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Letter from the USG
Dear Delegates,
It is with great pleasure that I welcome you to the Lagos Model United Nations (LMUN) Conference, 2020. This
Conference is a great opportunity for deliberation on contemporaneous world issues and self-discovery. The
aim of LMUN is to create a platform for delegates to hone and learn skills in leadership, teamwork, research,
public speaking, negotiation and diplomacy. It is a time for delegates to put aside personal idiosyncrasies and
embrace diverse worldviews, particularly in this era of globalization. It is our hope that delegates have a great
MUN experience as they proffer solutions to the issues before them.
This year’s staff for the General Assembly (GA) First Committee are; Oloyede Agbolarin (Under-Secretary
General), Temilola Adetona (Chair), Oladunmade Adewunmi (Vice-Chair), Ogundare Omobobola (Researcher) and
Temiloluwa Omoniyi (Researcher).
Agbolarin is a final year student of the faculty of law, University of Lagos. He was delegate at LMUN 2016,
where he won the Outstanding Position Paper Award. He served as a delegate at LMUN 2017 where he was
awarded the Distinguished Delegate Award. He won the Honourable mention award at GIMUN 2018. He was
also part of the NMUN NY 2019 team that won the Outstanding Delegation Award. In addition to these, he has
served in several official capacities, including as Chair of GA3 at LMUN 2019, a researcher for UNICEF at LMUN
2018, Chair of GA3 at GIMUN 2020, and Rapporteur of the IMO at GIMUN 2019. Temilola is a final year law
student at the Faculty of Law, University of Lagos, with interests in Energy Resources, Taxation and
International Law. He was a delegate at the 2018 LMUN Conference, where he received the Outstanding
Delegate and Position Paper Awards. Wunmi is a final year law student at the University of Lagos. He began his
MUN experience with LMUN in 2018 as a delegate, and in 2019 as a researcher. Omobobola is a 400-level law
student at the University of Lagos, with interests in international law, renewable energy and diplomacy. She
was a delegate at LMUN 2019 where he won the Distinguished Delegate award. Temiloluwa is a 200-level law
student at the University of Lagos with interests in taxation law and human rights. She is passionate about the
achievement of the Sustainable Development Goals and loves MUNs. She was a delegate at the LMUN 2019.
The General Assembly First Committee, one of the GA committees that acts as the representative and
deliberative body of the UN, focuses on matters related to disarmament and international security, particularly
on guidance for disarmament, regulation of armaments, and maintenance of cooperative arrangements that
promote international peace and security. GA1 collaborates with the United Nations Disarmament Commission
and several other UN entities on issues related to armament regulation and disarmament initiatives.
The two topics to be deliberated upon are:
I.
II.

Addressing Conflict Situations in Middle East
Achieving Multilateral Consensus Against the Use of Nuclear Weapons

Delegates are reminded that this background guide is not to serve as a replacement for your individual
research but as an introduction to the topics being discussed. Delegates are encouraged to conduct their
research beyond the background guides and make use of the Annotated Bibliography and Bibliography which
has been provided for in depth research. In order to prepare for the Conference, each delegate or delegation is
to submit a Position Paper on the date communicated after registration and assignment of country and
committee, in accordance with the guidelines in the LMUN Position Paper Guide.
Other essential documents which delegates are to download for further Conference preparation are; the LMUN
Delegate Prep Guide and the LMUN Rules of Procedure. These documents are available on the LMUN website –
www.lmun.ng.
If you have any questions concerning your preparation for the committee or the Conference itself, please
contact me at – usggeneralassembly@lmun.ng or the committee at – ga3@lmun.ng.
We look forward to seeing you at the LMUN 2020 Conference!
Oloyede Agbolarin
USG General Assembly, LMUN 2020
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Abbreviations
ANWFZ

African Nuclear-Weapon-Free-Zone

ATS

Antarctic Treaty System

AUMF

Authorization for the Use of Military Force

CANWFZ

Central Asia Nuclear-Weapon-Free-Zone

CD

Conference on Disarmament

CTBT

Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty

ESCWA

United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Western Asia

FMCT

Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty

IAEA

International Atomic Energy Agency

ICJ

International Court of Justice

ICNND

International Commission on Nuclear Non-Proliferation and
Disarmament

INF

Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty

ISIS

Islamic State of Iraq and Syria

JCPoA

Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action

LANWFZ

Latin America Nuclear Weapon Free Zone

LNA

Libyan National Army

NAM

Non-Aligned Movement

NDC

National Dialogue Conference

NNWS

Non-Nuclear Weapon States

NPDI

Non-proliferation and Disarmament Initiative

NPT

Non-Proliferation Treaty

NWFZ

Nuclear Weapons Free Zone

OCHA

Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs

OFDA

Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance

PNE

Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty

PRC

People’s Republic of China
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SALT

Strategic Arms Limitation Talks

SEANWFZ

Southeast Asian Nuclear-Weapon-Free-Zone

SIPRI

Stockholm International Peace Research Institute

SORT

Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty

SPNFZ

South Pacific Nuclear-Free Zone

START

Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty

TPNW

Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons

UNAMI

United Nations Assistance Mission for Iraq

UNICEF

United Nations International Children’s Emergency Fund

UNIFIL

United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon

UNMOVIC

United Nations Monitoring, Verification, and Inspection Commission

USAID

United States Agency for International Development

YCHO

Yemen Comprehensive Humanitarian Operations
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Committee Overview
Introduction
The General Assembly is one of the six principal organs of the United Nations (UN). It was
formed in 1945 under the Charter of the United Nations. The General Assembly has all 193
Member States of the United Nations as members of the committee and it is the main
deliberative, policymaking and representative organ of the United Nations. It exercises
deliberative, supervisory, financial, and elective functions relating to any matter within the
scope of the Charter of the United Nations.1 The General Assembly is currently presided
over by Tijjani Muhammad-Bande and is currently in its seventy-fourth session which was
opened on 17 September 2019.
The General Assembly First Committee, also known as the Disarmament and International
Security Committee, is one of six main committees at the General Assembly. It deals with
disarmament, global challenges and threats to peace that affect the international
community, and seeks out solutions to the challenges affecting international security.2 The
committee considers all disarmament and international security matters within the scope
of the Charter or relating to the powers and functions of any other organ of the United
Nations; the general principles of cooperation in the maintenance of international peace
and security, as well as principles governing disarmament and the regulation of
armaments;

promotion

of

cooperative

arrangements

and

measures

aimed

at

strengthening stability through lower levels of armaments.3
The committee has two main bodies under it which are the United Nations Disarmament
Commission (UNDC) and the Conference on Disarmament (CD).

Governance, Structure and Membership
As outlined in the Charter, the General Assembly is comprised of all 193 United Nations
Member States,4 and each Member State has one equal vote.5 The General Assembly holds
its meetings called the “main part of the General Assembly” from mid-September to the
end of December. For the remainder of the year, it is called the “resumed part of the
General Assembly”. The First Committee sessions are structured into three distinctive
stages: the general debate, thematic discussions and action on drafts. Decisions on
important matters, such as the maintenance of international peace and security, the
admission, suspension, and expulsion of members, and all budgetary questions, require a
two-thirds majority. For all other matters, votes in the General Assembly require a simple
majority and the majority of resolutions are adopted without a vote, illustrating the
consensus-based nature of the General Assembly.
United Nations, About the General Assembly.
Ibid.
3
Ibid.
4
Charter of the United Nations, 1945.
5
Charter of the United Nations, 1945.
1
2
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The Committee works in close cooperation with the UNDC and the Geneva-based
Conference on Disarmament. It is the only main committee of the General Assembly
entitled to verbatim records coverage.6
The General Committee is comprised of the President of the General Assembly and the 21
Vice-Presidents of the General Assembly, as well as the Chairpersons of all the six General
Assembly Main Committees; all positions are elected every session on a non-renewable
basis. For the 73rd Session, the President of the General Assembly is Tijjani MuhammadBande (Nigeria), whilst the chairperson of the first committee is H.E Sacha Sergio Llorentty
Solíz (Bolivia).

Mandate, Functions and Powers
Established in 1945 under Chapter IV of the Charter of the United Nations, the General
Assembly occupies a central position as the chief deliberative, policymaking and
representative organ of the United Nations. The First Committee deals with disarmament,
global challenges and threats to peace that affect the international community and seeks
out solutions to the challenges in the international security regime. It considers all
disarmament and international security matters within the scope of the Charter or relating
to the powers and functions of any other organ of the United Nations; the general
principles of cooperation in the maintenance of international peace and security, as well as
principles governing disarmament and the regulation of armaments; promotion of
cooperative arrangements and measures aimed at strengthening stability through lower
levels of armaments.7
The First Committee under Chapter IV of the Charter of the United Nations may: Consider
and approve the United Nations budget and establish the financial assessments of Member
States (Article 17); Elect the non-permanent members of the Security Council and the
members of other United Nations councils and organs and, on the recommendation of the
Security Council, appoint the Secretary-General (Article 18); Consider and make
recommendations on the general principles of cooperation for maintaining international
peace and security, including disarmament (Article 11); Discuss any question relating to
international peace and security and, except where a dispute or situation is currently being
discussed by the Security Council, make recommendations on it (Article 11); Discuss, with
the same exception, and make recommendations on any questions within the scope of the
Charter or affecting the powers and functions of any organ of the United Nations; Initiate
studies and make recommendations to promote international political co-operation, the
development and codification of international law, the realization of human rights and
fundamental freedoms, and international collaboration in the economic, social,
humanitarian, cultural, educational and health fields (Article 13); Make recommendations
for the peaceful settlement of any situation that might impair friendly relations among
6
7

General Assembly, Disarmament and International Security (First Committee).
General Assembly, Disarmament and International Security (First Committee).
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countries; Consider reports from the Security Council and other United Nations organs. The
General Assembly may also take action in cases of a threat to the peace, breach of peace or
act of aggression when the Security Council has failed to act owing to the negative vote of
a permanent member.8

Recent Sessions and Current Priorities
The 74th session of the General Assembly opened on 17 September 2019. This year’s
theme “Galvanizing multilateral efforts for poverty eradication, quality education, climate
action and inclusion” was chosen by the new President of the General Assembly, H.E. Mr.
Tijjani Muhammad Bande.
The stated priorities for this year include climate change, universal health coverage,
sustainable development goals, nuclear weapons and Small Island States (SIDS), as well as
the adoption of a multilateral approach to nuclear weapon disarmament and the escalating
tensions in the Middle East. The priorities that directly affect the General Assembly First
Committee are the adoption of a multilateral approach to nuclear weapon disarmament
and the escalating tensions in the Middle East. The priority set out before the community,
hence, is to discuss and come up with resolutions which would reduce to the barest
minimum, unrest and conflict in various parts of the world.9

Conclusion
Recognising the role and importance of this committee under the General Assembly, our
strategic role in disarmament and international securities is one that imposes a great
responsibility on delegates representing various countries. Hence it is expected that
resolutions from this committee are directed towards bringing about peace as well as
stability in fragile regions of the world and making a world a safer place by promoting
international security.

8
9

General Assembly, Functions and powers of the General Assembly.
United Nations Agenda of the 74th session.
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I.

Achieving Multilateral Consensus Against the Use of Nuclear Weapons

“The norm against the use of nuclear weapons, the most destructive weapons ever created,
with potentially unparalleled human costs; has stood strong for seven decades. But the only
absolute guarantee that they are never used again is through their total elimination” – Ban
Ki-moon, former Secretary General of the United Nations10

Introduction
Since the world first experienced the practical impact of atomic weapons in 1945, there
appears to have been a unanimous agreement that atomic and nuclear warfare should
never again be resorted to in the prosecution of any conflict between nations. The United
Nations (UN) has sought to eliminate such weapons since its establishment in 1945. In
furtherance of this pledge, the world has witnessed the evolution and introduction of
several approaches in the forms of treaties and regimes amongst others. The problems
raised by the discovery of atomic energy were one of the first issues addressed by the
newly established United Nations in 1946. 11 However, between 1945 and 1950, the
number of nuclear weapons in the world increased from 2 to 304, and throughout the Cold
War, the number of nuclear weapons proliferated unimaginably, reaching a peak of over
70,000 weapons in 1987.12 While the efforts of the international nuclear disarmament
regime have decreased the figure currently to below 13,865 warheads in 2019, nuclear
weapons continue to pose a major international security threat.13
Recently, however, the building, amassing and stockpiling of nuclear weapons by several
nations has led many to question whether the stance against nuclear weapons is as widely
backed as it once was and whether all nations are equally dedicated to the fight against
nuclear proliferation. This, in turn, has led to renewed calls for a greater spirit of
multilateralism in deliberations and actions on disarmament and nuclear non-proliferation
to eliminate the existent polarisation complicating strategic relationships and stability.14

International and Regional Framework
The international effort towards denuclearisation is one that has taken expression largely
in the establishment of a series of treaty networks aimed at disarmament and nonproliferation of nuclear weapons, as well as the creation of bodies and institutions to lead
this charge. The various relevant arms of the United Nations, such as the Disarmament and
International Security Committee (First Committee), have spearheaded the establishment
of different frameworks to achieve this mandate.

United Nations Elimination of Nuclear Weapons Only “Absolute Guarantee” against their use, Says Secretary-General in
Message for International Day, 22 September 2015, United Nations’s former Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon.
11
Ibid.
12
Kristen Sen & Norris, Status of World Nuclear Forces, 2018.
13
Max Roser and Mohamed Nagdy, “Nuclear Weapons” (2019).
14
United Nations Disarmament Chief Calls for Consensus in Disarmament Commission to Rid World of Nuclear Weapons,
Exploiting Fresh Spirit of Multilateralism.
10

8

Several key resolutions have already been put in place by the General Assembly towards
the achievement of this mandate. These resolutions provide a prescriptive framework to
guide further action on the mandate. In 1996, the General Assembly adopted Resolution
1(1); Establishment of a commission to deal with the problems raised by the discovery of
atomic energy,15 this resolution was following the effects of the nuclear bomb detonated
over the Japanese city of Hiroshima and Nagasaki resulting in the death of approximately
120,000 people. The commission was established to make proposals for the control of
atomic energy to ensure its use only for peaceful purposes. Other resolutions made for the
achievement of this mandate are Resolution 71\258 (2016),16 Resolution 70\33 (2015),17
Resolution 69\4 (2014),18 Resolution 68\46 (2013)19 and Resolution 67\56 (2012).20
Some of the principal treaties regulating the disarmament and non-proliferation of nuclear
weapons are as follows:


Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons (TPNW)

The Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons (TPNW) was created as a result of the
Resolution 71\258 (2016), which the General Assembly decided to convene in the 2017
United Nations conference to negotiate a legally binding instrument to prohibit nuclear
weapons and achieve the total elimination of nuclear weapons. The TPNW includes a
comprehensive set of prohibitions on participation in any nuclear weapon activity including
undertakings not to develop, test, acquire, produce, possess, stockpile or use nuclear
weapons.

This

treaty

is

the

first

legally

comprehensively prohibit nuclear weapons.

21

binding

international

agreement

to

The treaty was passed on the 7 July

2017.The treaty provides a time-bound framework for negotiations leading to the verified
and irreversible elimination of its nuclear weapons programme and it constitutes an
“unambiguous political commitment” to achieve and maintain a nuclear weapon-free
world.22


Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons

The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, commonly known as the NonProliferation Treaty or NPT, is an international treaty whose objective is to prevent the
spread of nuclear weapons and weapons technology,23 to promote cooperation in the
peaceful uses of nuclear energy, and to further the goal of achieving nuclear disarmament,
general and complete disarmament. Between 1965 and 1968, the treaty was negotiated
General Assembly 1946 Resolutions adopted on the Reports of the First Committee.
General Assembly Resolution adopted by the General Assembly on 23 December 2016, Taking forward multilateral nuclear
disarmament negotiations (A\RES\71\258).
17
General Assembly Resolution adopted by the General Assembly on 7 December 2015, Taking forward multilateral nuclear
disarmament negotiations (A\RES\70\33).
18
General Assembly Resolution adopted by the General Assembly on 9 October 2014, Scale of assessments for the
apportionment of the expenses of the United Nations: requests under Article 19 of the Charter (A\RES\69\4).
19
Resolution adopted by the General Assembly on 5 December 2013, Taking forward multilateral nuclear disarmament
negotiations (A\RES\68\46).
20
Resolution adopted by the General Assembly on 3 December 2012, Taking forward multilateral nuclear disarmament
negotiations (A\RES\67\56).
21
Insights into Editorial: Between Disarmament and Deterrence, 16 October 2017.
22
Nuclear Threat Initiative, Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons (TPNW).
23
United Nations Office of Disarmament Affairs, Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.
15
16
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by the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament, a UN-sponsored organization based in
Geneva, Switzerland. The NPT consists of a preamble and eleven articles. The treaty is
sometimes interpreted as a three-pillar system, the first pillar is non-proliferation, the
second pillar is disarmament and the third pillar is peaceful use of nuclear energy. A total of
191 States have joined the Treaty, including the five Nuclear-Weapon States.


Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START)

The Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty is a bilateral treaty between the United States of
America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) on the reduction and limitation
of strategic offensive arms. The treaty was signed on 31 July 1991 and entered into force
on 5 December 1994. The treaty is divided into 2 treaties, known as START I and START II.


Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT)

The United Nations established the Conference on Disarmament (CD) as the sole
multilateral disarmament-negotiating forum in 1979.24 The body has only negotiated one
treaty related to nuclear disarmament over the past 30 years, the Comprehensive Nuclear
Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) in 1996. The Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) is a
multilateral treaty banning all nuclear explosions, for both civilian and military purposes
and in all environments. It was adopted by the General Assembly on 10 September 1996.
The CTBT acts as a barrier to the development of nuclear weapons and the improvement of
existing nuclear weapon designs. The treaty provides a legally binding norm against
nuclear testing. Between 1945 and 1996 when the CTBT was adopted, there were over
2000 nuclear tests combined conducted by the U.S., the Soviet Union, France, the United
Kingdom and China.25


Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty (FMCT)

Since the conclusion of CTBT negotiations in 1996, the CD has been locked in a perpetual
stalemate.26 Negotiations on a Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty (FMCT) have not commenced
even 18 years after agreement on the Shannon Mandate (a mandate adopted by the CD in
1995 that proposed the negotiation of a treaty banning the production of fissile material).
The Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty (FMCT) is a proposed international treaty to prohibit the
further production of fissile material for nuclear weapons or other explosive devices. 27
Negotiation of the treaty is yet to begin, and the terms of the treaty are not defined. Fissile
material is material capable of sustaining a nuclear fission chain reaction. It includes highenriched uranium and plutonium.

The Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty [FMCT] would

strengthen nuclear non-proliferation norms by adding a binding international commitment
to existing constraints on nuclear weapons-usable fissile material. The proposed treaty

Nuclear Disarmament Resource Collection, Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, 7 August 2018.
Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty: Background and Current Developments, 10 July 2006 - 1 September 2016.
26
Nuclear Disarmament Resource Collection, Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.
27
Draft for discussion prepared by the International Panel on Fissile Materials, 2 September 2009.
24
25
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would also ban the production of fissile material for nuclear weapons or other nuclear
explosive devices. The treaty will not apply to existing stockpiles of nuclear weapons.


International Convention on the Suppression of Acts of Nuclear Terrorism

The Act of Terrorism Convention, formally renowned as the International Convention for
the Suppression of Acts of terrorism, was adopted in 2005 by the United Nations. It had
been created to criminalize acts of terrorism and promotion of police and judicial
cooperation to stop, investigate and penalize those acts. The convention has 115
signatories and 114 State parties as of September 2018, as well as the nuclear powers
China, France, India, Russia and the US.28 The convention needs the parties to collaborate
in preventing and prosecuting acts of terrorism by adopting necessary legislative and
technical measures to shield nuclear material, installations and devices, and to forestall
unauthorized access to them by third parties.29


Nuclear Weapons Free Zone

A Nuclear-Weapons-Free Zone (NWFZ) is outlined by the United Nations as an agreement
that a group of States has freely established by written agreement or convention that
bans the utilization, development, or preparation of nuclear weapons in an exceedingly
given space. NWFZs have a similar purpose to, but are distinct from, the treaty on the NonProliferation of Nuclear Weapons. The five Nuclear-Weapons States are a party to it. The
first efforts to create a nuclear weapon-free area began in the late 1950s with several
proposals from various zones. All the early efforts struggled amidst the US and Soviet
Union conflict. Article VII of the NPT affirms the right of countries to establish zones free of
nuclear weapons;30 the General Assembly reaffirmed that right in 1975 and outlined the
criteria for the zones.


African Nuclear-Weapon-Free-Zone (ANWFZ) Treaty (Pelindaba Treaty)

The African Nuclear-Weapons-Free Zone Treaty, known as the Treaty of Pelindaba, was
signed by 47 of Africa’s 53 States. It prohibits States from conducting research on,
developing, manufacturing, stockpiling, acquiring, possessing, or having control over any
nuclear explosive device by any means. State parties are also banned from receiving
assistance on research or development of any nuclear explosive device on their territory. It
was opened for signature on 11 April 1996. The African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone
(ANWFZ) covers the entire African continent, as well as some islands.


Antarctic Treaty

The Antarctic Treaty is collectively known as the Antarctic Treaty System (ATS). The treaty
regulates international relations concerning Antarctica, the Earth’s only continent without
a native human population. The Antarctic Treaty was signed in Washington on 1 December
1959 by the twelve countries whose scientists had been active in and around Antarctica.
Nuclear Threat Initiative, International Convention on the Suppression of Acts of Nuclear Terrorism.
First Session of Ad Hoc Committee on Terrorist Bombings and Nuclear Terrorism to be held at Headquarters, 24 February 7 March.
30
High-level Meeting of the General Assembly on Nuclear Disarmament (26 September 2013).
28
29
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The treaty entered into force in 1961 and currently has 54 parties. The treaty was the first
arms control agreement established during the Cold War. The primary purpose of the
Antarctic Treaty is to ensure "in the interests of all mankind that Antarctica shall continue
forever to be used exclusively for peaceful purposes and shall not become the scene or
object of international discord." 31 To this end, it prohibits military activity, except in
support of science; prohibits nuclear explosions and the disposal of nuclear waste;
promotes scientific research and the exchange of data; and holds all territorial claims in
abeyance.


Central Asia Nuclear-Weapon-Free-Zone (CANWFZ)

The Central Asian Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone (CANWFZ) treaty is a legally binding
commitment by Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan not to
manufacture, acquire, test, or possess nuclear weapons. The treaty was signed on 8
September 2006 at Semipalatinsk Test Site, Kazakhstan, and is also known as the Treaty of
Semipalatinsk, Treaty of Semei, or Treaty of Semey. 32 The treaty was ratified by
Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, Tajikistan and Kazakhstan, and entered into force
on the 21 March 2009. The establishment of such a zone began with the Almaty
Declaration in 1992.33 The resolution called for the establishment of such a zone was
adopted by consensus by the General Assembly in 1997 and reaffirmed in 2000.


Nuclear-Weapon-Free Status of Mongolia

The Resolution 3261 F (1974) of the General Assembly provided for the possibility of a
single-State Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone (SS-NWFZ).34 It states that “obligations relating to
the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones may be assumed not only by groups of
States, including entire continents or large geographical regions but also by small groups of
States and even individual countries”.35 This led to the formation of Nuclear-Weapon-Free
Status of Mongolia. The treaty obligations provide that an individual, legal person or any
foreign State shall be prohibited on the territory of Mongolia from committing, initiating, or
participating in the following acts or activities relating to nuclear weapons:
i.

developing, manufacturing, or otherwise acquiring, possessing, or having
control over nuclear weapons

ii.

stationing or transporting nuclear weapons by any means

iii.

dumping or disposing nuclear weapons-grade radioactive material or nuclear
waste. Transportation through the territory of Mongolia of nuclear weapons,
parts, or components thereof, as well as of nuclear waste or any other nuclear
material designed or produced for weapons purposes shall be prohibited.

Secretariat of The Antarctic Treaty, About the Antarctic Treaty.
Information on treaties, organizations, and regimes relating to disarmament, arms control, and non-proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction.
33
Turkmenistan Joined IAEA; One step further for the Central Asian Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone.
34
Nuclear Threat Initiative, Nuclear-Weapon-free-status-Mongolia.
35
Ibid.
31
32
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Southeast Asian Nuclear-Weapon-Free-Zone (SEANWFZ) Treaty (Bangkok Treaty)

The Southeast Asian Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty (SEANWFZ), also known as the
Bangkok Treaty of 1995, is a nuclear weapons embargo treaty between 10 Southeast
Asian Member States under the auspices of the ASEAN: Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia,
Indonesia, Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar, Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, and Vietnam.36 It was
opened for signature at the treaty conference in Bangkok, Thailand, on 15 December 1995
and it entered into force on 28 March 1997,37 and obligates its members not to develop,
manufacture or otherwise acquire, possess or have control over nuclear weapons, to
prevent in the territory of State parties the stationing of any nuclear explosive device; to
prevent the testing of any nuclear explosive device; not to dump radioactive wastes and
other radioactive matter at sea anywhere within the zone, and to prevent the dumping of
radioactive wastes and other radioactive matter by anyone in the territorial sea of the
States parties.


South Pacific Nuclear-Free Zone (SPNFZ) Treaty of Rarotonga

The South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone (SPNFZ) Treaty, known as the Treaty of Rarotonga,
bans the manufacture, possession, stationing, and testing of any nuclear explosive device
in Treaty territories for which the parties are internationally responsible; it also bans the
dumping of radioactive waste at sea. Three Protocols extend the Treaty’s provisions to
States outside the zone: Protocol I requires States with territories in the region to apply
the prohibitions on manufacture, stationing, and testing of nuclear explosive devices to
their territories; Protocol II commits the five declared Nuclear-Weapons States not to use
or threaten to use any nuclear explosive device against Parties to the Treaty or Protocol
Parties’ territories within the zone; and Protocol III commits the five Nuclear-Weapon
States not to test any nuclear explosive device within the zone.


Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America and the Caribbean
(LANWFZ) (Tlatelolco Treaty)

The Treaty of Tlatelolco is also known as the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons
in Latin America and the Caribbean. Under the treaty, the State parties agree to prohibit
and prevent the “testing, use, manufacture, production or acquisition by any means
whatsoever of any nuclear weapons” and the “receipt, storage, installation, deployment
and any form of possession of any nuclear weapons.” There are two additional protocols to
the treaty: Protocol I binds those overseas countries with territories in the region (the U.S.,
the United Kingdom, France, and the Netherlands)38 to the terms of the treaty, while
Protocol II requires the world’s declared Nuclear-Weapon States to refrain from
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undermining in any way the nuclear-free status of the region; it has been signed and
ratified by the USA, the UK, France, China, and Russia.

Bilateral Efforts
The drive towards the denuclearisation of the arsenals of the nuclear-powered countries is
one that has been propelled not just by broad-based treaties, but also by bilateral treaties
and agreements between different nations. Some of the bilateral efforts are as examined
below:


Treaties between the Russian Federation and the United States

The world’s Nuclear-armed States possess a combined total of nearly 14,000 nuclear
warheads, and more than 90% belong to Russia and the United States.39 This is why many
treaties are created to reduce the Nuclear Arsenals in these two countries. These treaties
include:
1. Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT I & II): This refers to efforts by the United States
and the Soviet Union. It only saw the limitation of the number of intercontinental
ballistic missiles (ICBMs) and submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), leaving both
nations to increase numbers of both bombers and warheads. SALT I also produced the
Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (ABM Treaty) in 1972, which banned nationwide strategic
missile defences. It is necessary to note that the US withdrew from the ABM treaty in
2002.40 SALT II lasted from 1972-1979.41
2. Strategic Arms Reduction Treaties (START I & II): Following the Cold War, another
bilateral treaty was reached between the United States and Russia on the reduction
and limitation of strategic offensive arms. This was the START I (enacted in 1994),42
which placed limitations on the numbers of deployed launchers, the number of strategic
nuclear delivery vehicles and, for the first time, warheads. START II complemented
START I by attempting to establish further limits on strategic nuclear weapons for each
party.43
3. Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT): While both START II and III failed to
materialize, the United States and Russia negotiated the Strategic Offensive
Reductions Treaty (SORT) in 2002. SORT provided for a significant reduction of
deployed strategic nuclear warheads in each arsenal to 1,700 - 2,200.44 However, SORT
was often criticized for having a weak verification regime that relied on the START I
regime.
4. Treaty between the United States and the Russian Federation on Measures for the
Further Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms (New START): The New
Arms Control Association, Nuclear Weapons, “Who Has What at a Glance”, July 2019.
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41
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START is an agreement for nuclear arms reduction between the United States and
Russia, establishing a limit on deployed strategic warheads.45
5. Treaty between the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the
Elimination of Their Intermediate-range and Shorter-range Missiles (INF Treaty): The
INF Treaty is a bilateral agreement between the United States and the Soviet Union. It
was the first treaty to reduce nuclear arms instead of establishing an arms ceiling.46
6. Treaty between the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on
Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes (PNE Treaty): The PNE Treaty
allows the United States and the USSR to conduct underground peaceful nuclear
explosions at any location under their jurisdiction or control.47
7. Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems (ABM Treaty): The ABM Treaty
is an agreement between the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
to cease the construction of a national anti-ballistic missile system to limit the
development and deployment of defensive missiles.48


India-Pakistan Non-Attack Agreement

The Agreement obligates India and Pakistan to refrain from undertaking, encouraging, or
participating in actions aimed at causing destruction or damage to nuclear installations or
facilities in each country.49


Joint Declaration of South and North Korea on the Denuclearization of the Korean
Peninsula

The Joint Declaration was a treaty in which South and North Korea agreed not to possess,
produce, or use nuclear weapons, and prohibited uranium enrichment and plutonium
reprocessing.50


Lahore Declaration

The Lahore Declaration was an agreement between India and Pakistan that called for both
to reduce the risk of accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons, among other
confidence-building measures.51


US-DPRK Agreed Framework

The Agreed Framework was an agreement between the United States and North Korea,
which called for replacing a North Korean nuclear reactor in exchange for normalizing
relations and other incentives.52
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These are some of the key bilateral agreements that form a part of the framework
regulating nuclear weapons.

Multilateral Efforts
The existent international treaty framework on nuclear disarmament has been examined
thoroughly above. The mere existence of such a robust treaty regime is illustrative, to a
large extent, of the level of multilateralism that has been embraced in the past and which
would now be appraised herein. However, this attempt at a multilateral approach is not
without its struggles.
Attempts at negotiating legally binding multilateral nuclear disarmament treaties have
proven challenging. The United Nations established the Conference on Disarmament (CD)
as the sole multilateral disarmament-negotiating forum in 1979. The 65-member,
consensus-ruled body has only negotiated one treaty related to nuclear disarmament over
the past 30 years, the Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) in 1996. Nineteen
years after it opened for signature, the CTBT has yet to enter into force. Entry into force of
the CTBT requires ratification by all States with nuclear power reactors and/or research
reactors (in 1996), known as Annex II States. Eight of these countries, including the U.S.
and China, are yet to ratify.53
Since the conclusion of CTBT negotiations in 1996, the CD has been locked in a perpetual
stalemate. Negotiations on a Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty (FMCT) have not commenced
even 18 years after agreement on the Shannon Mandate (a mandate adopted by the CD in
1995 that proposed the negotiation of a treaty banning the production of fissile material. 54
Many consider an FMCT ripe for negotiation and the next logical step toward nuclear
disarmament. In 2009, CD Member States agreed upon a program of work, CD/1864, but
were unable to implement it due to procedural blockages.55 Over the past three years,
Pakistan has emerged as the single detractor, objecting based on national security and
substance. Pakistan fears its national security will be at risk if its rival and neighbour, India,
is left with a larger existing fissile material stockpile and therefore has the capacity to
continue to produce nuclear weapons after the implementation of the treaty. 56 Pakistan
argues that an FMCT would not address existing stockpiles of fissile materials, and would
therefore further non-proliferation but not disarmament.57
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Pakistan’s conceptual argument taps into the longstanding confrontation between the
nuclear weapon “haves and have nots”. Paradoxically, Non-Aligned Movement (NAM)
members Pakistan and India vocally support nuclear disarmament while simultaneously
increasing their nuclear arsenals and delivery systems. Many NAM members and other
NNWS believe that the NWS are not fully meeting their Article VI obligation.58 Apart from
the bilateral negotiations on New START, there have been no negotiations or efforts on
disarmament measures since the conclusion of the CTBT negotiations. Moreover, unilateral
and US-Russia reductions have been perceived by many NNWS as nothing more than
efforts to streamline existing nuclear arsenals, rather than steps towards complete nuclear
disarmament. Perhaps most notably, all Nuclear-Weapon States are pursuing some degree
of nuclear modernization.59
On 7 July 2017, a United Nations conference adopted the Treaty on the Prohibition of
Nuclear

Weapons,

the

first

international

treaty

to

prohibit

nuclear

weapons

comprehensively, including banning the development, acquisition, test, use, threat of use
and possession of nuclear weapons. Although no nuclear weapons possessing States have
signed the treaty, the treaty’s passage is a significant development in disarmament
politics.60

Other Significant Efforts
Beyond bilateral, multilateral and plurilateral efforts at disarmament, there have also been
efforts made by national governments, commissions, members of civil society, and others
in form of cooperation on initiatives to promote progress towards a world free of nuclear
weapons.
Nuclear disarmament groups include the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, Peace Action,
Greenpeace, Soka Gakkai International, International Physicians for the Prevention of
Nuclear War, Mayors for Peace, Global Zero, the International Campaign to Abolish Nuclear
Weapons, and the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation. There have been many large anti-nuclear
demonstrations and protests. On 12 June 1982, one million people demonstrated in New
York City’s Central Park against nuclear weapons and for an end to the cold war arms race.
It was the largest anti-nuclear protest and the largest political demonstration in American
history.61 In the United Kingdom, the first Aldermaston March organised by the Direct
Action Committee and supported by the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament took place on
Easter 1958, when several thousand people marched for four days from Trafalgar Square,
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London, to the Atomic Weapons Research Establishment close to Aldermaston in Berkshire,
England, to demonstrate their opposition to nuclear weapons.62
The Middle Powers Initiative was established in support of NNWS efforts to reduce and
eliminate worldwide nuclear weapons arsenals. Following the failure of the 2005 NPT
Review Conference, the Middle Powers Initiative launched the “Article VI Forum” in October
2005 to examine the legal, technical, and political requirements to fulfil non-proliferation
and disarmament commitments for a nuclear weapon-free world.63
Several independent international commissions have played an important role by providing
expert recommendations in the form of nuclear disarmament action plans. These
commissions include the 1996 Canberra Commission on the Elimination of Nuclear
Weapons sponsored by the Australian Government, the 1998 Tokyo Forum for Nuclear
Non-proliferation and Disarmament sponsored by the Japanese Government, and the
Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) Commission. The Weapons of Mass Destruction
Commission was established in 2003 amidst stagnation on nuclear disarmament and
serious challenges facing the nuclear non-proliferation regime. It issued a report that
concluded “the Nuclear-Weapon States no longer seem to take their commitment to
nuclear disarmament seriously- even though this was an essential part of the NPT bargain,
both at the treaty’s birth in 1968 and when it was extended indefinitely in 1995”.64 The
report offered several recommendations for multilateral cooperative actions to counter
this trend, including a call to adhere to disarmament obligations, ratify the CTBT and FMCT,
and change nuclear postures.
In 2008, Japan and Australia established the International Commission on Nuclear NonProliferation and Disarmament (ICNND) to reinvigorate international non-proliferation and
disarmament efforts and to help shape a consensus at the then-upcoming 2010 NPT
Review Conference. Japan and Australia joined again in September 2010 to create the Nonproliferation and Disarmament Initiative (NPDI). The group consisted of twelve countries
(Australia, Canada, Chile, Germany, Japan, Mexico, the Netherlands, Nigeria, the Philippines,
Poland, Turkey and the United Arab Emirates) that aimed to facilitate the implementation
of the measures from the consensus document of the 2010 NPT Review Conference.65 In
April 2014, the NPDI adopted the “Hiroshima Declaration” that contained concrete
proposals for both disarmament and non-proliferation, including calls to negotiate the
FMCT, increase nuclear safety and safeguards, encourage the entry into force of the CTBT,
and increase transparency in disarmament reporting.66 However, as the NPDI consists
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mainly of U.S. allies protected by U.S. extended nuclear deterrence, its disarmament
approach is often considered more moderate than the ones of the NAC or NAM that call for
delegitimizing nuclear weapons.

Role of International Systems
The international system that regulates the disarmament and non-proliferation of nuclear
weapons consists of several bodies ranging from the United Nations and its relevant
organs to non-governmental organizations and civil societies, as well as other international
organizations and partnerships.
At the forefront of this issue is the General Assembly First Committee which plays a leading
role in framing and guiding progress on nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation by
providing normative frameworks on disarmament and international security matters.67 In a
bid to further guarantee success in this charge, many important resolutions have been
passed, some of which include: Resolution 71/258 (2016) which led to the creation of the
Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapon; Resolution 70/33 (2015); Resolution 69/41
(2014); Resolution 68/46 (2013) and; Resolution 67/56 (2012). 68
Several other agencies and institutions have also been set up. An example is the
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), established in 1957 as a specialised agency of
the United Nations. Today the IAEA is the closest institution that can be described as a
global governance nuclear body.69 The Agency works with its Member States and multiple
partners worldwide to promote the safe, secure and peaceful use of nuclear technologies.70
In the quest to facilitate greater multilateral participation in nuclear disarmament matters,
the Committee on Disarmament, later renamed the Conference on Disarmament, was
created in 1979 to be a central disarmament negotiating body in the international
system. 71 The Committee has been highly instrumental in the negotiation of key
disarmament instruments and its greatest success remains the Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty (CTBT). The CD, however, seems to have been stuck in a stalemate since 1996. 72
The United Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs (UNODA) was created in 1998 to
promote nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation and to support regimes in the
disarmament of WMDs. 73 UNODA supports dialogue on disarmament and confidencebuilding measures by providing organizational support and current information on
disarmament initiatives and agreements.74
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Regional efforts have also been made to address nuclear disarmament and international
security. The Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) is also committed
to the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. To achieve this, OSCE assists its Member
States in developing national action plans to support improved legislation, training, and
awareness-raising activities to promote non-proliferation.75 Regional entities have also
taken leading roles in disarmament efforts through the establishment of Nuclear Weapon
Free Zones (NWFZs).76 These zones are spread all across the different continents.
Anti-nuclear power groups have also emerged in almost every country that has had a
nuclear power Programme.77 Protest movements against the use of nuclear weapons first
emerged in the USA at the local level and spread quickly to Europe and the rest of the
world. Anti-nuclear power groups have undertaken public protests including the occupation
of nuclear plant sites, and other strategies involve lobbying, petitioning government
authorities, influencing public policy through referendums, campaigns and involvement in
elections. 78 Some organizations that have been formed are; The ATOM Project, The
European Nuclear Disarmament, the Friends of the Earth International, the Global Zero, the
Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism, Greenpeace International, the International
Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons. Civil society groups around the world must
encourage meaningful diplomatic engagement with the Nuclear-Weapon States to reduce
its nuclear weapons and missile capabilities, reduce tensions in the different regions and
strengthen ties with governmental and non-governmental partners around the globe.

Shortcomings in Legal and Institutional Frameworks
In 1996, the International Court of Justice concluded that the use of nuclear weapons
would be generally contrary to the principles and rules of International Humanitarian Law
or human rights.79 All States are under an obligation to pursue and conclude negotiations
that will lead to nuclear disarmament and with the recent adoption of the ban treaty, the
legal framework towards the elimination of nuclear weapons is stronger than ever but it is
overruled by its shortcomings. Under the international humanitarian law (IHL), there is no
prohibition for use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. Rather, the use of nuclear weapons
is controlled so far as it is prohibited if it is likely to cause civilian casualties or
environmental impact. In 1996, the General Assembly asked the International Court of
Justice (ICJ) to provide its advisory opinion on the threat of use of nuclear weapons. 80 The
ICJ held that nowhere in international law is there a specific authorization on the use or
threat of nuclear weapons. It also held unanimously that a threat or use of force that
contradicts the Charter of the United Nations is not lawful. These limitations do not allow
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for complete achievement of the mandate. For instance, the Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty (CTBT), which bans nuclear testing in the atmosphere due to environmental
considerations, was signed in 1996 but has not yet entered into force because of that the
ban treaty cannot be used to further uphold the commitments established by the NPT. For
instance, if a nuclear-armed State joins the ban treaty, there would be no time frame for
meeting the treaty’s objectives work. The Treaty on the Non-proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons faces many challenges, largely due to the perennial tension between NuclearWeapon States and Non-Nuclear-Weapons States. The Treaty has been under severe strain
for some time. The two most daunting challenges facing the NPT are disarmament and
non-proliferation. Although nuclear weapons numbers have fallen sharply since the peak of
Cold War numbers in the mid-1980s, many Non-Nuclear-Weapon States argue that
disarmament is not occurring fast enough. This tension will undoubtedly have a significant
impact on non-proliferation efforts.81 Other challenges facing the non- achievement of the
mandate can be observed as an outgrowth of the many of the numerous treaties adopted
as well as ambiguity within some of the Treaty’s provisions. The crafters of the NPT could
not have predicted current global trends and as such were not able to draft a Treaty that
could evolve with the changing times.

Strengthening International Treaties and Frameworks
Ever since the establishment of the United Nations, treaties have been resorted to as one
of the most reliable means of achieving global aims and desires. However, the
shortcomings of these have caused the United Nations itself to discuss severally how to
strengthen

and

promote

the

international

treaty

framework

and

international

institutions.

82

The Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) for instance is one that needs strengthening most
especially in terms of implementation. Non-Nuclear-Weapon States are required under the
NPT to conclude a comprehensive safeguards agreement with the IAEA. In 1997, the IAEA
Board of Governors approved the model Additional Protocol, generally known as the AP.83
The IAEA Director-General as at April, Yukiya Amano, has noted that not all countries that
are party to the NPT have implemented the safeguards and the AP and has thus
encouraged States Parties to the NPT without comprehensive safeguards agreements in
force to bring such agreements into force without delay as the combination of
comprehensive safeguards agreement and the AP needs to become universal.84
There is also a need to ensure that more and more countries become a party to the various
multilateral treaties aimed at strengthening nuclear safety and security globally. Quite
commendably, in September 2019, Lesotho, Ecuador, Chad and Bolivia deposited legal
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instruments expressing consent to be bound by various multilateral treaties related to the
peaceful use of nuclear technology in the hands of Acting Director-General of the IAEA,
Cornel Feruta.85 The four Nuclear-Weapon States remain outside the Non-Proliferation
Treaty and other prevailing treaty regimes must necessarily be brought into the fold.
Greater cooperation is also required between States to promote the practical success of
international treaties and institutions. Maintaining and strengthening the international
nuclear non-proliferation regime is a component of the international collective security
system. Further progress in this area depends to a large extent on the results of bilateral
US-Russian cooperation.86
If we are to strengthen the international framework as regards nuclear disarmament, we
must see to it that more modern approaches are adopted. With the continued erosion of
the disarmament and arms control framework that have reaped significant gains, all States
must work collectively towards a new twenty-first‑century approach to rid the world of
nuclear weapons. While the 50-year-old Non-Proliferation Treaty has played the greatest
role in preventing the catastrophic consequences of an atomic war, Izumi Nakamitsu,
Under-Secretary-General and High Representative for Disarmament Affairs has said the
instrument’s durability should not be taken for granted at a time when the acquisition of
arms is prioritized over the pursuit of diplomacy. Thus, newer approaches must be
embraced and the NPT and its 3 pillars- disarmament, non-proliferation and the peaceful
use of nuclear energy- must continue to remain the focal point.

Reducing Nuclear Stockpiles
Nuclear stockpiles are largely accumulated stock of nuclear materials, held in reserve for
future usage. According to SIPRI, the worldwide total inventory of nuclear weapons as of
2019 stood at 13,865, having that amount of weaponry has the capacity of killing millions
of people directly and indirectly through the after-effects of a nuclear attack. According to
the global nuclear weapon stockpiles, the U.S. nuclear stockpiles increased rapidly from
1945, peaked in 1966 declined after that and by 2012 the U.S. had several times fewer
nuclear weapons than it had in 1966. The Soviet Union developed its first nuclear weapon
in 1949 and increased its nuclear stockpile rapidly until it peaked in 1986.87 As the cold war
tensions decreased and after the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the soviet and Russian
stockpile decreased by over 80% between 1986 and 2012.
The U.S. and Russian nuclear weapons stockpiles are projected to continue decreasing over
the next decade. 88 The treaty on the prohibition of nuclear weapons is the first
international treaty to prohibit nuclear weapons comprehensively including banning the
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development, acquisition, test, threat of use, and possession of nuclear weapons and the
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty which prohibits Nuclear-Weapon States from transferring
nuclear weapons or assisting Non-Nuclear-Weapon States in the developments of nuclear
weapons.
Both treaties have helped significantly in the reduction of nuclear stockpiles, although no
Nuclear-Weapon States have signed the treaty for the proliferation of nuclear weapons,
the treaty’s passage is a significant development in disarmament politics.
At the 1995 NPT Review and Extension Conference, the extension of the NPT was agreed
to by State parties and this called “for a systematic and progressive efforts to reduce
nuclear weapons globally” and “Establishment of an effectively verifiable Middle East zone
free of weapons of mass destruction”. The 2000 NPT review conference still on the
reduction of nuclear stockpiles laid out thirteen practical steps towards nuclear
disarmament including “unequivocal undertaking by the Nuclear-Weapon States to
accomplish the total elimination of their nuclear arsenals”.89
Though there have been many failures the number of nuclear weapons in the world has
declined significantly since the Cold War: down from a peak of approximately 70,300 in
1986 to an estimated 13,890 in early-2019. 90 These reductions have been carried
unilaterally by at least four Nuclear-Weapon States, as well as bilateral legally binding
agreements between the US and the Russian Federation.
Nuclear weapon powers continue to upgrade their arsenals despite an overall reduction in
nuclear warheads, though it may seem like there have been great improvements in the
reduction of nuclear weapon stockpiles, the stockpiles are only decreasing in size and not in
capability which affects progress in the achievement of the mandate.

Conclusion
To date, negotiated nuclear arms control and reduction agreements have been an exercise
conducted almost solely between the U.S. and the Soviet Union, and, following the latter’s
collapse in 1991, the U.S. and Russia. That was logical, given the size of the nuclear
superpowers’ arsenals compared to those of other Nuclear-Weapons States. However,
U.S.-Russia bilateral nuclear arms control discussions have hardly made any headway, and
it has become increasingly necessary for more focus to be placed on multilateral efforts as
opposed to bilateral or plurilateral efforts between the nuclear powers.91
Fortunately, most countries in the world — the Non-Nuclear-Weapon States – are
committed to remaining free of nuclear weapons, including some countries that once
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possessed nuclear weapons. Thus, the world must continue to further embrace the spirit of
multilateralism in the quest for nuclear disarmament, for the consequences of a full-blown
nuclear dispute places not only the nuclear powers at risk but even the rest of the world.

Further Research
Delegates are required to conduct a further inquiry into the fundamental aspects of the
topic and ask questions such as: What further multilateral efforts are being made as
regards the regulation of nuclear weapons? Are countries more open to nuclear nonproliferation as opposed to nuclear disarmament? Which of these directions is more is more
probable to gather multilateral support? What are the ways by which the existing
international system can be made stronger? How can greater participation be elicited from
all relevant nations? How can the United Nations do to secure greater cooperation towards
non-proliferation and disarmament? What role can civil society groups, NGOs and religious
organizations play in encouraging multilateral cooperation?
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II.

Addressing Conflict Situations in Middle East

“Humanitarian response, sustainable development and sustaining peace are three sides of
the same triangle to prevent escalation of conflicts” – António Guterres, Secretary General
of the United Nations 92

Introduction
The Middle East is an economically, politically, and culturally sensitive region which
occupies a unique and strategic geographical position. Hence, it is no coincidence that
every great power in history has sought to advance its interests in the region. This desire
to advance interests, by countries within and outside the region, has led to a series of
conflicts. The region is home to the greatest single oil reserve.93 This vast amount of oil has
been a major cause of foreign involvement in the region which had gone on to spark
several campaigns of violence.
In addition to its strategic position, the Middle East is the place of origin and spiritual centre
of the three most prominent monotheistic religions, namely Christianity, Judaism and
Islam.94 This unique attribute has also contributed to religious wars, conflicts and unrest.
The Shi’a- Sunni divide plagues the Islamic world, while Jerusalem; a city considered holy in
Islam and Christianity and central to Judaism, has been “destroyed at least twice, besieged
23 times, attacked an additional 52 times, and captured and recaptured 44 times”.95 Quite
notably, due to its geopolitical importance, any inter- and intra-state conflict in the Middle
East has the potential not only of destabilising the region as a whole or upsetting the
regional balance of power but also affecting global stability.
There is no common agreement on the geographical areas and the Middle East countries.
The precise amount of countries existing in the region has not been universally recognised.
However, according to the United Nations (UN) Economic and Social Commission for
Western Asia (ESCWA), the primary international agency for the Middle East, the countries
internationally recognised as belonging to the Middle East include: the Kingdom of Bahrain,
Arab Republic of Egypt, Republic of Iraq, Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan State of Kuwait,
Lebanese Republic, Libya, Islamic Republic of Mauritania, Kingdom of Morocco, Sultanate of
Oman, State of Palestine, State of Qatar, Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, Republic of Sudan,
Syrian Arab Republic, Republic of Tunisia, United Arab Emirates and Republic of Yemen.96
For this background guide, the ESCWA guide for the countries in the Middle East shall be
used.

92 Remarks to the Security Council Open Debate on “Maintenance of International Peace and Security: Conflict Prevention
and Sustaining Peace” by United Nations Secretary General António Guterres, 10 January 2017.
93 The Position of Oil in the Middle East: Potential Trends, Future Perspectives, Market and Trade.
94 Diverse religious identities of the Middle East.
95 Eric H. Cline’s tally in Jerusalem Besieged.
96 United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Western Asia – Member States [Website].
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Impact of Conflict in the Middle East
Over the years, the Middle East has been engulfed in conflicts and this has had adverse
effects on the area. The region is riddled with human rights violation, political instability,
humanitarian crises and economic issues amongst others all resulting from the constant
conflicts arising in the region. Conflicts in countries such as Iraq, Libya, Syria, and Yemen
have caused tragic loss of life, deep recessions, driven up inflation, worsened fiscal and
financial positions, and damaged institutions. In Iraq and Afghanistan, inflation peaked at
more than 30% during the mid-2000s and in Yemen and Libya at more than 15% in 2011,
on the back of a collapse in the supply of critical goods and services, combined with a
strong recourse to monetary financing of the budget.97 Syria presents a more extreme
case, where consumer prices rose by more than 300% between March 2011 and May 2015.
Such inflation dynamics are usually accompanied by strong depreciation pressures on local
currencies, which the authorities may try to resist by heavy intervention and regulation of
cross-border flows. For example, the Syrian pound, which was allowed to float in 2013,
officially trades at one-tenth of its pre-war value against the U.S. dollar.98
In addition, the harmful effects of the turmoil have spilled over into neighbouring countries
such as Lebanon, Jordan, Tunisia, and Turkey, into the broader Middle East and North
Africa, and even other regions, notably Europe. To varying degrees, these countries face
large numbers of refugees, weak confidence and security, and declining social cohesion
that undermines the quality of institutions and their ability to undertake much-needed
economic reforms.99
Beyond bombing homes, schools, hospitals, and irreplaceable cultural architecture in Syria,
the Syrian Government and Saudi-led coalition have each resorted to blocking aid and
impeding critical supplies from reaching starving children. The Syrian Government imposes
sieges in various regions of Syria, including in so-called “de-escalation zones” such as
Ghouta, severely restricting access to food and medical care for the civilian population. The
Saudi-led coalition imposed a nation-wide blockade on all of Yemen’s ports and airspace, in
a country where malnutrition, cholera, and diphtheria were already ravaging children and
have now reached epidemic levels. The United Nations Secretary-General placed the Saudiled coalition on his annual “List of Shame” for violations against children, despite
extraordinary threats by the Saudi Government to be taken off the list. An upsetting
impact of conflict in the Middle East is the unlawful video executions by warlords and
national armies alike. It is not just ISIS that has promoted itself with gruesome acts of
violence and savagery. Human Rights Watch documented Iraqi army soldiers and Khalifa
Haftar-aligned Libyan militias proudly recording depraved acts of torture and executions of
detainees. The Egyptian army and police in Sinai have also staged “shoot-outs” to cover up
The Economic Impact of Conflicts and the Refugee Crisis in the Middle East and North Africa: IMF staff discussion note.
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such executions. Governments failed to investigate, condemn, or appropriately punish
repeated unlawful acts by their forces, despite sometimes promising to do so.100
Another devastating impact of conflict in the Middle East is the use of children as soldiers.
Houthi-Saleh forces resorted to recruiting children to help fight in Yemen. Child soldiers
were also used in the Syrian conflict by multiple parties, including Kurdish armed groups
and Iran’s Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps. Iran recruited Afghan immigrant children to
fight in support of Syrian Government forces. Many people in the Middle East have fled
their countries in record numbers over the past five years. Millions of Syrians escaped
Syria, while the hundreds of thousands who sought refuge in Europe faced a widespread
backlash against refugees. Libyans, Iraqis, Yemenis, and Egyptians joined the ranks of
millions of refugees and internally displaced in the Middle East who have lost their homes,
livelihoods, and communities.101
The life expectancy of people living in the Middle East is low due to constant wars in the
region. The first Arab-Israeli war of 1948 is the first in a series of large wars in the region.
The Algerian war of independence is one of the most serious conflicts during the 1950s
and accounts for a large share of the total battle-related fatalities during this decade. After
1980 the region has contributed a major share of global conflict fatalities. The war between
Iran and Iraq (1980-88) is by far the most deadly of these, but the later internal conflicts in
Iraq also contribute significantly to the overall trend.102 Also, there is high infant mortality
rate in the region which is caused mostly by malnutrition, diseases and the toxic aftermath
of nuclear wars.103
The war in Yemen has led to many human rights violations and setbacks internally and now
Yemen is considered one of the world’s worst humanitarian disasters. According to the
United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (UN OCHA), out of a
total population of nearly 30 million people, 22 million Yemenis require humanitarian
assistance.104 According to the World Health Organisation, seven million Yemenis are on the
brink of famine, including 2 million children. There are 900,000 people infected with
cholera, and more than 2,000 have already died.105 The UN OCHA also claims that less than
half of all of Yemen’s medical facilities are functioning and more than half of all Yemenis
lack regular access to safe drinking water. In the education sector, United Nations
Children’s Fund (UNICEF) has reported that two million Yemeni children are not attending
school and 75% of all public-school teachers have not been paid their salaries in over a
year.
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Sources of Conflict in the Middle East
The United Nations has through its resolutions identified three major sources of conflicts in
the Middle East. Security Council Resolutions 242 (1967), 478 (1980), 986 (1995) and 1483
(2003) highlight three primary political sources of conflict in the region as: authoritarianism
– a form of government characterized by strong central powers and limited political
freedom; patriarchy – where men hold the power and women are largely excluded from
holding any form of political power; and electoral restrictions which are unfair to a
particular group of people. Also, conflicts arise from socio-cultural issues stemming mainly
from the interpretation of scripture by religious clerics. Economic issues are the last source
recognized by the United Nations as a source of conflict in the Middle East. Religion is still a
justification point and the most effective factor in people’s lives in the Middle East.
Propriety, blot, honour and code of ethics are derived from religion in the Middle East. Even
in Turkey as a unique successful secularist State among the other countries, religion is the
first important justification point on labelling any act as “right” or “wrong”.106
Owing to the great influence of religion, the interpretation of the holy scripts, which lies
within the purview of the clerics, plays a foremost role in shaping the social life and the
perception of the other sects and religions. Religious interpretations can indeed be used to
sharpen exclusive identities and lend conviction and passion for destructive social/political
programs, but it also could be used as a source of mutual understanding for reconciliation
and human fellowships in modern societies.107
Also, socio-cultural issues especially sectarian clashes have been continuing, as Yemen, Iraq
and Syria are now enmeshed in sectarian-civil wars. These conflicts have the appearance of
intra-state wars but have been noted to have some level of indirect interference and
participation through proxy elements. Sectarian clashes in the Middle East are majorly
between the Sunni and Shi’a Muslim sects. The 1979 Iranian revolution brought to power
the first religious regime in the modern history of the Middle East. Until then, secular
regimes reigned across the region, and although religion was present in public life, it was
not a key factor in Middle Eastern politics. In Syria, the Assad regime has played upon the
fears of minority groups to rally support from Shi’a militias from outside Syria, such as
Lebanese Hezbollah and the Iraqi groups.108
Indeed, the 1967 Arab-Israeli war may have led to the rise of political Islam on the ruins of
Pan-Arabism, but the movements that embraced it were never close to gaining power
anywhere in the Middle East before the Iranian revolution. The Islamic Revolution not only
put religious figures in charge of a key Middle Eastern powerhouse, but it also stirred
sectarian tensions. Attempts to export the revolution to neighbouring Arab countries led to
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a backlash, culminating in the eight-year war between Iran and Iraq in the 1980s. Contained
and humbled by the failure to win over Shi’a communities in the Gulf States, Iran turned
inward temporarily. The 2003 US invasion of Iraq, which removed the Saddam Hussein
regime, opened a new window of opportunity for Tehran to establish a Shi’a crescent
stretching from western Afghanistan to the shores of the Mediterranean. The Shi’a revival,
and the surge in sectarian politics in Iraq and later in Syria, within the contexts of the Arab
Spring, led to the rise of the Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant (ISIL) and other radical
Sunni groups. ISIL presented itself as the champion of Sunni Islam against the rise of Shi’a
power and Iran’s expansionist policies. To counteract ISIL and Sunni rebellions in Syria and
in Iraq, Iran established Shi’a militias, while the Gulf States supported Sunni groups, which
resulted in proxy war between the two sides wreaking havoc across the region.
However, in the Muslim societies in the Middle East three factors typically initiated unrest
or riots. These include economic, political and socio-cultural issues. For example, in Tunisia,
for 24 years of Zine El Abidine Ben Ali, deep socio-cultural issues especially from the
pressure of alienation to religion (going to mosques until eighteen, wearing a scarf, etc)
and political issues (prioritizing only pro-western persons at all levels of the State,
hierarchy, manipulated elections and minority governments) contributed to the eventual
revolution. The key process factor here is how governments reply to people’s demands.
Conflicts could escalate or de-escalate depending on how governments reshape their
policies according to people’s demands.109

Role of International Bodies and Third-Party Countries in Addressing Conflict
Situations in the Middle East
Several nations seek to advance their interest in the Middle East and these advancements
into the Middle East have in one way or another either affected the conflict situation in the
region.
The role of most international bodies in the Middle East has been fairly limited to
humanitarian efforts as opposed to political efforts such as conflict resolution,
peacekeeping and mediation. The countries in the Middle East have long favoured an
assertion of their independence. This is evident in the Alexandria Protocol which created
the Arab League. The Protocol explicitly included “respect for the independence and
sovereignty” of all its members, and, in Article 8, also stated that “systems of government
established in the other Member States” are “exclusive concerns of those States”.110 The
pact however lacks a requirement that any member be prohibited from pursuing a foreign
policy which could be detrimental to the policy of the League or to any of its Member
States. This reluctance, coupled with interests of third-party countries like the U.S., China
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and Russia attempting to create a hegemony in the region, has weakened the influence of
international bodies in the Middle East. 111
However, despite the restrictions the United Nations has had to face due to working under
strained resources in highly complex issues that often involve power struggles among
various third-party countries which have geopolitical interests in the region, the United
Nations has still sought to attempt to peacefully quell conflicts in the region.112 A clear
example of these restrictions is in Gaza where the United Nations has tried to bring in
peacekeeping forces based on recommendation from Israel but this attempt was thwarted
by Hamas. This singular move restricted the United Nations from taking a protective
approach, thus forcing a humanitarian approach to address security concerns in Gaza.113
The UN OCHA in Gaza has repeatedly stated that Palestinians living in Gaza are “locked in”
as they face harsh movement restrictions that have only intensified since the takeover by
Hamas in 2007.114 The United Nations has thus had it tough in addressing human rights
abuses that have escalated since the U.S. announced shifting its embassy to Jerusalem.115
According to the United Nations Special Coordinator Nickolay Mladenov, this has resulted in
the death of 60 Palestinian protesters, including six children, and over a thousand people
have injured after Israeli troops fired live ammunition, rubber bullets and tear gas at
protesters demonstrating in “the Great March of Return” The United Nations Special
Coordinator also stated that the United Nations has a vital role to play in the future of Gaza
and Israel and called on the international community to support with the end of violence in
Gaza, claiming the support would be essential in order to prevent war.
The United Nations have also made efforts to placate the crisis in Lebanon ever since
March 1978 when the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL) was created. The
agency was created to confirm Israeli withdrawal from Lebanon, restore international
peace and security, and assist the Lebanese Government in restoring its effective authority
in the area by the Security Council.116 However in August 2006, the mandate was expanded
by virtue of the Security Council117 to monitor the cessation of hostilities; accompany and
support the Lebanese armed forces as they deploy throughout the south of Lebanon; and
extend its assistance to help ensure humanitarian access to civilian populations and the
voluntary and safe return of displaced persons.118 The UNIFIL since April 2000 has however
largely been monitoring the Blue Line; a 120 kilometre stretch that borders Israel from
South-eastern Lebanon to South-western Lebanon. The UNIFIL also serves as a mediator
between the Lebanese Armed Forces and the Israeli Defence Forces to increase confidence
in both parties manage conflict and strengthen the relationship between both armies to
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further deescalate any impending aggravation. Towards the humanitarian aspect, the
UNIFIL also helps the local population through its civilian branch in actively participating in
community events, performing free medical services to the locals, thus creating a
relationship of trust which is necessary for the success of the UNIFIL mandate.119
The United Nations Assistance Mission for Iraq (UNAMI) is one of the primary
representations of the United Nations in Iraq. Established in 2003, and greatly expanded in
2007, it remains active today. The UNAMI has a goal that is centred on assisting both the
government and the people of Iraq and is responsible for numerous initiatives that are
critical to promoting increased levels of security. In addressing the conflict in Syria, in
February 2015, the Security Council demanded Houthi rebels to “immediately and
unconditionally” withdraw from all government institutions release the Syrian President
and engage in UN-brokered negotiations to work towards democratic transition.
Given the nature of the conflicts in the region, intervention specifically from third party
States have been important to establish peace. However, conflicts have occasionally
escalated beyond the initial levels, as a result of nationalistic interests from such thirdparty States. The U.S. has been primarily involved in the conflict situation, particularly with
the Security Council Resolution 678 (1990),120 authorizing all Member States to use force
to compel Saddam Hussein out of Kuwait. Capitalising on the resolution, The U.S. was able
to address the influence of Saddam Hussein. The U.S. is now working to bring an end to
Israel- Palestinian conflict.
The U.S. also arranged the Madrid Conference between the USSR, Israel, Syria, Lebanon
and a delegation from Palestine, and was officially the first time Israel recognised Palestine,
and the first time these parties sat together. Although the Madrid Conference did not bear
any fruit in regard to resolving the Israel-Palestinian crisis, it set the tone for the Oslo
Accords; the first sign of any form of agreement between Israel and Palestine. However,
there has still been no comprehensive formal agreement between the parties; only a few
regulatory agreements.
Pursuant to an Authorization for the Use of Military Force (AUMF) to prevent 9/11 from
repeating itself,121 the U.S. has gone on thirty-seven campaigns to varying effectiveness in
the Middle East.122 The first exercise of the AUMF was in Afghanistan which was at the time
led by the Taliban. The U.S. has had varying levels of successes and defeats in its Middle
Eastern campaign ranging from its lowest point being the war in Iraq and the success it
achieved by reducing the Iranian nuclear stockpile and its reluctance to get involved in the
Syrian Civil War.
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However, in recent times the Islamic State has rapidly grown the Middle East, curtailing the
influence of various interests. The Islamic State of Iraq and Syria (ISIS) was formerly a part
of Al-Qaeda based in Iraq but was sent out of the Al-Qaeda network for its unnecessary use
of violence and killing of Muslims. The U.S. has collaborated with various nations, including
Saudi Arabia to try to improve what has been happening. However, the excessive use of
force in this regard has been condemned by the international community, including the
United Nations. In Yemen, Saudi Arabia has overseen a proxy war with Iranian-backed
Houthi rebels. This war has killed more than 10,000 and brought millions to the brink of
starvation. Despite the international outrage the US has backed the Saudis in the Yemen
conflict.
The Russian Federation also has various engagements in the region and has sought to
maintain a presence in the Middle East. During the Arab Spring, while the U.S. refused to
support American allies, in a bid to promote democracy, Russia supported Assad in Syria.
This has had positive feedback from other countries in the region as Egypt, Saudi Arabia
and Israel have all sought out Russian ties following the Arab Spring, showing that the
Syrian war has served as an avenue for Russia to insert itself in Middle Eastern affairs. The
Russian involvement in the Middle East has also coincided with the U.S. retreating from the
Middle East.123
Russia has defended its support of Assad as it claims that it only wants to bring stability to
its last remaining ally in the region and to protect the Russian naval base in Latakia. 124 The
Russian support of the Assad-led Government has ranged from political, economic and
military support; providing Assad with the tools to quell the pro-domestic protesters.
Russia has also used the Syrian war as an opportunity to strengthen ties with Iran as both
countries have partnered militarily against the anti-Assad forces.125 Russia has also teamed
up with Egypt to support the Libyan National Army in its quest to control all of Libya during
the Second Libyan Civil War. Although Russia is a clear supporter of the Libyan National
Army (LNA), this support is very limited, evinced by Russia’s refusal to be drawn into the
involvement in the running of government similar to its Syrian occupation126 The most
significant symbol of Russia’s support of the Libyan National Army has been the presence
of Russian fighters.127 Russia however also maintains a relationship with Government of
National Accord; the LNA’s rival, keeping all avenues open for any future occurrence.128
The People’s Republic of China (PRC) has also adopted a One Belt, One Road view in
addressing the conflict, with attempts to expand China’s influence over the Middle East
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while also simultaneously trying to reduce the U.S. influence.129 Besides the economic and
political efforts of China in the region, the PRC has also commenced significant antiterrorism initiatives by collaborating with regional powers, providing its naval forces and
selling arms to Middle Eastern countries.130 China has partnered with Iraq to fight ISIS by
providing military training to Iraqi forces and also sharing valuable intelligence,131 and with
Iran militarily when both countries had a joint military exercise in the Persian Gulf in
2017.132
Also to combat the threat posed by the East Turkmenistan Islamic Movement, China has
had to partner with Turkish forces to enhance each other’s counter-terrorism stance.133
Despite its active military efforts in the region, China has refused to militarily align with any
country in the Middle East. The PRC only seeks to assist in any counter terrorism effort and
not support or oppose any country in the already fragile region. China also has a track
record of increased diplomatic efforts in the Middle East; acting as a mediator in the Yemen
Crisis by inviting a Houthi delegation to Beijing and hosting talks between Iran and Saudi
Arabia.134 In relation to the Israel-Palestinian conflict, Xi Jinping himself has sought out the
establishment of a Palestinian State based on the 1967 borders.

Shortcomings in Legal and Institutional Frameworks
In a bid to address the conflict situation in the Middle East, various legal and institutional
frameworks were drafted by the United Nations and other third-party countries. However,
these legal and institutional frameworks have not been able to address the conflict
situation in the Middle East as some of these frameworks have shortcomings.
A quarter of a century after it was adopted, Security Council Resolution 242 (1967) has
turned out to be a road map to limbo. Israel still occupies several of the territories it
captured in 1967; no Arab State except Egypt has recognized Israel’s sovereignty nor
formally ended the state of war with Israel; and hundreds of thousands of Palestinians still
inhabit squalid refugee camps. There was a failure to resolve territorial disputes arising
from the Arab-Israeli War of 1967. These disputes involved the return of the Sinai to Egypt
and the return of the Golan Heights to Syria. Security Council Resolution 242 (1967) and
the Egyptian President’s peace initiative failed to bring peace.135
The shortcoming is that the language of the resolution is vague enough for each of the
parties to see what it wants to see and interpret the rest out of existence. The U.S., for
example, sees Security Council Resolution 242 (1967) as the embodiment of the principle
of land for peace, which has been the core of U.S. policy on the Arab-Israeli conflict since
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1967. But the U.S. has not specified what land Israel should give up, what peace
guarantees the Arab States should provide, nor what would constitute a “just settlement”
for the Palestinians. For ten years after the 1967 war, Egypt, Jordan and Syria interpreted
Security Council Resolution 242 (1967) in unison. It meant that Israel had to give back all of
the territory captured in the war. Until Israel did so, the Arab League agreed, it would have
no peace, no recognition and no negotiations. One of the shortcomings of the resolutions
is that it does not say what should come first, Israeli withdrawal or Arab recognition of
Israel. Each side insisted that the other make the first concession.136 Traditionally, the Arab
States argued that the only way to implement 242 was to convene an international
conference that would consider all of the issues at once and have the power to enforce a
solution. This negotiating format has always been unacceptable to Israel. The three frontline Arab States also forswore bilateral negotiations with Israel. Syria, in particular, has
worried that if Israel got recognition and peace on its Egyptian and Jordanian borders,
Israel would never negotiate the return of the Golan Heights.
Israel contends that Security Council Resolution 242 (1967) requires each of its neighbours
to recognize Israel’s right to exist and to negotiate bilaterally a secure border. That
procedure, followed with Egypt in 1977-79, led to Egypt’s recognition of Israel and Israel’s
withdrawal from the Sinai. One of the shortcomings of Security Council Resolution 242
(1967) was that it implied the need for a negotiated settlement, and suggested an
endpoint for the negotiations, but it did not establish a mechanism or a forum for
negotiations. Arab States have argued that Israel’s position defies the language of Security
Council Resolution 242 (1967) that calls on Israel to withdraw “from territories occupied in
recent conflict.” But Israeli officials reply that the resolution does not specify that Israel
must withdraw from “all territories” or even from “the territories” captured in 1967. This
was no linguistic accident, Israel argues. It contends that the word “the” was deliberately
omitted to leave open the possibility that Israel could fulfil its part of the resolution by
withdrawing from some, but not all of the territory it occupied in 1967.137
The Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) on Iran’s nuclear weapon is a fundamental
instrument as regards stability in the Middle East but it is not without its shortcomings.
Under the deal, international monitors are authorized to monitor declared Iranian nuclear
sites through numerous electronic means including, but not limited to, fibre-optic seals,
cameras, sensors that detect radioactive particles, and commercial satellite imagery. The
USA said that IAEA inspectors would have “24/7 access” to Iran’s “key nuclear facilities.”138
It is however claimed that the inspection regime would not provide sufficient access to
Iran’s military sites. IAEA inspectors may request access to these sites if genuine concerns
of non-compliance arise but it can take up to 24 days to resolve a dispute over an access

Ibid.
Ibid.
138
The New York Times, “Obama’s Address on the Iran Nuclear Deal”.
136
137

38

request. This provision means that Iran would be able to covertly advance its nuclear
ambitions while still abiding by the deal.139
The Oslo Accords is an agreement signed between the State of Israel and the Palestine
Liberation Organization (PLO) on 13 September 1993, meant to effectively bring the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict to its end by means of territorial concessions and facilitating the
creation of the Palestinian Authority.140 The accords were divided into two: The first
chapter, dubbed Oslo-A, detailed a declaration of principles on Interim Palestinian selfgovernment; while the second chapter, Oslo-B was finalized in 1995 and included an
expansion of the Palestinian Authority’s territories, mutual security engagements and the
regulation of Israeli-Palestinian relations.141 The Israeli-Palestinian Oslo Accords, however,
did not discuss four major issues, which were deemed “final status issues” to be resolved at
an indeterminate later date.142 These issues were: the status of Jerusalem; final borders;
the fate of Israeli settlements; and the fate of Palestinian refugees.143
The Stockholm Agreement marks a much-needed breakthrough on Yemen, but there are
certain issues with its provisions. 144 The document includes three key provisions: a
ceasefire along the Hodeidah front and the redeployment of armed forces out of the city
and its port; an agreement on prisoner exchange; and a statement of understanding on the
Yemeni city of Taiz. The ceasefire is a highly significant development given that Hodeidah’s
port is the entry point for most of Yemen’s food imports, commercial goods and
humanitarian aid; currently, the country relies on imports for some 90% of its food and
basic commodity needs.145 This also marks the first time that Houthi forces have agreed to
withdraw from one of the conflict’s most significant front lines. Various points in the
agreement are vaguely worded and open to different interpretations by the warring
parties. For example, it talks of “the mutual redeployment of forces from the city of
Hodeidah and the ports of Hodeidah, Salif and RasIssa”; while the Houthis interpret this as
removing military presence but not withdrawing, the other side thinks that the Houthis
should withdraw fully.146
Another challenge is the fact that Houthi forces and their affiliates have become highly
entrenched in Hodeidah. Even if and when Houthi military forces make their exit, the
handover of power would not be achieved immediately as local security forces, such as the
police, are full of Houthi partisans and sympathizers. Dismantling these unofficial networks
to re-balance civilian power will be difficult and will need to be approached carefully. Making
progress on Taiz is crucial, but the provision in the agreement, which calls for the formation
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of a joint committee from both sides of the conflict and the Yemeni civil society to
determine the working mechanisms for upcoming consultations, has not resulted in any
real action on the ground. Another major downside of the Stockholm consultations is that
they failed to reach an agreement on two other key issues: the reopening of Sanaa
International Airport and the reunification of Central Bank of Yemen, which was split along
conflict divide in September 2016.147

The Viability of a Two-State Solution in Palestine
The struggle between the Israelis and the Palestinians is one of the most enduring and
explosive of all the world’s conflicts, with roots in the historic claim to the land which lies
between the eastern shores of the Mediterranean Sea and the Jordan River.
Over the past 100 years, Palestine has had to deal with colonisation, expulsion and military
occupation, followed by a long and difficult search for self-determination and for
coexistence with the nation they hold responsible for their suffering and loss. For the
Jewish people of Israel, the return to the land of their forefathers after centuries of
persecution around the world has not brought peace or security. They have faced many
crises as their neighbours have sought to wipe their country off the map.148
The two-state solution proposes two separate nations coexisting independently; the
independent State of Palestine alongside the State of Israel. On 29 November 1947, the
General Assembly adopted the United Nations Partition Plan for Palestine, a proposal by
the United Nations, which recommended a partition of Mandatory Palestine at the end of
the British Mandate as Resolution 181 (II) (1947).149 The resolution recommended the
creation of independent Arab and Jewish States and a Special International Regime for the
city of Jerusalem. The two-state solution proposes to use the Green Line; the demarcation
line set out in the 1949 Armistice Agreements between the armies of Israel, and Egypt,
Jordan, Lebanon and Syria after the 1948 Arab-Israeli War. After the Six-Day War, the
territories captured by Israel beyond the Green Line came to be designated as East
Jerusalem, the West Bank, Gaza Strip, Golan Heights, and the Sinai Peninsula and are often
referred to as Israeli-occupied territories.
However, there have been many deliberations and there persists four issues that have
proved most challenging and each issue is a bedrock stance by each party. The first issue is
that there is no consensus about precisely where to draw the line. Generally, most believe
the border would follow the lines before the Arab-Israeli war of 1967, but with Israel
keeping some of the lands where it has built settlements and in exchange providing other
lands to the Palestinians to compensate. Israel has constructed barriers along and within
the West Bank that many analysts worry creates a de facto border, and it has built
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settlements in the West Bank that will make it difficult to establish that land as part of an
independent Palestine. As time goes on, settlements grow theoretically making any future
Palestinian State smaller and possibly breaking it up into non-contiguous pieces.
Another issue is Jerusalem, seeing as both sides claim Jerusalem as their capital and
consider it a centre of religious worship and cultural heritage. The two-state solution
typically calls for dividing it into an Israeli West and a Palestinian East, but it is not easy to
draw the line — Jewish, Muslim and Christian holy sites are on top of one another. Israel
has declared Jerusalem its “undivided capital,” effectively annexing its eastern half, and
has built up construction that entrenches Israeli control of the city.
The remaining issues are not as defined as the first two, but still present pertinent matters
requiring action; the issue of refugees seeing as the Palestinians were not a party to the
drawing of the Green Line and they rejected UNSC 242, saying that it did not call for an
independent Palestinian State and referred to them as refugees. The last issue is that of
the security of both nations.
For most of the parties involved in this conflict, the two-state solution is the most
preferred. In 2008, Search for Common Ground (SFCG), the world’s largest nongovernmental conflict-resolution organization, released the results of a survey it
commissioned, conducted by the Program on International Policy Attitudes (PIPA) of the
University of Maryland, to determine attitudes of the Palestinian and Jewish-Israeli publics
on the potential for nonviolent methods. The poll found that 72% of the Palestinians
indicate readiness to move beyond the cycle of violence if Israel will agree to a settlement
that includes the establishment of a Palestinian State based on 1967 borders. At the same
time, fewer than one in five Palestinians favour pursuing a violent struggle to gain all
historic Palestine. 72% of the Jewish-Israeli public also indicates readiness to agree to a
Palestinian State based on 1967 borders if the Palestinians will refrain from violence for an
extended period. As on the Palestinian side, less than one in five support a maximalist
ideology, in this case holding on to the Occupied Territories permanently.150
Gallup polling in Israel and the Palestinian Territories found non-Jewish (mostly Arabic
speaking) Israelis expressing the highest level of support for the peace process, at 89%,
followed by 72% support among Palestinians living in the West Bank, 70% among Jewish
Israelis, and 62% among Palestinians living in the Gaza Strip.151
The U.S. Congress approved a resolution supporting a two-state solution for the IsraeliPalestinian conflict on 6 December 2019.152 The resolution expresses the belief that only a
two-state solution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict can ensure Israel’s survival as a secure
Jewish and democratic State and fulfil the legitimate aspirations for a Palestinian State.
Program on International Policy Attitudes (PIPA): The Potential for a Non-violent Intifada II.
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The death of the two-state solution has long been heralded by political commentators and
analysts. Now, however, the vision of having an independent Palestinian State existing side
by side with Israel appears more quixotic than ever. The Government of Israel had decided
to annex Israeli settlements in the occupied West Bank, after the elections — something
that would prove a hinderance to the two-state solution.153
The two-state solution, for want of feasible and fair alternatives, remains the only viable
and sustainable option on the table. The status quo is unconscionable for Palestinians,
while an alternative one-state solution is unpalatable to Israelis. The two-state plan has
failed not because of the fundamental irreconcilability of both positions, but from a lack of
trust and imaginative leadership. The obstacles to the two-state solution itself are not
insurmountable — the basic plan has been sketched out in countless peace negotiations
such as the Madrid Conference of 1991,154 Oslo Accords of 1993/95155 and the Taba
Summit of 2001.156 Israel would annex parts of its settlements in a fair exchange of land
and retain some military warning stations close to the Palestinian-Jordanian border. The
new Palestinian State would be demilitarised, at least for a long time, but it would likely
receive East Jerusalem as its capital. Palestine would grant the right of return to
Palestinian refugees, while Israel might repatriate a demographically insignificant refugee
population and accept partial responsibility for the 1948 exodus.
Settlements in the West Bank, which are illegal under international law but have
proliferated in recent decades, are often regarded as the greatest impediment to a
peaceful resolution to the conflict. Israel’s skyrocketing housing prices and financial
incentives created by successive Netanyahu administrations have led more and more
people to settle in the West Bank. Israeli settlers should be faced with a fair choice. They
can accept the authority of the Palestinian Government that must afford the economically
productive settler minority the same rights as those that Israel grants its sizeable
population of Arab Palestinians.

Conclusion
The Middle East is a region that is strife with constant and several conflicts. The war in
Syria is not yet over and Libya is still torn by violence and instability. While there are new
hopes for de-escalation in Yemen, the road to peace is still long. The concept of a twostate solution for Israel and Palestine is being dismantled piece by piece and tensions have
risen again on the border between Israel and Lebanon. In an unstable situation, regional
powers are competing to shift the Middle Eastern balance of power in their favour and this
only adds to instability. Too often confrontation and militarization prevail over the search
for win-win solutions. The risk of new escalations and new conflicts continues to be high,
and we all know that a conflict in the Middle East could easily devolve into a large-scale war
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with global implications. Against this backdrop, improved relations between Israel and the
Arab World would bring a much-needed breath of fresh air.157
There is however hope for the region in the light of diplomatic efforts and willingness on
the parties in the region to solve these conflicts and proffer lasting answers to the
problems. These deliberations should respect the powerfully rich and divergent histories of
the people of the region while also understanding the geography and strategic location of
all the parties in the region.

Further Research
Delegates should consider with regards to countries affected by violent conflicts, the
following questions: How can the territorial integrity of countries like Syria, Yemen and
Libya be sustainably restored? How can political participation in Arab countries be
increased? How can the Israeli-Palestinian wound finally be healed? How can the
occurrence of a global war or proxy wars be extinguished? Are there peace proposals or
multilateral agreements that Member States can work towards? What steps can be taken
to prevent a violent Intifada?
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