  oppose  any
development, such 66 a  nuclear  tes t  or  an at tempt  to  c ircumvent  the  NPT,  that  would
m o v e  the  area in  the  wrong direct ion and would damage the  process  leading to  ths
zone.

143.  The n?elor outs ide  Powers  should  a lso  c o m e  forward with proposals  for  c o n c r e t e
measures, whether  those  discussed i n  the  present  study or others ,  for  reducing
tens ions , bu i ld ing  con f idence  ar,d ga in ing  con t ro l  over  the  va r iou s  a rms  race s  i n
t h e  a r e a . The United States  and the  Soviet  Un ion  have a  part icular  moral  and
p o l i t i c a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  i n  th.is r e g a r d . Their  past  compet i t ion in  the  area has
facilitated the enormous accumulation nf Arms there (though it has by no means been
the only  factor)  and they need to  make clear  their  determinat ion that  the  improved
relat ionship  between them wil l  not  now lead to  a  “dumping” of  masses  of  surplus
w e a p o n r y  i n t o  r e g i o n a l  h o t  s p o t s  l i k e  t h e  M i d d l e  E a s t . Res t ra in t  on  the  par t  o f
t he  United States  and the  Soviet  Union wi l l  have  to  be  accompanied by determined
ac t ion  tha t  d i s courage s  o ther  supp l i e r s  f rom f i l l i ng  the  gap.

1 4 4 ,  T h e  l e a d i n g  i n d u s t r i a l  S t a t e s  h a v e  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  r o l e  t o  p l a y  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o
expor t  o f  technoloqy tha t  ha6  mi l i t a ry  imp l i ca t i on6  and  o f  weapons ,  par t i cu l a r l y
nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction. Over  the  past  15 years ,  three
qroups  of  Governments ,  largely  overlapping, h a v e  j o i n e d  t h e i r  e f f o r t s  t o  d i s courage
pro l i f e ra t i on  o f  nuc l ear  weapnns, chemical weapons and missiles of medium and
longer range.

1 4 5 .  The f i r s t  o f  t h e s e , the  so-cal led  Zangger Group, operat ing in  the  framework of
IAEA, has helped def ine  exports  that  should tr igger  safeguards. The second,  the
so--called Australia Group on Chemical WeBpons, rema in s  reletively  in forma l . The
third,  the Missile  Technolaqy Control  Rhqime, was  orqanized even before  the
Australia Group and has began to reach out to the Soviet Union and others to widen
the network of  co-operat ive  restraint  among suppl iers .

146.  Unfortunately ,  these  suppl ier  groups  tend to  be  perceived by the  countr ies  of
the  Middle  East  (and e lsewhere)  as  des igned to  keep developing countr ies  in  a  s tate
o f  t e chno log i ca l  backwardnes s  and  m i l i t a ry  i n f e r io r i t y . T h i s  i s  n o t ,  o f  c o u r s e ,
the  sp i r i t  o f  t he  g roups  themse l ve s , but  i t  i s  how many in  the  developing world
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r e g a r d  t h e  a c t i v i t y . I t  t hu s  eeems d e s i r a b l e  f o r  t h e  i n d u s t r i a l  S t a t e s  t o  m a k e  a n
effort  to  enl i s t  the  support  and co-operat ion of  Middle  Eastern countr ies  and to
a s s u r e  t h e m  t h a t  t h i s  d o e s  n o t  r e f l e c t  a n y  d e s i r e  t o  k e e p  t h e m  i n  a  cond i t i on  of
technological  dependency. Support  and co-operat ion could be offered,  for  example,
to  regional  space programmes in  exchange for  minimis ing any spi l lover  f rom such
piOgr0lWll06 i n t o  m i l i t a r y  a c t i v i t i e s . Something s imi lar  might  be done in  the
chemical  area,  to  encourage,  for  example, an adequate  supply  of  local ly  produced
in sec t i c ide s  and  o ther  chemica l s  i n  ways  tha t  do  no t  f ac i l i t a t e  the  p roduc t ion  of
chemical weapons I Co-operation in peaceful nuclear programmes would have even
greator s y m b o l i c  a n d  p o l i t i c a l  v a l u e . Most nuclear programmes in the Middle East
are  qui te  modast . Outs ide  support ,  preferably  through IAEA, could  help  to  onsure
that  as  they expand they  remain devoted to  peaceful  object ives .

147 .  Out s ide  suppor t  for  p e a c e f u l  n u c l e a r  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  t h e  a r e a  w o u l d  b e
especia l ly  appropriate  when those  have  a  mult i la teral  or  regiona! .  character . Joint
projects  on nuclear  power might  be of  great  interest  to  those  countr ies  which are
n o t  r i c h  i n  o i l ,  a n d  e v e n  t o  s o m e , such as  the  Is lamic  Republ ic  of Iran,  which have
m a j o r  o i l  r e s e r v e s . T h e  p r o v i s i o n  o f  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  n u c l e a r  w a s t e
dieposel w o u l d  h e l p  t o  e n s u r e  a g a i n s t  d i v e r s i o n  t o  m i l i t a r y  p u r p o s e s .

148. Recently, President Mubarak of Egypt made a proposal that offers the
Governments  part ic ipat ing in  the  var ious  suppl ier  groups  an opportuni ty  to  a l ign
t h e m s e l v e s  w i t h  a  r e g i o n a l  i n i t i a t i v e  ( s e e  A / 4 5 / 2 1 9 - 6 / 2 1 2 5 2 ,  a n n e x ) . The Mubarak
P l a n  c a l l s  f o r  m a k i n g  t h e  M i d d l e  E a s t  f r e e  of  a l l  weapons o f  m a s s  des t ruc t ion .
What  pract ical  form such an al ignment  and support  could take i s  outs ide  the  mandate
o f  t h e  p r e s e n t  s t u d y ,  b u t  i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  o b j e c t i v e s  a r e  i n  c o m p l e t e  h a r m o n y .

149.  Whatever  the  leve l  of support  and co-operat ion that  outs ide  States  may ex tend
to  the  Middle  East  in  the nuclear , chemica l  and  mi s s i l e  f i e ld s ,  t h i s  co -opera t ion
should be s tructured to  enhance the  transparency of  the  corresponding act iv i t ies
within  each Stnte  of the  area. Ass is tance channel led through IAEA is  of  course
completely  in  the  publ ic  domain, but  b i lateral  programmes should m e e t  this  same
6 t.andard. Governments should, moreover, a c t i v e l y  p u b l i c i s e  t h e  f a c t s ,  r a t h e r  t h a n
obscure them.

150. The v ir tue  of transparency should be recognised as  applying to  past
transsctions a s  w e l l . A number of  developed countr ies  p layed key roles  a t  one  or
a n o t h e r  t i m e  i n  a s s i s t i n g  v a r i o u s ,liddle  East  Governments  with  mi l i tary
technology. In  par t i cu l a r ,  pa s t  transfertl  o f  n u c l e a r  m a t e r i a l  a n d  e q u i p m e n t  t o
projects  in  the  Middle  East  should be  declared by the  suppl iers . Putt ing the
h i s to r i ca l  f ac t s  on  the  pub l i c  r ecord  wou ld  be  o f  cons iderab le  assistance for
e f f o r t s  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  p r e s e n t  s i t u a t i o n  a n d  t o  d e v e l o p  a  r e l i a b l e  “ b a s e l i n e ”
for  future  movement  towards  a  nuclear-weapon-free  zone.
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131. T h e  c l o s e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  - t h e  “ l i n k a g e ”  - among al l  the  e lements  that  affect
s\tcutity  is well known. N u c l e a r  c a p a b i l i t i e s  a r e  l i n k e d  t o  c h e m i c a l  weapons)
chemical weapons to conventional arms, c o n v e n t i o n a l  a r m s  t o  p o l i t i c a l  c o n f l i c t .
And al l  these  threads  are  woven into  a  seamless  fabric  of  fear  and insecuri ty  I
I f  t h e  a r e a  i s  t o  bscomv  and  r e m a i n  t ru l y  nuc l ear - f r ee ,  t hen  th i s  f abr i c  mus t  be
cut  into  pieces  end deal t  wi th  piece  by piece. The problem is much too complex and
unyie lding for  any comprehens ive  set t lement  to  solve  a l l  a t  once. Y e t  a l l  t h e
separate elements must be worked on concurrently, f o r  i t  w i l l  n o t  b e  p o s s i b l e  t o
set t le  any  one  Piece  of the  problem unless  i t  i s  c lear  that  progress  i s  being made
on the  other  p ieces  as  wel l . A  rad i ca l  t r ans format ion ,  s t e p  b y  step, mus t  be
e f f ec t ed  i n  the  m i l i t a ry  and  po l i t i c a l  r e l a t i on sh ip s  o f  t he  en t i r e  a r e a . The
peoplea  o f  t h e  M i d d l e  E a s t  m u s t  d e v e l o p  c o n f i d e n c e  t h a t  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  c o n f l i c t s
tha t  surely  w i l l  l o n g  remala a r e  g o i n g  t o  b e  s e t t l e d  - and  s e t t l e d  e q u i t a b l y  -
w i thou t  r e sor t  t o  f o rce  o r  the  th rea t  o f  f o rce ,

1 5 2 .  I n  s p e c i f i c  t e r m s , Israel ’ s  neighbours  must  gain conf idence that  Israsl has  no
i n t e n t i o n  o f  u s i n g  i t s  s u p e r i o r  t e c h n i c a l  s k i l l s , i n c l u d i n g  n u c l e a r  t e c h n o l o g y ,  t o
expand i t s  front iers  or  to  impooe an unacceptable  set t lement  of  the  problem of  the
Pa le s t i n i an s . Tsraoli  opinion must  gain  conf idence that  i t3  neighbour3 have no
intent ion of  us ing their  superior  manpower, weal th  and other resou rces  to  destroy
IerLel or to  impose  an unacceptable  set t lement  of  the  problem of  the  Palest in ians .
T h e  a c u t e  charac te r  o f  s t i l l  o ther  t en s ion s  and  f ear s  i s  d ramat i ca l l y  e v iden t .

1 5 3 .  M u c h  o f  t h i s  t r a n s f o r m a t i o n  f a l l s  i n t o  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  a r e a ,  a n d  it t h u s  i s
outs ide  the  te rms  of reference of  the  present  s tudy, T h e  p o l i t i c a l  s i d e  o f  t h e
q u e s t i o n  m u s t ,  h o w e v e r , b e  s e e n  a s  o f  p r imary  impor tance .  Techn i ca l  m i l i t a ry
conf idence-bui lding measure3 can be of great  ass i s tance in  developing mutual
confidence and in averting unintended deter iorations, They cannot, however, take
t h e  p l a c e  o f  a  p o l i t i c a l  proceser  a n d  t h e y  s h o u l d  b e  d e v e l o p e d  a n d  i n s t a l l e d  i n
parallel w i t h  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  t r a c k ,  n o t  a 3  a  s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  i t .

154.  Mil i tary  conf idence-bui lding measures  have  one  general  object ive : to  provide
transparency and thereby predictabi l i ty . T h e y  t h u s  s e r v e  t o  p r e v e n t  surpr i s e
a t t ack  and  to  a s sure  a  po ten t i a l  adver sary  tha t  one ’3  fo rce s  and  d i spos i t i on s  are
no t  o f  an  o f f en s i ve  charac te r . Discouraging surprise  at tack has a  long his tory in
the Middle  East ,  though under  di f ferent  names.  91 Most  recent ly ,  the  United
Nations  Iran-Iraq Mil i tary  Observer  Group along the  Iran-Iraq border  has  a  s imi lar
funct ion, O b v i o u s l y ,  p a s t  e f f o r t s  h a v e  b e e n  n e i t h e r  a  t o t a l  s u c c e s s  n o r  a  c o m p l e t e
f a i l u r e . Some problems were perhaps not foreseen; for others there were no
negotiable  s o l u t i o n s . One very  ser ious  problem was,  for  understandable  reasons,
simply not addressed. I t  was  the  t a sk  o f  a s sur ing  tha t  t he  va r iou s  a rmed  force s
and  thei. d e p l o y m e n t s  w e r e ,  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  p o s s i b l e ,  o f  a  b a s i c a l l y  d e f e n s i v e
character . Deal ing with  this task  wil l  be protracted and complex;  i t  can hardly  be
taken up in any broad and fundamental way under current circumstances.

155. It l ies beyond the scope of the present study to develop any comprehensive
programme of  msar;ures  e i ther  to  prevent  surprise  at tack or  to  ensure  that  the  armed
f o r c e s  o f  t h e  r e g i o n  a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  d e f e n s i v e  i n  s t r u c t u r e  a n d  d e p l o y m e n t . There
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are, however, certa in  near-term steps  that  could further  one or both of  thase
object ives  and would be  part icular ly  re levant  to  weapons  of mass destruct:on,
especia l ly  nuclear  weapons. 51 T h e s e  are  d i s cu s sed  be low ,  Much  o f  t h e  r e c e n t
development  in  the  theory and pract ice  of  conf idence-bui lding has  taken place  in
Europe and i t  Mould be  helpful  i f  conferences  and seminars  oq East -Wect  mil i tary
arrangements  could regularly  include scholars  and off ic ia ls  from the Middle  East .

1 5 6 .  T h e  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  b u i l d i n g  m u t u a l  c o n f i d e n c e  i f  c o n v e n t i o n a l  f o r c e  l e v e l s
cont inue to  escalate  i s  ev ident  from even a  br ief  look at  the  numbers . Four States
of  the  region have  more main batt le  tanks  than e i ther  the  United Kingdom or
France. Two have more armoured personnel carriers than any NATO country except the
United States . Moreover, to  an increas ing degree these  mountains  of  equipment  are
of the most modern type and quality.

157.  The repertory  of  measures  that  has  been developed and i s  being utilized  to
reduce confrontat ion in  Europe i s  impress ive. Forces, p a r t i c u l a r l y  o f f e n s i v e - t y p e
forces such as armour, can be withdrawn from areas near national borders.
Inventories  can be publ ished and ver i f ied. Manoeuvres and movements can be
not i f ied wel l  in  advance and observers  invi ted. Procurement plans can be
announced. Mil i tary  doctr ine  can be discussed. Measures  such as  these  foster
transparency. The  under s t and ing  tha t  t r an sparency  i s  de s i rab l e ,  t ha t  i t  enhance s
the  s ecur i t y  o f  t he  s i de  tha t  p romote s  i t , e v e n  i n  t h e  a b s e n c e  o f  r e c i p r o c i t y ,  t h a t
i t  c a n  h e l p  t o  a v o i d  t h e  m u t u a l  e s c a l a t i o n  t h a t  p r u d e n t ,  “ w o r s t - c a s e ”  m i l i t a r y  o r
c i v i l i a n  j u d g e m e n t s  e n t a i l  - ~11 th i s  was  n o t  e a s i l y  a c c e p t e d  b y  m i l i t a r y  o r
c i v i l i a n  l e a d e r s  i n  E u r o p e . A n d  i t  i s  n o t  l i k e l y  t o  s w e e p  a w a y  “old th ink ing”  in
the  Middle  East ,  e i ther . B u t  i t  i s  c l e a r l y  v a l i d ,  w h i l e  t h e  u t t e r  f u t i l i t y  a n d
grave dangers  contained in  further  rounds  of  the  mult iple  Middle  East  arms races
are apparent.

158. The linkage between nuclear and chemical weapons - or more precisely among all
weapons of mass destruction: nuclear , chemical ,  b iological  and their  means  of
d e l i v e r y , e s p e c i a l l y  l o n g - r a n g e  m i s s i l e s  - has  been asserted by leaders  and by
commentators throughout the Middle East and elsewhere. T h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  ccTplex
and is  frequent ly  misunderstood or  miss tated. Some see chemical weapons as a
d e t e r r e n t  o r  a  p o s s i b l e  r e s p o n s e  t o  t h e  t h r e a t  or u s e  of  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s  - t h e
“poor man ’ s bomb”. Others  see  nuclear  weapons  as  a  deterrent  or  response  to  the
threat. or use of chemical weapons, a s  w e l l  a8 a  g e n e r a l  w e a p o n  o f  l a s t  r e s o r t .
Miss i les  are  usual ly  seen as  the  “normal” or  “preferred” means  of  del ivery  of  a l l
thr-ee categories of mass destruction warheads.

151). I t  i s  n o t  u s e f u l  t o  d i s p u t e  t h e  interrelat.ed,  “ l i n k e d ”  c h a r a c t e r  o f  t h e s e
weapons. Nor, of  course, c a n  o n e  d i s p u t e  t h a t  t h e y  a l l  h a v e  a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o
convent ional  forces . What must be disputed are arguments that nothing can be done
about A unless the problem of B is completely resolved. In other  words,  the
argument that, nothing can be done about chemical weapons unless nuclear weapons are
eliminated and the argument that nothing can be done to make the Cegion
nuclear-free  unt i l  chemical  weapons  have  been e l iminated are  both obstacles  to
progress . I t  w i l l  t a k e  m u c h  t i m e  t o  d e a l  d e f i n i t i v e l y  w i t h  a n y  o n e  o f  t h e
elements ,  but  a  beginning must  be  made - and indeed has  been made - in  deal inq with
each one in its own terms. At the same time, whatever successes are achieved in
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l imit ing or  banning one of  the  four  e lements  of  mess destruct ion weapons  ( three
warhead types plus deiivary meens), i t  must  be  reccqniaed  that  those  successes will
b e  f r a g i l e  a n d  u l t i m a t e l y  r e v e r s i b l e  u n l e s s  p r o g r e s s  i s  m a d e  o n  a l l  t h e  o t h e r s  a s
wel l  as  on convent ional  weapons  and pol i t ical  prqblams.

160.  A discuss ion of  conf idence-bui lding measures  in  the  nuclear  f ie ld  was
contained in  the  previous  ssction, W i t h  r e g a r d  t o  b i o l o g i c a l  weaponsr  a  t r e a t y
total ly  banning them was  negot iated at  Qeneva  in  1971,  s igned in  1972 and brought
into  force  in  1974. However, few States in  the  Middle  East  have  become part ies  to
the  Treaty .  $1 All  should do so. The adherence of  States  of  the  region wi l l  be
p a r t i c u l a r l y  t i m e l y  a n d  u s e f u l  i f  t h e y  c o m p l e t e  t h e  p r o c e d u r e s  i n  t i m e  t o
part ic ipate  in  the  Review Conftrence  scheduled for  the  summer of  19.91.

161.  Conf idence-bui lding in  the  ared of  chemical  weapons  i s  of fundamental
importance. A convent ion to  e l iminate  chemical  weapons  - the  counterpart  to  the
Biological Weapons Convention - i s  under  act ive  negot iat ion at  Geneva,  wi th  most
States  of  the  Middle  East  present  e i ther  as  members  or  observers  in  the  Conference
on Disarmament. T h e s e  S t a t e s  s h o u l d  c o n t r i b u t e  a c t i v e l y  t o  t h e  nego t i a t i on ,
thereby making i t  c lear  that  when a sat isfactory text  has  been developed they  wi l l
promptly  jo in  the  treaty  and support  universal  adherence to  i t . Meanwhf le,
everything poss ible  should  be  done to  hold  the  l ine  and ensure  that  the  treaty  does
not come too let\,  to handle the problem. If chemical weapons were allowed to
prol i ferate  widely  in  the  Middle  East , i t  i s  hard  to  imag ine  tha t  g e n e r a l  n u c l e a r
prol i ferat ion could be  avoided.

162.  The problem of  del ivery  sys tems for weapons  of  mass  destruct ion,  both chemical
and nut lear , i s  complex  and  d i f f i cu l t ;  bu t  i t  may  o f f e r  oppor tun i t i e s  f o r
conf idence-bui lding even in  the  very  near  term. Long-range miss i les  are,  of
course, not  the  only  way that  nuclear  weapons  can be  del ivered. Both chemical
agents  and nuclear  explos ives  can be  conf igured for  aer ia l  bombs as  wel l  as  for
a r t i l l e r y  s h e l l s . I n  f a c t ,  f o r  c e r t a i n  l e t h a l  c h e m i c a l s ,  a e r i a l  s p r a y  t anks ,  such
as  are  widely  used for  agricul tural  purposes , may even  be  the  most  ef fect ive
method, and nuclear  bombs could be dropped from transport  a ircraft . Nevertheless ,
miss i le  systems des igned for  chemical  and nuclear  weapons  have character is t ics  that
make an effort to control them worth considering.

163.  Miss i le  sys tems whose  ranges  extend substant ia l ly  beyond the  bat t lef ie ld  are
not  very  cost-ef fect ive  unless  they  have  chemical  or  nuclear  payloads. As was
shown in the Iran-Iraq war, miss i les  with  high-explos ive  warheads  can cause
numerous  casual t ies  and much destruct ion hundreds  of  mi les  behind front  l ines ,  but
they cannot  have  decis ive , w a r - t e r m i n a t i n g  e f f e c t s  o n  c i t i e s ,  o n  i n d u s t r i a l  o r
t ranspor ta t i on  t a rge t s , o r  o n  r e a r - a r e a  m i l i t a r y  i n s t a l l a t i o n s  s u c h  a s  a i r f i e l d s  o r
depots. The possess ion of  such medium- or  l onger - range  m i s s i l e s  t hu s  appear s  t o
ind i ca t e  e i ther  a n  i n t e n t i o n  e i t h e r  t o  e x e r t  p s y c h o l o g i c a l  t e r r o r  o r  t o  t h r e a t e n  t o
use them with chemical or nuclear warheads. T h e  u t i l i t y  of  no t  p re sen t ing  a
potential  adversary  with  threats  of  th is  type would appear  to  argue for  mutual ,
r ec iproca l  l im i t a t i on s  on  the  po s se s s i on  o f  such  m i s s i l e  s y s t ems .

164 .  An  add i t i ona l  r ea son  fo r  s eek ing  l im i t s  on  l ong - range  m i s s i l e s  i s  t he i r
destabilizing  charac te r . They are  uniquely  appropriate  for  a  “bolt  out  of  the
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blue” first strike designed to disarm the enemy. Aircraft can have a similar role,
but defences and adequate warning are at least imagi,iable with regard to aircraft
while  quite  unlikely concerning miss i les , Finally there is the military and
psychological factor that missiles are seen as “hair-trigger” weapons, while
aircraft take more t ime to dispatch and can be recalled. .

165. The foregoing argues for  l imits  on missi les  i f  l im i t s  can be devised.
Unfortunately a number are already in the arsenals of States in the region, while
short-range, battlefield miss i les are well on the way to becoming a normal
extens ion of  convent ional  arti l lery in many armies . If the Middle East cannot be
kept  missi le - free ,  is  there  st i l l  a possibi l i ty  of meaningful  l imitations on
missi le  sys tems7 The answer can only be “Yes”, provided the matter  is approached
with energy and a sense of urgency.

166. The first task must be to define measures that have a real possibility of
gaining acceptance. Battlef ie ld  miss i les  would have to  be le f t  out  of  the picture
and research and development probably cannot be constrained, at least at the
o u t s e t . On the other hand, indigenous production, procurement from cutside  the
region and deployment all would appear to be controllable if there is a general
wi l l  to  do  so . As a start ing-point  for  discussions,  i t  would be desirable  to
consider a complete suspension by all States in the region of domestic production
and of imports of missiles beyond a certain range.

167. Verification of a missile freeze should not be an insurmountable problem. The
import or production of a few missiles might well escape detection, but a
large-scale , mil itari ly  s ignif icant violation of  agreed l imits  probably would not,
and even a rather simple verification system would be likely to detect violations.
Deployments would be even more readily observed than imports or production.

168. A missile freeze could be strengthened by suspending any further miss i le
f l i gh t  t e s t s . A suspension or a missile flight-test ban probably could not be
absolute. Several Governments have or plan to have space l’rogrammes  and much of
the technology for space launches and military missiles overlaps, but a space
programme has no need for the large number of mielsiles  that would be required to
deliver meaningful quantities of chemical warheads or to prepare a disarming first
strike with nuclear warheads. The need to provide for space launches .is th*Je not
an insuperable impediment to a missile-test ban. Any space programme would,
however, have to be conducted in an open, transparent manner, rat-her than in
secrecy illuminated by periodic flashes in the night.

169. In addition to a missile freeze, it would be helpful if deployment constraint6
could be developed for aircraft capable of carryinq  chemical or nuclear bombs. An
ef fect ive mil i tary use is  greatly  faci l i tated i f  there are special ly  conf igured
aircraft on which crews are regularly trained. Declarations by States thaL they

did not have any such equipment or personnel would therefore be reassuring.

170. The preceding discussio.1 has suggested that. there is a large inventory of
measures, many of them developed through the Conference on Security and
Co-operation in Europe, that could build confidence among all nations of the Middle
East in the peaceful intentions of others. Transparency has been a recurring theme
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i n  thir;  d i s c u s s i o n . There is one measure that could make 6UCh a dramatic
con t r ibu t ion  to  t ran sparency  tha t  i t  seems d e s i r a b l e  t o  s i n g l e  i t  out  f o r  s p e c i a l
a t t en t i on . It  i s  the  concept  known as “Open  IJkies”, which has  recent ly  been
accepted in  principle  in  Europe.

171.  The di f ferent  c ircumstances  in  the  Middle  East  would require  certa in  changes ,
but the basic concept seems fundamentally transferable. As in  Europe,  each State
w i l l i ng  to  par t i c ipa te  i n  open ing  i t s  S k i 6 6  w o u l d  d e c l a r e  i ts  w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  b e
overflown and photographed by reconnaissance a ircraft  on a  schedule  and on f l ight
paths  agreed between that  Government  and the  organisat ion establ i shed to  carry  out
the photography. Al l  of  the  terr i tory  of a State  should  be  open to  overf l ight  i f
i t  w e r e  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e , s i n c e  c l o s e d  a r e a s  w o u l d  n e g a t e  t h e  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  t h e
en te rpr i s e .

172. The most immediate contribution that Open Skies could make at an early stage
w o u l d  b e  t o  d i s p e l  f a l s e  a l a r m 6  t h a t  c o u l d  t r i g g e r  u n i n t e n d e d  h o s t i l i t i e s .  I t
could  a lso  give the internat ional  community  added warning t ime for  diplomatic
endeavours i f  some attack actually seems to be contemplated. I f  a  freese  o n
n u c l e a r  a n d  c h e m i c a l - c a p a b l e  m i s s i l e 6  c a n  b e  d e v e l o p e d ,  t h e n  i t s  v e r i f i c a t i o n  b y
Open Skies  would in  i tself  be wel l  worth  t he  effort  involved.

173. It ehould be noted that an embryo form of Open Skies is being conducted by the
United Nat ions  a long the  Iran-Irag border. I ts  experience should  be  taken into
a c c o u n t  i n  a n y  e f f o r t s  t o  e s t a b l i s h  a  l a r g e r  e n t e r p r i s e .

174. As Governments come to understand the ways in which military transparency can
enhance  the i r  s ecur i t y  and  open  the i r  Skies t o  o u t s i d e r s ,  i t  w i l l  b e  a p p r o p r i a t e  t o
ask from them a further general commitment: t o  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  w o r k  o f  a n y
fac t - f i nd ing  m i s s i on  tha t  t he  Secre ta ry -Genera l  m igh t  s end  to  i nve s t i ga t e  a
mil i tary  problem. The Securi ty  Counci l  should  a lso  cons ider  a  generalieed
endorsement  of  the  authori ty  of  the  Secretary-General  to  conduct  such mi l i tary
f a c t - f i n d i n g , thus  spar ing  i t s e l f  t he  possible need  fo r  a  con ten t iou s  deba te  and
sparing its permanent members the problem of whether to veto a proposed mission or
t o  w i t h h o l d  a  v e t o  w i t h  t h e  p o s s i b l e  i m p l i c a t i o n  t h a t  t h e y  e n d o r s e  a n  a l l e g a t i o n
tha t  they  in  f ac t  do  no t  suppor t . The permanent members could also consider
s t a t i n g  f o r m a l l y  t h a t  t h e y  i n t e n d  to  cons ider  a l l  sugges t i ons  fo r  such  f ac t - f i nd ing
by the  Secretary-General  to  be  proposals  of  a  procedural  character ,  not  subject  to
the  veto . They would thuo make clear in advance that they would not attempt to
preven t  any  f ac t - f i nd ing  mi s s ion , e v e n  w h e n  t h e y  f e l t  t h a t  t h e  a l l e g a t i o n  b e i n g
invest igated was  without  meri t .
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11 The re levant  part of  the article readso

“Each P a r t y  s h a l l  i n  e x e r c i s i n g  i t 6  n a t i o n a l  s o v e r e i g n t y  have  the  r igh t
to  withdraw f rom the  Treaty  i f  i t  decides  that extraordinary events ,  re lated
to the subject-matter of this Treaty, have jeopardised the supreme interests
o f  i t s  c o u n t r y . It  shall  give notice of such withdrawal  to  a l l  o ther  Part ies
to the Treaty and to the United Nations Security Council three month6 in
advance. Such not ice  shal l  include a statement of  the  extraordinary events  i t
regards  a6 having jeopardised  i ts  supreme interest6r0@

a/ CC (XXVIII)/720 of 30 August 1984.

91 Dur ing  the  I ran - I raq  con f l i c t , Iraq at tacked the  s i tes  where  Iranian
nuclear  power plants  were under  construct ion.

41 The United Nations Truce Supervision Organisation (UNTSO),  set up in
1948, was designed not only to see that the truce agreements were observed, but to
warn i f  a  renewal  of  host i l i t ies  seemed to  be  contemplated. The arrangements
established after the war8 of 1956, 1967 and 1973, a6 well a6 the arrangements in
the  Sinai  fo l lowing the  Egypt ian-Israel i  Peace  Treaty, a l l  were  in  part  des igned to
d e a l  w i t h  fears  of  surpr i s e  a t t a c k .

51 The United Nat ions  def ini t ion of weapons  of mass destruct ion i s  “atomic
explos ion weapOnsr radioact ive  mater ia l  weapons, l e t h a l  c h e m i c a l  a n d  b i o l o g i c a l
weapons” (see the resolution contained in document S/C.3/30, 1948). For the
purpose of the Middle East where some States are geographically small,  any weapon
or weapon system that  can destroy indiscr iminately  a  large part  of the  c iv i l ian
population of a State would be perceived as a weapon of mass destruction by such a
State .

w They are  the  fo l lowing States : Bahrain,  Iran (Is lamic  Republ ic  of) ,
Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Tunisia and
Yemen.
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CHAPTER V

coNcLusIoN8

175.  The present  s tudy of the  path to  a  nuclear-weapon-free  sane for  the  Middle
East  has  been made in a  spir i t  of  "real is t ic  opt imism". There  c lear ly  is  no
instant solution to the problem. There also is no doubt that the goal can be
reached ;  i t  i s  no t  an  i d l e  dream. Intensive and SuStained effort6 can overcome the
mO6t 6erfOU6  d i f f i c u l t i e s , p r o v i d e d  t h a t  t h e s e  e f f o r t s  a t t r a c t  t h e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n
and support of the States of the region and of the major outside Powers. In the
end ,  the  co -opera t ion  o f  the  i n t e rna t iona l  cormunity a s  a  w h o l e  w i l l  b e  e s s e n t i a l .
This  considerat ion a lone points  to  a  central  role  for the United Nationse

176.  The ef fort  required wi l l  be  great , b u t  6 0  w i l l  t h e  benefits o f  6ucCe66.  T h e
nuclear  threat  can be  ef fect ive ly  and permanent ly  e l iminated only  a6 a  pat tern of
sound regional security relationship6  is developed based on unequivocal,
Un6mbiguOU6, legally binding arrangement6 emoagst  which must be an equal corwnitment
by al l  States  of the  nuclear-weapon-free  eoae in  the Middle E86t to  re l inquish  the
nuclear-weapon option. That  pat tern wi l l  have  to  be  radical ly  different f rom the
dangerous  and unstable  relat ionship6 that  exist today,  with sophist icated weapon6
p r o l i f e r a t i n g , including weapon6 of  mass destruct ion and their  means  of del ivery ,
and where politic&l  tensions  remain unreeolved.

177. Chapter IV of the present study lists a number  of measures to build mutual
confidence and prepare the way for the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free
zone. They are not arranged in order of priority or importance) indeed some could
also  be  e lements  in  a  f inal  agreement  set t ing up the  loner (Theee  l a t t e r  a r e
summarieed  in  the  annex . ) Some of these measures can be implemented unilateraliy
b y  S t a t e s  o f  t h e  r e g i o n  o r  Outside i t . Others may require agreement among groups
o f  S ta t e s . When it will  become possible to arrange a negotiating conference
i n v o l v i n g  a l l  t h e  c o r e  S t a t e s  i n  t h e  r e g i o n , together  with  some outs ide  States  at
some point, a major breakthrough in confidence-building will have occurred.

178. To get the process moving forward, var ious  governments  can uni lateral ly  or
jo int ly  in i t ia te  act ion on the  measures  they consider  most useful ,  even without
w a i t i n g  f o r  a l l  p o t e n t i a l  p a r t i c i p a n t 6  t o  j o i n . T h i s  a p p l i e s  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  t o  t h e
pr inc ipa l  ou t s ide  S ta t e s , who may have greater freedom of action than States in the
region.

179.  I t  i s  especia l ly  important  that  confidence-building  measures be developed in
t h e  n u c l e a r  f i e l d ,  s i n c e  t h e y  w i l l  d e m o n s t r a t e  a  c o n v i c t i o n  t h a t  t h e  g o a l  o f  a
n u c l e a r - w e a p o n - f r e e  zone i s  r e a l l y  a t t a i n a b l e  and  tha t  i t  i s  t r u l y  p r e f e r r e d  o v e r
the  only  imaginable  a l ternat ive ; a region with multiple nuclear Powers in which
“peace” is maintained by the fear of mutual devastation.

100. The single measure immediately available for giving momentum to the process
aimed at a zone is a regional understanding that there will  be no test explosion of
a nuclear  device , nor any moves towards such a test. I s r a e l ,  a  n o n - p a r t y  t o  t h e
NPT,  has  said i t  wi l l  not  be the f irs t  to  introduce nuclear  weapon6 into  the
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region. It has not, however, s t a t ed  c l ea r l y  whe ther  i t  cons ider s  t ha t  t h i s
c o m m i t m e n t  b a r s  a  n u c l e a r  t.est. Parties to the NPT are barred from actually
conduct ing such a  test , o r  tircrm  accumulating  the  unsa feguarded  ficsfonable  neterial
r e q u i r e d  f o r  a  t e s t . However, they  are  riot barred from other  uctirlrns that  woald  be
required in  preparip-3 for  one. ClarifyJKq these ambiguities would be a subsc6ntial
f i r s t  s t e p  o n  t h e  rqad t o  a  &One.

181.  Adherence to  the  NPT by a l l  States  of  the  region - and notably  by  Israel  -
would be a most aignirisant milestone, Pan.ding such a  measure,  the  acceptance by
Israel  of safeguards  on the  Dimone faci l i t ies  would be  an important  move toward6
the  e s t ab l i shmen t  o f  a  cone and  co6l.d b e  raalieett  well in  advanne o f  i t s  adherence
t o  t h e  N?T.

1 8 2 .  T h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  wafeguards t o  Dlmona Gi?i equate to  the  Ycceptance  by
I s r a e l  o f  a n  e f f e c t i v e  u p p e r  l i m i t .  to whatever. stock of plutonium it may have
accumulated from the operat ions  thrla. but w i l l  n o t  neceeusrily  e n t a i l  t h e  p l a c i n g
o f  s a f eguard6  on  tha t  s t ockp i l e .

183.  NPT part ies  wi th  re lat ive ly  advanced nuclear  programmes,  involv ing,  for
example,  the  construct ion of  rosear?h OX power reactors ,  can arrange those
programmes to minimire sue~icions :ka “. c.hey m igh t  al6o serve a  m i l i t a r y  objec t ive .
The programmes can avoid any use of we+on.grad9 fi66ioaable  material and they can
i n v i t e  i n s p e c t i o n  o f  a n y  f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  ~68 oiqniticant q u a n t i t i e s  o f  n u c l e a r
m a t e r i a l . Stock6 of natural uranium, heavy 1rtko.r aud tritium can be declared.

1 8 4 .  T h e  final s t e p  t o  t h e  establinhment  o f  a  6one w i l l  b e  t a k e n  w h e n  a l l  S t a t e s  of
the  area can credibly declare  that  they have no unsafeguarded f i ss ionable  materiai
n o r  unsafeguarded f a c i l i t i e s  t h a t  c o u l d  p r o d u c e  i t . This situetion would need a
substant ia l ly  expanded system of  ver i f icat ion, w h i c h  c o u l d  b e  i n s t a l l e d  e i t h e r  a s
an extension of the present IAEA safog:.\ards  system or as a combination of
s a f eguard6  and  other vcrificatfon  arr?oqements o f  a  m u l t i l a t e r a l  or  b i l a t e r a l
character .

185. There 16 one important measure that could be taken by the States of the region
at  any t ime during the  process  out l ined above leading to  the  eonet t h a t  i s  t h e
development  of  a  cetegorical understanding that  there  wi l l  be no at tack6 on nuclear
i n s t a l l a t i o n s .

186.  The area  of  securi ty assurances  i s  one in  which the  nuclear-weapon States  can
make major contributions, n o t  o n l y  w h e n  t h e  sane i t s e l f  f i n a l l y  t a k e s  s h a p e  b u t
even much earlier. It  appears  l ikely  that  the  nuclear-weapon States  wi l l  agree  to
“negative” a66urance6; commitments  not  to  threaten or  at tack the  States  of  the
zone with nuclear weapons. The same appl ies  to  commitments  not  to  s tat ion nuclear
weapons anywhere in the ZOM.

187. T h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  p o s i t i v e  absurances  - conxnitments  t o  a s s i s t  a  dation  t h a t  h a s
been ‘hreatened or  at tacked - r!ay be  more complicated.  Ausurances going beyond
S e c u r i t y  C o u n c i l  r e s o l u t i o n  2 5 5  (1965)  a r e  w i d e l y  d e s i r e d ,  b u t  t h e  pO66ible  con ten t
o f  euch  asaurance6 i s  n o w h e r e  c l e a r l y  d e f i n e d . In discussing a nuclear-weapon-free
zone ,  one  th ink6  f i r s t  o f  nuc l ear  th rea t s ,  bu t  i t  seems d o u b t f u l  t h a t  s e c u r i t y
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as6ur6nce6 can or  should be restricted  to  the  nuclear  dimension. No one wishes to
appear  to  g ive  a  green l ight  to  aggression that  threatens  to  use  “only”
conventional weapons. An active role for the permanent members of the Security
Counci l  in  developing solut ions  to  this  broad and complex problem appears  essent ia l .

188. The role of the major outside Powers and others in encouraging the realieation
of a nuclear-weapon-free cone goes beyond the problem  of security assurances.
Unless  they put  their  weight  and their  d iplomat ic  ski l l s  unreservedly to the task,
i t  i s  n o t .  l i k e l y  t h a t  i t  w i l l  b e  a c c o m p l i s h e d . A balanced and comprehensive plan
for t h e i r  a c t i o n  i s  r e q u i r e d .

189. The leading industrial States must also continue and even expand their
activitius  des igned to  discouraye any prol i ferat ion of weapons of  mass destruct ion,
especially nuclear weapons. These  act iv i t ies  should,  moreover,  be extended to
e n l i s t  t h e  co-opeidtion of  Middla  Eas t e rn  S ta t e s , perhaps th rough  the  Mubarak
Plan. T h e  s t r u g g l e  a g a i n s t  p r o l i f e r a t i o n  i s  i n  t h e  i n t e r e s t  o f  a l l ,  b u t  t h e
industr ia l  countr ies  shol.rld  take whatever  measure6 are necessary to  ensure  that
this  ef fort  does  not  prevent  any country  from developing nuclear  energy for
peaceful  purposes .

190. There are a number of other confidence-building measures that may be
appropriate to Middle Eastern circumstances, Such measures, inclrv<ing  a number
that have been diSCUSSed but not yet adopted in Europe, offer an extensive u
certe menu from which selection6 can be made. These  include l imitat ions  on forces
and deployments, not i f icat ions  of  manoeuvres ,  and so  on.

1.91.  St i l l  other  measures  have  part icular  s igni f icance for  the  Middle  East, such as
adherence by a l l  States  in  the  area to  the  Biological  Weapons  Conve6tion,  as  wel l
as the chemical weapon6 convention a6 soon a6 its negotiation is completed in the
Conference on Disarmament. A freeee on miss i les  (beyond a  certa in  range) should be
pursued c?u a matter of high urgency. Furthermore, the  Securi ty  Counci l  should
examine measures  to  enhance the  effectiveness of  i t6  ef forts  to  intercept  the
development  of  dangerous  s i tuat ions  at  the  earl ies t  poss ible  stage.

192. The presence of nuclear we .18 t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  M i d d l e  East i s  i n  no  sense
i n e v i t a b l e . They do not  resul t  Lrom uncontrol lable  natural  processes . They do not
emerge unbidden, l ike  some poisonous  fungus, from dark caves deep in the earth.
They were invented by human beings and, even though human6 cannot “uninvent” them,
they can freely decide not to make them. But  th is  decis ion not  to  make them wi l l
have to  be aff irmed and reaff irmed again and again by the  G o v e r n m e n t s  and peoples
of  the  region. A nuclear-weapon-free  aone can be the  ef fect ive  framework within
wh ich  tha t  dec i s i on  i s  f o rmu la ted ,  ca r r i ed  ou t ,  and  su s t a ined .
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t s  o f  a  ov on a  nucleer W~POQ(L  f r e e  mom
in - -

1. The mandate  of  the  present  s tudy does  not  extend to  the  modal i t ies  of
establ ishing a nuclear-weapon-free  zone in  the  Middle  East . Such a mandate would
involve  thq considerat ion of  the  ways  in  which i t s  terms would be  worked out  a8
wel l  a6 the precise  substance of those  terms. I t  i s  c l e a r ,  h o w e v e r ,  t h a t  t h e
problems Lo be  solved are  so  complex that  the  re levant  proceedings  wi l l  need to
i n v o l v e  p r o t r a c t e d  e f f o r t s  o n  the par t  o f  a l l  c o n c e r n e d .

2. Even though the  precise  te rms  are not  def ined here,  the  s tudy does  ref lect  a
general conception of the substance of a nuclear-weapon-free zone arrangement in
the srea of the Middle East. The following comments are offered on the elements of
a poesible  zone, with all appropriate reservations regarding the need for the
ul t imate  document  to  take fu l l  account of developmentv  that  wi l l  occur  but  cannot
be foreseen.

3. The pr incipal  e lements  of  a  zonal  arrangement  wi l l  bw ite geographic  extent ,
t h e  l i s t  o f  i t s  b a s i c  p r o h i b i t i o n s , the  ve r i f i ca t i on  of  campliance w i th  tho se
proh ib i t i ons , and the commitments towards the zone to be made by States outside the
region. Secondary e lements  include the  durat ion of  the  re levant  arrangement ,
prov i s i on s  r egard ing  ad j acen t  areas ,  i nc lud ing  s ea  areaz, r e l a t i on sh ip s  t o  o ther
s im i l a r  zone s , r e l a t i on sh ip s  t o  o ther  i n t e rna t iona l  agreemen t s  and  var iou s
t echn i ca l  c l au se s  such  az  ra t i f i ca t i on  and  w i thdrawa l  p rov i s i on s .

4. The des irabi l i ty  of bringing the  zone into effect  for  a core  area without
wa i t i ng  fo r  a l l  po s s ib l e  par t i c ipan t s  t o  r a t i f y  w i l l  requir, a  r a t h e r  c o m p l e x  l e g a l
s t r u c t u r e  t o  b e  s p e c i f i e d  i n  t h e  f i n a l , t e c h n i c a l  c l a u s e 6  of  t h e  r e l e v a n t
agreement. The provisions of the Vienna  Convention on the Law of Treaties may be
p a r t i c u l a r l y  u s e f u l  in  this connec t ion . That Convention makes clear that the
s ignature  by a  State  of  an agreement  carr ies  with  i t  a  legal ly  b inding commitment
not to act in a manner that would undermine the basic objectives of the agreement.
I t  may therefore  be poss ible  to  obtain  the  necessary  broad pol i t ical  and legal
endorsement  of  the  zone wel l  before al l  potent ia l  part ies  have  rat i f ied  a  zone
t r e a t y .

5. The most  basic  i s  c learly  the  ban on any form of  possess ion of a nuclear
weapon by some States, whether  through indigenouz  development  or  acquis i t ion from
o u t s i d e  o r  a n y  combination  o f  t h e s e . Decis ions  wi l l  be  needed on whether  this  ban
w i l l  o r  w i l l  not  e x t e n d  t o  p a r t i c u l a r  i n s t a l l a t i o n s  o r  e q u i p m e n t  a i m e d  a t  e i t h e r
the development or the delivery of a weapon. In  add i t i on , s t a t i on ing  o f  nuc l ear
weapons  on the  nat ional  terr i tory  of  any State  party  or  any other  form of  what
might be called “proxy” or indirect  acquis i t ion of  control  over  a  weapon must  be
proh ib i t ed .
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6 . It  i s  assumed that  much of  the  ver i f icat ion burden could be  carr ied by IAEA,
a long  the  l i ne s  o f  i t s  cur ren t  s a f eguards  opera t i on s , bu t  tha t  th i s  m igh t  no t  be
e n o u g h  f o r  a l l  f o r e s e e a b l e  s i t u a t i o n s . Procedures expanding and reinforcing
presen t  safeguards  may be needed and i t  may be necessary  to  have s taf f  dedicated to
compliance problems that  could ar ise  regarding the  zone.

BPle o f  outaisle Powtu.~

7 , A zone can only  be  real ized i f  outs ide  States  are  act ive ly  promoting i t  and
commit  t h e m s e l v e s  t o  i t s  c o n t i n u e d  e f f e c t i v e n e s s ,  o n c e  it i s  i n  fo rce . In the t.wo
exis t ing zones , this  commitment  has  been formulated in  protocols  whose rat i f icat ion
by the  f ive  nuclear-weapon States  has  been sought . A more complex structure will
be required for the Middle East, including the  formal  involvement  of  the
neighbouring States . But  the  moat  important  role  for  outs ide  Powers  wi l l  be  a
commitment to  respect  the  zone and especia l ly  to  remedy any breach or  th rea t  o f
b r e a c h  o f  i t s  t e r m s . Some of the commitments of the wider international community
towards the zone will  presumably be formalized in Security Council or General
A s s e m b l y  r e s o l u t i o n s .

8 . Experience with  arms 1imStation  treat ies  that  were  foreseen as  having an
e x t e n d e d  b u t  l i m i t e d  l i f e  expectancy  ( e . g .  2 5  y e a r s  f o r  t h e  N P T ) ,  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  a n
un l im i t ed  dura t i on  i s  h igh ly  de s i rab l e . There  wi l l  no  doubt  have  to  be  a  provis ion
for  wi thdrawa l ,  bu t  withd;,awal shou ld  be  made  a s  d i f f i cu l t  a s  po s s ib l e .  The  de l ay
between not i f icat ion of  intent  and the  ef fect ive  date  of withdrawal  should be as
ex tended  a s  can  be  j u s t i f i ed .

9. From a legal viewpoint, i t  wi l l  presumably  be  des irable  to  have  the  zone in
the Middle  East  free-standing, tha t  i s ,  no t  dependen t  on  the  con t inued  v i ab i l i t y  of
any other agreement. I t  w i l l ,  h o w e v e r ,  b e  a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  c o n s i d e r  “presmbular”
endorsements  of such treat ies  as  the  NPT and there  wi l l  certa inly  be  some def ined
relat ionship to  IAEA and i ts  safeguards  sys tem. Whether there should also be a
re l a t i on sh ip  t o  any  conven t iona l  a rms  l im i t a t i on s , to  nuclear-teat-ban agreements ,
to  a  chemical  weapons  ban and i t s  ver i f icat ion crtructure,  or  to  other  possible
nuclear-weapon-free zones, o r  t o  a  p o s s i b l e  r e g i o n a l  m i s s i l e  c o n t r o l  arrailgement
cannot  at  th is  point  be  foreseen.

a l  clauses

10. There wi l l  no doubt  be  a  pol i t ical  requirement  on the  part  of  many States  for
at  least  a  part icular  minimum group of  adherents  (perhaps  a  “core group”)  to
par t i c ipa te  i n  the  agreement  a s  i t  i s  b rough t  i n to  fo rce ,  and  th i s  requirem,ent  can
be expected to  f ind ref lect ion in  the  technical  arrangements  for signature,
rat i f icat ion and the moment  when the agreement  becomes binding on i t s  in i t ia l
p a r t i e s , There  wi l l  presumably  be  arrangements  for la ter  access ions  and for
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possible amendments. I t  may b e  d e s i r a b l e  t o  a t t e m p t  .o p roh ib i t  reservationz
during the ratif icaLion process. It should be noted, however, that such an P.ttempt
i n  t h e  T r e a t y  o f  T l a t e l o l c o  w a s  e f f e c t i v e  o n l y  o n  t h e  p a r t i e s  p r e s e n t  a t  t h e
organizing conference, not  on the  outs ide  States  who were not  represented there.
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