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A p p e n d i x  I

Status of multilateral arms regulation and 
disarmament agreements

The most up-to-date information on disarmament treaties and their status of 
adherence is available from the UNODA website at: 

http://disarmament.un.org/treaties/ 

The data contained in this appendix has been provided by the depositaries of the 
treaties or agreements. Inclusion of information concerning the treaties and agreements 
of which the United Nations Secretary-General is not the depositary is as reported by 
the respective depositaries and implies no position on the part of the United Nations 
with respect to the data reported.

Secretary-General of the United Nations
Agreement Governing the Activities of States on the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies

Arms Trade Treaty

Central African Convention for the Control of Small Arms and Light Weapons, Their 
Ammunition and All Parts and Components That Can Be Used for Their Manufacture, 
Repair and Assembly (Kinshasa Convention)

Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty

Convention on Cluster Munitions

Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional 
Weapons Which May Be Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious or to Have 
Indiscriminate Effects

Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental 
Modification Techniques

Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production, Stockpiling and Use 
of Chemical Weapons and on Their Destruction

Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer 
of Anti-personnel Mines and on Their Destruction (Anti-Personnel Mine Ban 
Convention)

International Convention for the Suppression of Acts of Nuclear Terrorism

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

Canada and Hungary
Treaty on Open Skies

http://disarmament.un.org/treaties/


United Nations Disarmament Yearbook 2016: Part II

246

France 
Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other 
Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare (1925 Geneva Protocol)

Kyrgyzstan
Treaty on a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in Central Asia

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

Netherlands
Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe

Organization of American States
Inter-American Convention Against the Illicit Manufacturing of and Trafficking in 
Firearms, Ammunition, Explosives and Other Related Materials

Inter-American Convention on Transparency in Conventional Weapons Acquisitions

Pacific Islands Forum 
South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty (Rarotonga Treaty)

Russian Federation, United Kingdom and United States 
Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of 
Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction

Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under 
Water (Partial Test Ban Treaty)

Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of 
Outer Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies (Outer Space Treaty)

Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons

Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons 
of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof 
(Sea-bed Treaty)

Thailand 
Treaty on the Southeast Asia Nuclear Weapon-Free Zone (Bangkok Treaty)

United States 
Antarctic Treaty
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Actions reported in the period 1 January to 31 December 2016

The following list shows actions, if any, during the period from 1  January to 
31 December 2016 with regard to multilateral arms regulation and disarmament 
agreements, as reported by the depositaries. The order in which the agreements are 
listed is according to the date of signature or opening for signature. 

A new State party in the following list is based on the date of deposit with the 
respective depositary of a State’s instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval 
or accession. However, please refer to the footnotes to ascertain whether that State 
actually becomes a State party at a later date, as some treaties only enter into force for 
a State after a specified period of time from the date of deposit. If a State expressed 
its consent to be bound by a means other than ratification, the date of deposit is 
further noted as follows: (a) = accession, (A) = acceptance, (AA)  =  approval,  
(P) = consent to be bound, and (s) = succession.a

In the case of multi-depositary clauses, depositary action may be completed with 
one or more of the several depositaries. The following notation indicates where the 
reported action was completed: (M) = Moscow, (L) = London and (W) = Washington.

Certain treaties that establish nuclear-weapon-free zones (Bangkok Treaty, 
Pelindaba Treaty, Rarotonga Treaty, Treaty of Tlatelolco and Treaty on a Nuclear-
Weapon-Free Zone in Central Asia) have associated protocols concerning security 
guarantees from the nuclear-weapon States and some also have protocols for States 
outside the zone of application, but which have some territory within the zone. They 
are at different stages with regard to signature, ratification and entry into force. For the 
status of adherence of these protocols, see the table in chapter 4, page 125. 

Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, 
Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of 
Warfare (1925 Geneva Protocol)

Signed at Geneva: 17 June 1925
Entered into force: 8 February 1928
Depositary: France

New parties: 	 None
Total number of parties: 140 

Antarctic Treaty

Signed at Washington: 1 December 1959
Entered into force: 23 June 1961
Depositary: United States

New parties:	 None
Total number of parties: 53 

	 a	 A glossary of terms relating to treaty actions is available from http://treaties.un.org/Pages/
Overview.aspx?path=overview/glossary/page1_en.xml (accessed 11 July 2017).

http://treaties.un.org/Pages/Overview.aspx?path=overview/glossary/page1_en.xml
http://treaties.un.org/Pages/Overview.aspx?path=overview/glossary/page1_en.xml
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Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in 
Outer Space and Under Water (Partial Test Ban Treaty)

Signed by the original partiesb in Moscow: 5 August 1963
Opened for signature at London, Moscow and Washington: 8 August 1963
Entered into force: 10 October 1963
Depositary: Russian Federation (M), United Kingdom (L) and United States (W)

New parties: 	 None
Total number of parties: 125 

Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the 
Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and 
Other Celestial Bodies (Outer Space Treaty)

Opened for signature at London, Moscow and Washington: 27 January 1967
Entered into force: 10 October 1967
Depositary: Russian Federation (M), United Kingdom (L) and United States (W)

New parties:	 Paraguay	 —22 December (a) (L)
Total number of parties: 105

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

Opened for signature at Mexico City: 14 February 1967
Entered into force: for each Government individually
Depositary: Mexico

New parties: 	 None
Total number of parties: 33  

Amendment to article 7c

New parties: 	 None

Amendment to article 25d

New parties: 	 None

Amendment to articles 14, 15, 16, 19 and 20e

New parties: 	 None

	 b	 The original parties are the Russian Federation, the United Kingdom and the United States.
	 c	 Amendment adopted by the General Conference of OPANAL, pursuant to resolution 267 

(E-V) of 3 July 1990.
	 d	 Amendment adopted by the General Conference of OPANAL, pursuant to resolution 268 

(XII) of 10 May 1991.
	 e	 Amendment adopted by the General Conference of OPANAL, pursuant to resolution 290 

(VII) of 26 August 1992.
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Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons

Opened for signature at London, Moscow and Washington: 1 July 1968
Entered into force: 5 March 1970
Depositary: Russian Federation (M), United Kingdom (L) and United States (W)

New parties:	 None
Total number of parties: 191

Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear 
Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed 
and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof (Sea-bed Treaty)

Opened for signature at London, Moscow and Washington: 11 February 1971
Entered into force: 18 May 1972
Depositary: Russian Federation (M), United Kingdom (L) and United States (W)

New parties:	 None	
Total number of parties: 94

Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production 
and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin 
Weapons and on Their Destruction

Opened for signature at London, Moscow and Washington: 10 April 1972
Entered into force: 26 March 1975
Depositary: Russian Federation (M), United Kingdom (L) and United States (W)

New parties:	 Angola 	 —26 July (a) (W)
		  Côte d’Ivoire 	 —23 March (M)
			   —26 April (L)
		  Dominicaf 	 —1 August (s) (L)
		  Guinea 	 —9 November (a) (L)
		  Liberia 	 —4 November (W)
		  Nepal 	 —4 November (L)
			   —4 November (W)
			   —11 November (M)
		  Vanuatug 	 —6 September (s) (L)
Total number of parties: 178 

	 f	 The Commonwealth of Dominica deposited its instrument of succession in London on 
1 August 2016 and confirmed that the Convention continues in force from 3 November 
1978, the date of its independence.

	 g	 The Republic of Vanuatu deposited its instrument of succession in London on 6 September 
2016 and confirmed that the Convention continues in force from 30 July 1980, the date of 
its independence.
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Convention on the Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile 
Use of Environmental Modification Techniques

Opened for signature at Geneva: 18 May 1977
Entered into force: 5 October 1978
Depositary: Secretary-General of the United Nations

New parties: 	 None
Total number of parties: 77

Agreement Governing the Activities of States on the Moon and 
Other Celestial Bodies

Opened for signature at New York: 18 December 1979
Entered into force: 11 July 1984
Depositary: Secretary-General of the United Nations

New parties:h 	 Venezuela (Bolivarian  
		  Republic of)	 —3 November (a)	
Total number of parties: 17

Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain 
Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed to Be Excessively 
Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effects

Opened for signature at New York: 10 April 1981
Entered into force: 2 December 1983
Depositary: Secretary-General of the United Nations

New parties:i 	 Bahrain	 —11 March (a)
		  Côte d’Ivoire	 —25 May (A)
Total number of parties: 123

Amendment to Article 1 of the Convention on Certain Conventional 
Weapons (entered into force on 18 May 2004)
New parties: 	 Lesotho	 —25 April (a)
Total number of parties: 83

	 h	 Article 19, paragraph 4, states:	  
“For each State depositing its instrument of ratification or accession after the entry 
into force of this Agreement, it shall enter into force on the thirtieth day following 
the date of deposit of any such instrument.” 

	 i	 Article 5, paragraphs 2 and 3, of the Convention state: 	  
“2. For any State which deposits its instrument of ratification, acceptance, 
approval or accession after the date of the deposit of the twentieth 
instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession, this Convention 
shall enter into force six months after the date on which that State has 
deposited its instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession.  
“3. Each of the Protocols annexed to this Convention shall enter into force six 
months after the date by which twenty States have notified their consent to be 
bound by it in accordance with paragraph 3 or 4 of Article 4 of this Convention.”
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Amended Protocol II (entered into force on 3 December 1998)
New parties:	 None
Total number of parties: 102

Protocol IV (entered into force on 30 July 1998)
New parties:	 Bahrain	 —11 March (P)
		  Lesotho	 —25 April (P)
Total number of parties: 107

Protocol V (entered into force on 12 November 2006)
New parties:	 Bahrain	 —11 March (P)
		  Burkina Faso	 —10 October (P)
		  Côte d’Ivoire	 —25 May (P)
		  Lesotho	 —25 April (P)
		  Montenegro	 —20 May (P)
Total number of parties: 92

South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone Treaty (Rarotonga Treaty)

Opened for signature at Rarotonga: 6 August 1985
Entered into force: 11 December 1986
Depositary: Secretary-General of the Pacific Islands Forum 

New parties: 	 None
Total number of parties: 13

Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe

Signed at Paris: 19 November 1990
Entered into force: 9 November 1992
Depositary: Netherlands

New parties: 	 None
Total number of parties: 30

Agreement on Adaptation
Adopted and signed at Istanbul: 19 November 1999
Not yet in forcej 
New signatories: 	 None
Total number of signatories: 30
New parties: 	 None
Total number of parties: 3 

	 j	 Article 31, paragraph 3, states: 	  
“This Agreement on Adaptation shall enter into force 10 days after instruments of 
ratification have been deposited by all States Parties listed in the Preamble, after 
which time the Treaty shall exist only in its amended form.” 
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Treaty on Open Skies

Signed at Helsinki: 24 March 1992
Entered into force: 1 January 2002
Depositary: Canada and Hungary

New parties: 	 None
Total number of parties: 34

Convention on the Prohibition of the Development,  
Production, Stockpiling and Use of Chemical Weapons  
and on Their Destruction

Signed at Paris: 13 January 1993
Entered into force: 29 April 1997
Depositary: Secretary-General of the United Nations

New parties:k	 None
Total number of parties: 192 

Treaty on the Southeast Asia Nuclear Weapon-Free Zone  
(Bangkok Treaty)

Signed at Bangkok: 15 December 1995
Entered into force: 27 March 1997
Depositary: Thailand

New parties: 	 None
Total number of parties: 10

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

Signed at Cairo: 11 April 1996 
Entered into force: 15 July 2009
Depositary: Secretary-General of the African Union

New parties:	 None
Total number of parties: 39

Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty

Opened for signature at New York: 24 September 1996
Not yet in forcel

Depositary: Secretary-General of the United Nations
New signatories: 	 None
Total number of signatories: 183

	 k	 Article XXI, paragraph 2, states:	 
“For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are deposited subsequent 
to the entry into force of this Convention, it shall enter into force on the 30th day 
following the date of deposit of their instrument of ratification or accession.”

	 l	 Article XIV, paragraph 1, states: 	 
“This Treaty shall enter into force 180 days after the date of deposit of the 
instruments of ratification by all States listed in Annex II to this Treaty, but in no 
case earlier than two years after its opening for signature.”



Status of multilateral arms regulation and disarmament agreements

253

New parties:	 Myanmar	 —21 September
		  Swaziland	 —21 September
Total number of parties: 166

Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, 
Production and Transfer of Anti-personnel Mines and on Their 
Destruction (Anti-Personnel Mine Ban Convention)

Opened for signature at Ottawa: 3 December 1997
Entered into force: 1 March 1999
Depositary: Secretary-General of the United Nations

New parties:m 	 None
Total number of parties: 162

Inter-American Convention Against the Illicit Manufacturing of 
and Trafficking in Firearms, Ammunition, Explosives, and Other 
Related Materials

Opened for signature at Washington, DC: 14 November 1997
Entered into force: 1 July 1998
Depositary: Organization of American States

New parties:n 	 None
Total number of parties: 31

Inter-American Convention on Transparency in Conventional 
Weapons Acquisitions

Opened for signature at Guatemala City: 7 June 1999
Entered into force: 21 November 2002
Depositary: Organization of American States

New parties:	 Panama	  —8 September (a)
Total number of parties: 17

	 m	 Article 17, paragraph 2, states: 	  
“For any State which deposits its instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval 
or accession after the date of the deposit of the 40th instrument of ratification, 
acceptance, approval or accession, this Convention shall enter into force on the 
first day of the sixth month after the date on which that State has deposited its 
instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession.”

	 n	 Article XXV states: 	  
“This Convention shall enter into force on the 30th day following the date of deposit 
of the second instrument of ratification. For each State ratifying the Convention after 
the deposit of the second instrument of ratification, the Convention shall enter into 
force on the 30th day following deposit by such State of its instrument of ratification.”
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International Convention for the Suppression of Acts of 
Nuclear Terrorism

Opened for signature at New York: 14 September 2005
Entered into force: 7 July 2007
Depositary: Secretary General of the United Nations

New parties:o	 Argentina	 —8 April
		  Italy	 —21 October
		  Jordan	 —29 January
		  Namibia	 —2 September (a) 
		  New Zealand	 —18 March
		  Uruguay	 —4 March
		  Viet Nam	 —23 September (a)
Total number of parties: 107

Treaty on a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in Central Asia

Opened for signature at Semipalatinsk: 8 September 2006 
Entered into force: 21 March 2009
Depositary: Kyrgyzstan

New parties:	 None
Total number of parties: 5

Convention on Cluster Munitions

Opened for signature at Oslo: 3 December 2008
Entered into force: 1 August 2010
Depositary: Secretary-General of the United Nations

New parties:p	 Cuba	 —6 April (a)
		  Palau	 —19 April
Total number of parties: 100

	 o	 Article 25, paragraph 2 states:
	 		  “For each State ratifying, accepting, approving or acceding to the Convention after 

the deposit of the twenty-second instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or 
accession, the Convention shall enter into force on the thirtieth day after deposit by 
such State of its instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession.”

	 p	 Article 17, paragraph 2, states:	  
“For any State that deposits its instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or 
accession after the date of the deposit of the thirtieth instrument of ratification, 
acceptance, approval or accession, this Convention shall enter into force on the 
first day of the sixth month after the date on which that State has deposited its 
instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession.”
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Central African Convention for the Control of Small Arms and 
Light Weapons, Their Ammunition and All Parts and Components 
That Can Be Used for Their Manufacture, Repair and Assembly 
(Kinshasa Convention)

Opened for signature at Brazzaville: 19 November 2010
Not yet in forceq 
Depositary: Secretary-General of the United Nations

New signatories: 	 None	
Total number of signatories: 11
New parties: 	 None
Total number of parties: 5

Arms Trade Treaty 

Opened for signature at New York: 3 June 2013
Entered into force: 24 December 2014
Depositary: Secretary-General of the United Nations

New parties:r 	 Benin	 —7 November 
		  Cape Verde	 —23 September 
		  Cyprus	 —10 May 
		  Georgia	 —23 May 
		  Greece	 —29 February 
		  Guatemala	 —12 July 
		  Lesotho	 —25 January 
		  Madagascar	 —22 September 
		  Monaco	 —30 June (a)
		  Peru	 —16 February 
		  Republic of Korea	 —28 November 
		  Zambia	 —20 May
Total number of parties: 91

	 q	 Article 36, paragraph 1, states: 	  
“This Convention shall enter into force 30 days after the date of deposit of the sixth 
instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession.”

	 r	 Article 22, paragraph 2, states:	  
“For any State that deposits its instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or 
accession subsequent to the entry into force of this Treaty, this Treaty shall enter 
into force for that State ninety days following the date of deposit of its instrument 
of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession.”
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A p p e n d i x  I I

The Future of Multilateral Disarmament
Secretary-General’s speech 

New York, 22 November 2016

Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon gave a speech at the Center for Global Affairs 
at New York University on 22 November. At the request of the Secretary-
General, the large audience consisted primarily of interested students. 

As a capstone to Secretary-General Ban’s steadfast efforts, the speech provided 
an opportunity to reflect on the many disarmament-related initiatives of 
his tenure. Most notably, he highlighted his five-point proposal on nuclear 
disarmament,a the first high-level meeting of the General Assembly on nuclear 
disarmament (held during the 2013 general debate) and his strong personal 
support for the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty.

The speech was followed by a question-and-answer session with the students, 
moderated by Edith Lederer, chief United Nations correspondent for the 
Associated Press.

It is a great pleasure and honour for me to have this opportunity to share 
some thoughts on my hope and what the United Nations has been doing on 
arms control and disarmament with distinguished professors and students here 
today. 

You have helped to prepare future generations to address global 
challenges through multilateral cooperation. 

Your outstanding teaching and research have deepened the public’s 
understanding of the work of the United Nations. 

And I salute you all for all of this and much more—what you have been 
doing and continue to do.

Today, ladies and gentlemen, I would like to focus on the future of 
multilateral disarmament. Quite simply, disarmament is facing a crisis. This 
afternoon, I want to outline a number of steps to help put the process back on 
track. 

That need is ever more urgent as we scan the security horizon around the 
world. 

	 a	 Available from https://www.un.org/disarmament/wmd/nuclear/sg5point/ (accessed 12 June 
2017).

https://www.un.org/disarmament/wmd/nuclear/sg5point/
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Every day, we are confronted with the stories of indiscriminate 
bombardment of civilians, more allegations of the use of chemical weapons, 
ceaseless development and even testing of nuclear weapons, even in the 21st 
century.

I am more convinced than ever that a fresh start in disarmament will 
strengthen our overall system of international peace and security.

Ladies and gentlemen,
Disarmament is a topic long associated with the United Nations. 
For me, the issue is also deeply personal. 
My own country—the Republic of Korea—experienced the ravages of 

war in 1950 and continues to face threats from nuclear weapons, missiles, and 
ballistic missiles and many other conventional arms.

It borders the only country—the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, 
normally we [call it the] DPRK—which has conducted a nuclear test in this 
century. And the DPRK continues to build up its ballistic missiles, imperilling 
regional security and threatening global security.

As a foreign service officer, during my time, I have been deeply 
involved in promoting the entry-into-force of the Comprehensive Nuclear-
Test-Ban Treaty, CTBT. I served as the second Chairman of this CTBT when 
I was stationed in Vienna. And I had been involved in this announcing the 
historic joint declaration between the Republic of Korean and DPRK on the 
denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula, which was adopted on 31 December 
1991, which was ratified in February 1992. Thereafter, I participated in 
implementing this joint declaration on the denuclearization of the Korean 
Peninsula, but unfortunately, we have not been able to do that. 

In my time in the United Nations as the Secretary-General, as I was 
introduced by Dean [Dennis] Di Lorenzo, I was the first UN Secretary-General 
to visit Hiroshima and Nagasaki. At that time, I did not know that the United 
States Ambassador to Japan has not even visited there in such a long time, 
six decades, longer than six decades after this nuclear weapons were dropped. 
Only when the Secretary-General of the United Nations wanted to visit, at that 
time, for the first time, the US Ambassador just came to Hiroshima. I could 
not understand it at that time. 

Now, this year, during the G7 Summit, [United States] President 
[Barack] Obama paid tribute to all the victims. That was, I think a big history. 
Therefore, I and President Obama made a historic visit to this place. 

I also traveled to the tragic nuclear accident [sites of] Chernobyl and 
Fukushima, Japan, and I was introduced, I was the first person, the first world 
leader, not to mention Secretary-General of the United Nations, no world 
leaders have ever visited Semipalatinsk in Kazakhstan. I was so horrified 
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when I was standing in the middle of this Semipalatinsk. Because of time 
constraints, I am not going to go into detail about how I felt. 

As I was introduced, I [decided], for the first time, again, to establish 
an expert level investigation team into the use of chemical weapons in Syria. 
I appointed the very distinguished expert scholar Åke Sellström of Sweden. 
You must have heard this name. That triggered a series of events resulting 
in unprecedented international action to eliminate that country’s chemical 
weapons programme.

In 2008, very early in my tenure, I put forward a five-point plan to 
revitalize the international disarmament agenda based on key principles.

First, disarmament must enhance security. 
Second, disarmament must be reliably verified. 
Third, disarmament must be rooted in legal obligations.
And fourth, disarmament must be visible to the public. 
And fifth, disarmament must anticipate emerging dangers from 

conventional weapons. 
Ladies and gentlemen,
Over the history of the United Nations, disarmament has been 

approached on two separate tracks. 
The first track relies on a so-called “comprehensive” effort to address all 

major disarmament challenges in a single integrated framework. 
This school of thought teaches that all disarmament issues are linked. 

For example, negotiations over nuclear and conventional weapons should take 
place in parallel.

The second track has focused on what have been called “partial 
measures,” which is an incremental or piecemeal approach to disarmament.

For example, before negotiating an elimination of nuclear weapons, 
you must first have a cessation of the arms race, an end to nuclear testing, 
a gradual sequenced reduction of nuclear stockpiles—the list goes on, one 
building block at a time. 

This may be seen as a practical [solution], before you can have a 
comprehensive nuclear deal.

One novel variation has been the recent initiative to negotiate a treaty to 
prohibit nuclear weapons, a measure that its supporters believe will contribute 
to the eventual elimination of nuclear weapons. 

Unfortunately, there is a deep division among Member States over which 
steps would prove most fruitful. 
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On the one hand, nuclear-weapon States, along with many of their allies, 
argue that they have taken steps to reduce their arsenals. 

On the other hand, non-nuclear-weapon States point to the lack of 
disarmament negotiations, the persistence of thousands of nuclear weapons, 
and plans for modernizing existing nuclear arsenals decades into the future 
with costs that run well over $1 trillion.

This is a huge amount of money. I have been arguing that just a fraction 
of $1 trillion would have been enough for the Sustainable Development Goals 
to be implemented. We can also easily address climate change implementation 
to help developing countries. We have been working since 2009 to mobilize 
$100 billion that we have targeted by 2020. It is an 11-year plan to mobilize 
$100 billion. Now we are talking about $1 trillion—just imagine all these 
stockpiles and improving their capacities. 

We have achieved some progress in outlawing certain specific weapons 
like cluster munitions and landmines, as well as success in negotiating 
a conventional Arms Trade Treaty. Again, we see while there are many 
disappointing and frustrating processes, we have seen recently some positive 
things. 

The Arms Trade Treaty, we negotiated [it], I think, for two years, finally 
on the second year we were able to have this agreement signed and the 
following year it was ratified. It became effective. 

We saw such a thing with climate change. After 20 years of negotiation, 
it gathered speed and we made it happen, and on 4 November of this year, we 
got the Paris Agreement to enter into force.

There have been caps on numbers of deployed strategic nuclear weapons, 
the closure of several nuclear test sites, and a halt to the production of fissile 
material for weapons, in most possessor States at least.

But persistent differences over disarmament have led to frustrating, and, 
I would add, shameful results. 

The UN disarmament machinery is locked in chronic stalemate. 
Perhaps nothing better illustrates this failure than the Conference on 

Disarmament in Geneva. As Secretary-General, since the first year, I have been 
going to Geneva many times and addressing the Conference on Disarmament. 

You would be surprised—[for] over two decades, they have not been 
able to adopt the programme of work. Can you believe it? Not to mention, 
let alone the lack of progress in the work. They have not been able to adopt 
an agenda. Twenty years, this has existed, and I have been warning them: If 
you behave this way, we will have to bring the discussions in the Conference 
on Disarmament, we will have to bring them to some other venue, but they 
don’t listen… Because of the consensus system, just one country can block 
the whole 193 Member States. This is a totally unacceptable situation. 
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The costs of allowing this kind of a status quo, non-action—they are still 
persistent. This is very frustrating. 

Chronic increases in military expenditures. Out-of-control arms races. 
New regional instabilities. Enhanced risks of proliferation. Growing mistrust 
among nations. And potential catastrophic terrorist threats from non-State 
actors.

Diplomacy and dialogue can work to solve sensitive security problems, 
like the historic agreement on the nuclear programme of the Islamic Republic 
of Iran. 

Even while this deal remains in its infancy, we must guard against 
cynicism and focus on ensuring that the agreement lives up to our highest 
expectations. You cannot expect in our real world the perfect agreement, 
perfect treaty. 

Despite some challenges and weaknesses, sustaining this agreement is 
the best way to ensure that Iran’s nuclear programme remains peaceful. 

This may be my answer, if asked, to some of the debate which are now 
being discussed immediately after this Presidential election. 

Yet, in the absence of more general progress in this field, more intractable 
problems such as the irresponsible and reckless nuclear and missile activities 
of the DPRK—this will only grow. 

This will not only undermine regional peace and security but also imperil 
much of the fragile progress we have made in building strong norms against 
nuclear weapons.

There is a better way—and I would like to offer one today. It is based on 
the long-accepted goal of disarmament as a means to ensure human survival 
and eliminate the danger of war. 

Building on my 2008 five-point proposal, I believe the world needs 
to see action in five specific areas to achieve sustainable security through 
the progressive demilitarization of international affairs. The goal is an 
international system that truly ensures the peaceful resolution of disputes—as 
called for in the UN Charter—rather than the use of force.

First, let me say, the priority must remain the elimination of nuclear 
weapons, which continues to pose an existential threat to humanity. States 
must find a clearly defined and time-bound framework to achieve this, either 
through a nuclear weapons convention or a set of mutually reinforcing 
instruments. 

Fundamental questions have been raised. 
How will a prohibition treaty help induce nuclear possessors to move 

toward elimination?
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Why is it so difficult to delegitimize nuclear weapons in the same 
manner as other weapons of mass destruction such as chemical and biological 
weapons? 

Humanity deserves satisfactory answers to these questions.
Both nuclear and non-nuclear States must work to narrow differences 

and to find common ground. Ultimately, reaching this universal objective will 
require comprehensive, inclusive, interactive and constructive approaches. 

In this regard, the Russian Federation and the United States—who 
together hold the largest nuclear arsenals, I think 95 per cent of declared 
nuclear weapons are in the hands of these two countries—they must resume 
a real dialogue on reducing all types of nuclear weapons. In the meantime, all 
States should pursue policies that are fully compatible with the objective of 
achieving a world without nuclear weapons.

Second, beyond the challenge of nuclear disarmament, we must strive 
for the universality of instruments aimed at stemming the growing risk of 
terrorism using chemical, biological, radiological or nuclear materials. It is 
time for a new push for universal membership in the Chemical and Biological 
Weapons Conventions. 

It is an affront to the conscience of humankind that chemical weapons 
continue to exist, let alone are actually being used, as we have so tragically 
witnessed in Syria. Still, we have all this allegations that chemical weapons 
are still being used. And I am very happy to see that the Security Council has 
extended the mandate of the Joint Investigative Mechanism by another one 
year.

Third, the Security Council must fulfil its responsibility for the 
maintenance of international peace and security by addressing the real 
and present challenges posed by weapons of mass destruction. We need 
unity in confronting this menace. Those who violate the non-proliferation 
commitments set by the Council or use chemical or other inhumane weapons 
must be held accountable. There must be no impunity. The Council must also 
fulfil its broader mandate in relation to disarmament and arms regulation.

Number four, the international community must embrace the 
humanitarian, human rights, social and economic imperatives for disarmament 
and arms regulation, building on our progress in outlawing inhumane weapons 
and adopting the Arms Trade Treaty.

This includes enhancing protection of civilians by ending the use of 
explosive weapons in populated areas, facilitating sustainable development 
and peace by eradicating the illicit arms trade. As I have often said, the world 
is over-armed and peace is underfunded. You must have heard my repetition 
of this catchphrase. I am going to repeat again: The world is over-armed and 
peace is underfunded. 
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The objective of security should be reoriented toward purely defensive 
capabilities and the fulfillment of peacekeeping responsibilities.

Number five, we must widen the scope to include other emerging 
technologies with potentially destabilizing military applications. These 
include armed drones, cyber weapons, space weapons, new types of biological 
weapons made through genetic engineering, strategic missile defense 
capabilities, and other technologies such as autonomous weapons. The best 
time to achieve our goals is before an arms race begins, rather than after it is 
too late.

The approach that I have outlined today, these five approaches, can help 
move us closer to our shared dream of achieving all the solemn goals of the 
UN Charter with respect to international peace and security, and not just in the 
field of disarmament. 

For 10 years, I have strived to advance such goals as Secretary-General. 
Soon, I will turn over these responsibilities to my very able successor, António 
Guterres. 

I urge you to give him full support and cooperation and also to the 
United Nations, toward this great cause of disarmament. 

Ladies and gentlemen, distinguished professors, 
Together, let us continue until we reach our destination: a world free of 

nuclear weapons, a world free of all weapons of mass destruction or massive 
disruption, and a world that is safer, more secure and better for all the people.

I thank you for your attention. Thank you. 
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A p p e n d i x  I I I

Disarmament resolutions and decisions listed 
by chapter

At its seventy-first session, the General Assembly adopted 64 resolutions and 
five decisions related to disarmament. This appendix includes highlights of each 
resolution and decision, followed by any general statements and explanations of 
vote of Member States delivered during the First Committee session.a Additional 
voting information is found in the boxes,b including cross-references to Part I of the 
Yearbook. The resolutions and decisions are grouped by the Yearbook’s chapter topics.

Chapter I. Nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation

71/30.	 Conclusion of effective international arrangements 
 to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat 
of use of nuclear weapons  

The General Assembly recommended that 
further intensive efforts be devoted to the search 
for a common approach or common formula and 
that the various alternative approaches, particularly 
those considered in the Conference on Disarmament, 
be further explored. It also recommended that the 
Conference actively continue intensive negotiations 
to reach agreement and conclude effective international agreements on security 
assurances, taking into account the widespread support for the conclusion of an 
international convention and giving consideration to any other proposals designed to 
secure the same objective.

First Committee. After voting in favour, Japan said that the draft resolution 
should not prejudge the negotiations in the Conference on Disarmament and that 
Japan’s priority on a fissile material cut-off treaty in the Conference remained 
unchanged.

	 a	 See A/C.1/71/PV.22-26 for the full text of the statements. 
	 b	 Abbreviations used in the boxes: o.p. = operative paragraph; p.p. = preambular paragraph. 

The order of the numbers for the voting statistics indicates the votes in favour, the votes 
against and the abstentions, respectively.

Introduced by: Pakistan (14 Oct.)

GA vote: 128-0-57 (5 Dec.)

1st Cttee vote: 129-0-58 (27 Oct.)

For text, sponsors and voting pattern, 
see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 16-20.

http://undocs.org/A/C.1/71/PV.22
http://undocs.org/A/C.1/71/PV.26
https://s3.amazonaws.com/unoda-web/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/en-yb-vol-41-2016-part1.pdf
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71/33.	 The Hague Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile 
Proliferation  

The General Assembly underscored the 
importance of further advancing, at both the regional 
and the international levels, the universalization of 
the Code of Conduct and invited all States that had 
not yet subscribed to the Code, in particular those 
possessing space-launch-vehicle and ballistic-missile 
capabilities and those developing corresponding 
national programmes, bearing in mind the right to use space for peaceful purposes. 
It also encouraged the exploration of further ways and means to deal effectively with 
the problem of the proliferation of ballistic missiles capable of delivering weapons of 
mass destruction, to take the measures necessary to avoid contributing to such delivery 
systems and to continue to deepen the relationship between the Code and the United 
Nations.

First Committee. Before abstaining, Cuba and Egypt made the following 
statements:

•	 Cuba stated that the Code was negotiated outside of the United Nations with 
little transparency and without the participation of all interested States. It 
maintained that the Code had significant shortcomings and limitations and did 
not adequately reflect the primary interests of many States. 

•	 Egypt expressed its belief that the Code was negotiated in a discriminatory 
manner outside the United Nations and was neither balanced in its approach 
nor comprehensive in its scope, ignoring more advanced means of delivering 
weapons of mass destruction, such as cruise missiles. 

After voting in favour of the draft resolution, Brazil acknowledged the 
significance of regional and international efforts to curb the proliferation of ballistic-
missile systems capable of delivering weapons of mass destruction as a contribution 
to international peace and security. It welcomed the reference to the right to use outer 
space for peaceful purposes. Nonetheless, Brazil reiterated that the construction of an 
effective and equitable international order depended essentially on a solid international 
law based on legally binding commitments. 

After voting against the draft resolution, the Islamic Republic of Iran explained 
that it considered the Code discriminatory, having been negotiated outside of the 
United Nations in a selective, non-transparent and unbalanced manner. It asserted that 
the Code sent a message that certain States had the right to develop, possess and use 
ballistic missiles of any type, and other States did not. It added that the Code ignored 
the right of all States to the peaceful use of outer space.

After abstaining, the following States explained their positions:

•	 The Syrian Arab Republic pointed out that legal instruments negotiated 
outside of the United Nations undermined the disarmament machinery and 
could have an adverse effect on disarmament and non-proliferation objectives. 
It said that the Code was selective, discriminatory and unbalanced.

•	 Pakistan reiterated that the issue of missiles was complex and needed to be 
addressed in a duly constituted multilateral forum. It believed that the lack 

Submitted by: Kazakhstan (27 Oct.)

GA vote: 166-1-16 (5 Dec.)

1st Cttee vote: 166-1-19 (27 Oct.)

For text, sponsors and voting pattern, 
see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 29-32.

https://s3.amazonaws.com/unoda-web/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/en-yb-vol-41-2016-part1.pdf
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of proper deliberations during the discussions that led to the development of 
the Code prevented the views of several missile-possessing States from being 
appropriately taken into account.

71/37.	 Reducing nuclear danger  
The General Assembly called for a review of 

nuclear doctrines and for immediate and urgent steps 
to reduce the risks of unintentional and accidental 
use of nuclear weapons. The Assembly requested the 
Secretary-General to intensify efforts and support 
initiatives that would contribute towards the full 
implementation of the recommendations of the 
Secretary-General’s Advisory Board on Disarmament Matters that would significantly 
reduce the risk of nuclear war, and to continue encouraging Member States to consider 
the convening of an international conference to identify ways of eliminating nuclear 
dangers.

71/46.	 Humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons  
The General Assembly stressed that it was in 

the interest of the very survival of humanity that 
nuclear weapons never be used again under any 
circumstances and, to that end, emphasized the 
need for the total elimination of such weapons. The 
Assembly also stressed that the catastrophic effects 
of a nuclear-weapon detonation, whether by accident, 
miscalculation or design, could not be adequately addressed and expressed its firm 
belief that awareness of the catastrophic consequences of nuclear weapons must 
underpin all approaches and efforts towards nuclear disarmament. It called upon all 
States to prevent the use of nuclear weapons, to prevent their vertical and horizontal 
proliferation and to achieve nuclear disarmament and urged States to exert all efforts 
to totally eliminate the threat of those weapons of mass destruction.

First Committee. Before voting against the draft resolution, France,c speaking 
also on behalf of the United States and the United Kingdom, said that the underlying 
idea behind the three draft resolutions was to call for a legal instrument to ban nuclear 
weapons, which they believed could weaken the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons (NPT) by making consensus impossible. In their view, the proposed 
treaty did not take into account the necessary security conditions and would not 
eliminate nuclear weapons. It would run counter to a consensus-based approach 
and widen the gap between parties to the NPT. They stressed their support for a 
step-by-step approach. 

After voting in favour, Japan and India took the floor:

•	 Japand stressed that it recognized the humanitarian consequences of nuclear 
weapons based on first-hand experience. It acknowledged that cooperation 
and mutual trust among the nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon States 

	 c	 This statement was delivered also with respect to resolutions 71/47 and 71/55.
	 d	 Ibid.

Introduced by: India (14 Oct.)

GA vote: 126-49-10 (5 Dec.)

1st Cttee vote: 127-49-10 (27 Oct.)

For text, sponsors and voting pattern, 
see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 45-48.

Introduced  by: Austria (14 Oct.) 

GA vote: 144-16-24 (5 Dec.)

1st Cttee vote: 143-16-24 (27 Oct.)

For text, sponsors and voting pattern, 
see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 86-89.

https://s3.amazonaws.com/unoda-web/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/en-yb-vol-41-2016-part1.pdf
https://s3.amazonaws.com/unoda-web/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/en-yb-vol-41-2016-part1.pdf
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was indispensable in order to advance nuclear disarmament. It believed that 
a recognition of the humanitarian consequences of nuclear weapons should 
serve as a bridge-builder for unifying the international community.

•	 India highlighted that some of the same States that were in the forefront of 
the humanitarian discussion and that were lead sponsors of the present draft 
resolution had voted last year against the resolution on the Convention on 
the Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear Weapons. It appealed to those States to 
reconsider their position and narrow the credibility gap between precept and 
practice.

After abstaining, the following States spoke:

•	 The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea referenced the unique 
security environment of the Korean Peninsula and said it was compelled to 
maintain a nuclear deterrent to safeguard its sovereignty and security and for 
self-defence. It said that the nuclear program did not constitute any threat to 
non-nuclear-weapon States or any nuclear-weapon-free zones.

•	 Pakistane pointed out that the subject of nuclear weapons could not be 
reduced solely to humanitarian dimensions, as that approach effectively 
ignored the security aspects. It referred to the principle of equal and 
undiminished security for all, which it considered to be a prerequisite for 
efforts aimed at attaining nuclear disarmament.

71/47.	 Humanitarian pledge for the prohibition and elimination 
of nuclear weapons  

The General Assembly called upon all States to 
pursue an additional legal instrument or instruments 
with urgency and to support international efforts 
to prohibit and eliminate nuclear weapons. The 
Assembly also recalled that all such efforts were 
aimed at contributing to the full implementation of 
article VI of the Treaty and the achievement and 
maintenance of a world without nuclear weapons.

First Committee. In a general statement, the United Statesf said that it did 
not accept the premise underlying the call to negotiate a legally binding instrument 
to prohibit nuclear weapons. It expressed disagreement with the practicality of such 
an approach, as well as concern about the negative effects of seeking to ban nuclear 
weapons without consideration of the overarching international security environment. 

After voting in favour, the following States explained their votes: 

•	 Switzerland explained that its concerns regarding the draft resolution were 
related to its explanation of vote for draft resolution A/C.1/71/L.41 (resolution 
71/258). See the statement of Switzerland on page 287.

•	 The Islamic Republic of Iran drew attention to the phrase “the lowering of 
the technical threshold for nuclear weapon capability” in the fifth preambular 

	 e	 Ibid.
	 f	 This statement was delivered also with respect to resolution 71/258.

Introduced by: Austria (14 Oct.)

GA vote: 137-34-12 (5 Dec.)

1st Cttee vote: 135-33-14 (27 Oct.)

For text, sponsors and voting pattern, 
see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 90-93.

https://s3.amazonaws.com/unoda-web/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/en-yb-vol-41-2016-part1.pdf
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paragraph as vague and irrelevant to the context and purpose of the paragraph 
and the draft resolution. It expressed its belief that such ambiguous phrases 
had been used to justify constraining the inalienable right to develop and use 
nuclear energy and technology, including a full national nuclear fuel cycle, 
for peaceful purposes.

After voting against the draft resolution, the Republic of Koreag said that 
the international community must start by fully implementng the obligations under 
existing international law before beginning any discussions on a new treaty. For this 
reason, it could not support the commencement of negotiations on a prohibition treaty 
in 2017.

After abstaining, India considered it dangerous to have proposals that further 
fragmented the disarmament agenda or that divided the disarmament machinery. It 
believed that the pledge fell short of the requirements of a comprehensive convention, 
which should include verification. 

See also the statements of France, Japan and Pakistan with respect to 
resolution 71/46 on pages 271-272.

71/49.	 United action with renewed determination towards the 
total elimination of nuclear weapons  

The General Assembly called upon all nuclear-
weapon States to undertake further efforts to reduce 
and ultimately eliminate all types of nuclear weapons 
and also called upon States concerned to review 
their military and security concepts, doctrines and 
policies, with a view to reducing further the role 
and significance of nuclear weapons therein. The 
Assembly recognized the legitimate interest of 
non-nuclear-weapon States in receiving unequivocal 
and legally binding security assurances from nuclear-
weapon States and called upon all nuclear-weapon 
States to fully respect their existing commitments with regard to security assurances. 
It encouraged further efforts towards the establishment of a Middle East zone free 
of nuclear weapons and all other weapons of mass destruction and their delivery 
systems, on the basis of arrangements freely arrived at by the States of the region 
and in accordance with the 1995 resolution on the Middle East, and the resumption 
of dialogue towards that end involving the States concerned. The General Assembly 
called upon the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea to fully comply with all 
relevant Security Council resolutions and to return at an early date to full compliance 
with the NPT, including that of the International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards.

First Committee. In a general statement, the United States said that it was 
pleased to sponsor the draft resolution, which it believed to be balanced. It asserted 
that a ban treaty will do nothing to address challenges as a result of the present 
political, technical and security realities. It stressed that nuclear arsenals would not be 
reduced overnight and called for creating the conditions to make nuclear disarmament 
possible.

	 g	 This statement was delivered also with respect to resolution 71/63.

Introduced by: Japan (17 Oct.)

GA vote: 167-4-16; 173-3-5, o.p. 5; 
167-4-8, o.p. 20; 170-0-10, o.p. 27 
(5 Dec.)

1st Cttee vote: 167-4-17; 176-3-4, 
o.p. 5; 169-4-7, o.p. 20; 173-0-9, 
o.p. 27 (27 Oct.)

For text, sponsors and voting pattern, 
see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 100-110.

https://s3.amazonaws.com/unoda-web/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/en-yb-vol-41-2016-part1.pdf
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Before voting in favour, Indonesia expressed concern with the lack of balance 
in the text between nuclear non-proliferation and nuclear disarmament. It added that 
paragraph 14 could have been formulated more clearly to indicate that the security 
arrangement referred to was negative security assurances. Regarding the Korean 
Peninsula, Indonesia preferred inclusion of language calling for parties involved to 
refrain from any activities exacerbating the already tense security situation, as well as 
calling for a lasting solution to the region through dialogue and diplomacy.

After voting in favour, Argentina and Brazil spoke: 

•	 Argentinah affirmed its support for achieving the broadest possible consensus 
to reach the goal of a world free of nuclear weapons and believed that the 
international community should make an effort to bring about dialogue 
and fruitful negotiations between the five nuclear-weapon States and the 
non-nuclear-weapon States. It welcomed the adoption of initiatives such as 
nuclear-disarmament verification and a fissile material cut-off treaty.

•	 Brazil expressed its view that the text could have been more ambitious and 
should have included, inter alia, an explicit mention that the nuclear-weapon 
States had not yet fully implemented their obligations under article VI of the 
NPT and the need for a treaty on fissile material to serve both disarmament 
and non-proliferation objectives by also dealing with existing stocks.

Having voted against the draft resolution, the following took the floor:

•	 China regarded the moratorium mentioned in paragraph  20 as lacking an 
explicit definition and, therefore, could not be effectively verified and was 
not relevant or practical. In its view, singling out the nuclear explosions in 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki in the draft resolution was inappropriate and should 
not be used to distort history.

•	 The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea expressed strong reservations 
about the draft resolution, asserting that its nuclear and ballistic-rocket 
development was an exercise of self-defence using a nuclear deterrent in the 
face of threats and provocations. It added that its nuclear programme was 
aimed at developing its economy. 

The following speakers abstained:

•	 Israel expressed regret over the calls in the draft resolution for the 
universalization of the NPT, as well as references to decisions undertaken 
in those forums and to the establishment of a zone free of weapons of mass 
destruction in the Middle East in the context of the 1995 NPT Review and 
Extension Conference. It emphasized that the establishment of such a zone 
in the Middle East must emanate from the States of the region based on 
arrangements freely arrived at by all regional States, not on decisions taken in 
multilateral forums.

•	 France noted with concern the development of the text in recent years using 
an approach that it viewed to be emotional and divisive. It maintained that 
splitting the international community would not help create the conditions 

	 h	 This statement was delivered also with respect to resolutions 71/54, 71/55, 71/63, 71/71 
and 71/258.
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required for nuclear disarmament and that an approach disconnected from 
strategic development and discrediting the nuclear deterrent could only 
weaken support for the NPT.

•	 Egypt highlighted that paragraph 19 did not affirm the belief that nuclear-
weapon States that had not done so should accede to the Comprehensive 
Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) before urging other States listed in annex 2 
to join it. It added that, with regard to paragraph 17, the international 
community should not lend any legitimacy to States possessing nuclear 
weapons if they were not signatories of the NPT. Lastly, referring to 
paragraph 27, it reiterated that the additional protocol was non-universal and 
voluntary in nature. 

•	 India explained that the draft resolution fell short of the goal of global, 
verifiable, non-discriminatory nuclear disarmament in a time-bound 
framework using a step-by-step process. It voted against paragraph 5 as it 
could not accept the call to accede to the NPT as a non-nuclear-weapon State. 
It abstained on paragraph 20, owing to the importance of nuclear weapons to 
its national security, and on paragraph 27, as the concept of a comprehensive 
safeguards agreement was applicable only to non-nuclear-weapon States 
parties to the NPT. 

•	 Ecuador expressed deep regret that neither the Open-ended Working Group 
taking forward multilateral disarmament negotiations nor its recommendations 
were mentioned in the draft resolution, while mentioning exclusive processes 
such as the International Partnership for Nuclear Disarmament Verification or 
the nuclear safety summits. 

•	 Pakistan clarified that it could not be bound by decisions issuing from 
forums, such as the NPT Review Conference, where it was not represented. 
It expressed concern that the draft resolution called for addressing only the 
non-proliferation aspect of fissile materials. It stressed that the comprehensive 
safeguards agreement applied only to NPT States parties.

71/53.	 Decreasing the operational readiness of nuclear 
weapons systems  

The General Assembly called for further 
practical steps to be taken to decrease the operational 
readiness of nuclear weapons systems, with a view to 
ensuring that all nuclear weapons are removed from 
high-alert status, and looked forward to the issue of 
the lowering of the operational readiness of nuclear 
weapons systems being addressed further at the next 
review cycle.

First Committee. After voting in favour, India said that it attached importance to 
de-alerting as a practical step in the process of reducing nuclear dangers, but abstained 
in the voting on the eighth preambular paragraph because, as a non-State party to the 
NPT, it was not bound by the Treaty’s outcome documents. 

After voting against the draft resolution, France, also speaking on behalf of the 
United States and the United Kingdom, expressed disagreement with the premise that 

Introduced by: Sweden (13 Oct.)

GA vote: 175-4-5; 168-0-11, p.p. 8 
(5 Dec.)

1st Cttee vote: 174-4-4; 168-0-10, 
p.p. 8 (27 Oct.)

For text, sponsors and voting pattern, 
see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 123-126.

https://s3.amazonaws.com/unoda-web/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/en-yb-vol-41-2016-part1.pdf
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the current level of operational readiness of nuclear-weapon systems increased the 
risk of unintentional or accidental use of such weapons and that lowering the level of 
alert would always lead automatically to an increase in international security. They 
reiterated that they had reduced the operational readiness alert level of their respective 
forces. They also said that their nuclear-weapon systems underwent the most 
demanding monitoring system in both communications and quality control to prevent 
their accidental or unintentional use.

71/54.	 Towards a nuclear-weapon-free world: accelerating the 
implementation of nuclear disarmament commitments  

The General Assembly stressed the 
fundamental role of the NPT in achieving nuclear 
disarmament and nuclear non-proliferation and 
looked forward to the first session of the Preparatory 
Committee for the 2020 NPT Review Conference. 
It urged all NPT States parties to fully implement 
without delay their obligations and commitments 
under the Treaty as agreed to at the 1995, 2000 and 
2010 Review Conferences. It also urged the nuclear-
weapon States to include in their reports to be submitted throughout the 2020 review 
cycle of the NPT concrete and detailed information concerning the implementation of 
their obligations and commitments on nuclear disarmament. It called upon Member 
States to continue to support efforts to identify, elaborate and negotiate effective 
legally binding measures for nuclear disarmament, and welcomed in this regard the 
recent endeavours towards the achievement and maintenance of a nuclear-weapon-free 
world.

First Committee. After voting in favour, Switzerland explained that its concerns 
regarding the tenth preambular paragraph were related to its explanation of vote for 
draft resolution A/C.1/71/L.41 (resolution 71/258). See the statement of Switzerland 
on page 287.

After voting against the draft resolution, these States made statements:

•	 France, also speaking on behalf of the United States and the United 
Kingdom, expressed concern that the most recent components and language 
in the current text deviated from the joint understanding to have a balanced 
and progressive approach. They had reservations about the emphasis placed 
on parallel processes. Regarding the Open-ended Working Group on nuclear 
disarmament, their Governments did not participate and considered the 
Group’s recommendations on a prohibition treaty not to be an acceptable 
basis for negotiations. They believed that a step-by-step pragmatic approach 
to nuclear disarmament, including a fissile material cut-off treaty, would be 
more constructive. They advocated inclusiveness, dialogue and consensus.

•	 India maintained that it could not accept the call to accede to the NPT as 
a non-nuclear-weapon State and believed that such a call was contrary to 
the principle of free consent in acceding to a treaty. It reiterated that nuclear 
weapons were an integral part of its national security.

Introduced  by: Egypt (13 Oct.) 

GA vote: 137-25-19; 168-6-3, o.p. 14 
(5 Dec.)

1st Cttee vote: 141-24-20; 167-5-5, 
o.p. 14 (27 Oct.)

For text, sponsors and voting pattern, 
see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 127-135.

https://s3.amazonaws.com/unoda-web/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/en-yb-vol-41-2016-part1.pdf
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•	 The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea explained that in its view the 
draft resolution did not reflect the nuclear issue on the Korean Peninsula in 
a fair manner. It reiterated that its nuclear weapons were a war deterrent that 
reliably safeguarded its sovereignty and security. 

After abstaining, Australia and Pakistan took the floor:

•	 Australia stated that it was not supportive of all the outcomes of the 
Open-ended Working Group, in particular the reference in the agreed 
recommendation section of the report of the commencement of negotiations 
of a prohibition treaty in 2017.

•	 Pakistan conveyed its dismay over the calls upon Pakistan to accede to the 
NPT as a non-nuclear-weapon State, adding that as a non-party to the NPT, 
it could not be expected to subscribe to the conclusions and decisions of the 
Treaty. 

See also the statement of Argentina with respect to resolution 71/49 on page 274.

71/55.	 Ethical imperatives for a nuclear-weapon-free world  
The General Assembly called upon all States 

to acknowledge the catastrophic humanitarian 
consequences and risks posed by a nuclear-weapon 
detonation, whether by accident, miscalculation or 
design, and acknowledged the ethical imperatives for 
nuclear disarmament and the urgency of achieving 
and maintaining a nuclear-weapon-free world, which 
was a “global public good of the highest order”, serving both national and collective 
security interests. The Assembly stressed that all States shared an ethical responsibility 
to act with urgency and determination, with the support of all relevant stakeholders, to 
take the effective measures, including legally binding measures, necessary to eliminate 
and prohibit all nuclear weapons, given their catastrophic humanitarian consequences 
and associated risks.

First Committee. After abstaining, Sweden and India took the floor:

•	 Sweden, speaking also on behalf of Switzerland, stated that it was 
unfortunate how international law and ethical principles were mixed in the 
draft resolution. They believed that it was important to protect international 
law as a system of legally binding rules and not merely as imperatives of 
morality, otherwise the system risked being undermined. In their view, 
while ethical and moral obligations played an important role, the strength of 
international law was that it was a rules-based system that obliged States to 
act in accordance with its rules and ensured that States were responsible for 
violations.

•	 India said that it attached importance to the draft resolution and agreed with 
several provisions of the draft resolution, in particular the acknowledgement 
that nuclear disarmament was a global public good of the highest order.

See also the statements of France, Japan and Pakistan with respect to 
resolution 71/46 on pages 271-272 and of Argentina with respect to resolution 
71/49 on page 274.

Introduced by: South Africa (17 Oct.)

GA vote: 130-37-15 (5 Dec.)

1st Cttee vote: 131-36-17 (27 Oct.)

For text, sponsors and voting pattern, 
see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 136-140.
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71/58.	 Follow-up to the advisory opinion of the International 
Court of Justice on the legality of the threat or use of nuclear 
weapons  

The General Assembly underlined the 
unanimous conclusion of the International Court of 
Justice that there existed an obligation to pursue in 
good faith and bring to a conclusion negotiations 
leading to nuclear disarmament in all its aspects 
under strict and effective international control. The 
Assembly called upon all States to immediately fulfil 
that obligation by commencing multilateral negotiations leading to an early conclusion 
of a nuclear weapons convention prohibiting the development, production, testing, 
deployment, stockpiling, transfer, threat or use of nuclear weapons and providing for 
their elimination.

First Committee. After voting in favour, India expressed support for the 
International Court of Justice advisory opinion but argued that the illegality of nuclear 
weapons must go beyond opinio juris and be established in legal instruments, such 
as a comprehensive nuclear weapons convention. It added that the global elimination 
of nuclear weapons would first require the accomplishment of progressive steps, 
including reducing the role and utility of such weapons in national security policies. 

After abstaining, Japan explained that it did not yet consider conditions ripe 
enough to call on all States to immediately fulfil the obligation to pursue in good 
faith and to conclude negotiations leading to nuclear disarmament by commencing 
multilateral negotiations towards the early conclusion of a nuclear-weapon convention.

71/63.	 Nuclear disarmament  
The General Assembly urged the Conference 

on Disarmament to commence as early as possible its 
substantive work during its 2017 session, on the basis 
of a comprehensive and balanced programme of work 
that took into consideration all the real and existing 
priorities in the field of disarmament and arms 
control, including the immediate commencement 
of negotiations on such a comprehensive nuclear 
weapons convention. It also called for the early 
entry into force, universalization and strict observance of the CTBT as a contribution 
to nuclear disarmament, while welcoming the latest ratifications of the Treaty, by 
Myanmar and Swaziland, on 21 September 2016.

First Committee. After voting in favour, the Democratic People’s Republic of 
Korea expressed support for nuclear disarmament but said it had reservations about 
the requests that it join the NPT and the CTBT. It explained that, as a non-party to 
the Treaty, it did not subscribe to the decisions emanating from the NPT Review 
Conferences. 

After abstaining, the following explained their positions:

Introduced by: Malaysia (27 Oct.)
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•	 Japan stated that it attached great importance to united action by the 
international community, including the nuclear-weapon States, which was an 
approach not supported by the draft resolution.

•	 Pakistan stressed that it could not agree to the calls for the full 
implementation of the action plans of NPT Review Conferences, in line 
with its well-known position on the Treaty. It expressed regret that a draft 
resolution on nuclear disarmament referred only to non-proliferation-focused 
negotiations for a treaty dealing with the production of fissile material. 

•	 India reiterated its reservations about references to the NPT, on which 
India’s position was well known. However, it supported other provisions of 
the draft resolution that it believed were consistent with the position of the 
Movement of Non-Aligned Countries and its own national position on nuclear 
disarmament and non-proliferation. 

See also the statements of the Republic of Korea with respect to resolution 
71/47 on page 273 and of Argentina with respect to resolution 71/49 on page 274.

71/67.	 Nuclear disarmament verification  i

The General Assembly called upon all 
States to work together to identify and develop 
practical and effective disarmament verification 
measures facilitating the objective of achieving and 
maintaining a world without nuclear weapons. It 
requested the Secretary-General to establish a group 
of governmental experts of up to 25 participants on 
the basis of equitable geographical distribution to 
consider the role of verification in advancing nuclear disarmament, taking into account 
the views of Member States on the subject, which will meet in Geneva in 2018 and 
2019 for a total of three sessions of five days each.

First Committee. In a general statement, the United States said that, as a 
sponsor of the draft resolution, it fully supported the principles underlying the text 
and looked forward to active participation in the group of government experts it would 
establish.

After voting in favour, the following spoke:

•	 Cuba believed that the text contained shortcomings and ambiguities, citing 
that the fifth preambular paragraph provided an unacceptable pretext to 
legitimize the existence of nuclear weapons and to indefinitely postpone 
the ban of nuclear weapons. Furthermore, it regarded establishing a group 
of experts to consider the role of verification in the promotion of nuclear 
disarmament premature. 

•	 India stressed the importance of increasing common understanding of 
international and effective verification that would be an essential element of 
a comprehensive nuclear weapons convention. It believed that the proposed 
Group of Governmental Experts could not be a substitute for the Conference 

	 i	 The initial draft resolution was introduced by Norway. The revised draft resolution was 
submitted by the sponsors.
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on Disarmament and the Disarmament Commission in addressing the issue of 
nuclear-disarmament verification. 

The following speakers abstained:

•	 The Russian Federation argued that discussions on verification did not make 
sense without precise understanding of the scope, aim and other fundamental 
parameters of a specific treaty. It also believed that 15 days of work by a 
group of governmental experts could not achieve real results. It believed that 
operative paragraph 1 did not clearly take into account the military nuclear 
potential of States that were not parties to the NPT and it could not accept an 
approach that undermined the NPT.

•	 Pakistan was of the view that the Conference on Disarmament was a more 
suitable forum for expert work on verification than a 25-member group of 
governmental experts.

71/71.	 Follow-up to the 2013 high-level meeting of the  
General Assembly on nuclear disarmament 

The General Assembly stressed the need to 
establish a preparatory committee for the United 
Nations high-level international conference on 
nuclear disarmament to review the progress 
made in that regard, to be convened no later than 
2018, and requested the President of the General 
Assembly to organize, on 26 September every year, 
a one-day high-level plenary meeting of the Assembly to commemorate and promote 
the International Day for the Total Elimination of Nuclear Weapons. The Assembly 
decided that the high-level plenary meeting should be held with the participation of 
Member and observer States, represented at the highest possible level, as well as with 
the participation of the President of the General Assembly and the Secretary-General.

First Committee. In a general statement, Cuba expressed its support for the 
urgent start of negotiations on a comprehensive convention on the prohibition of 
nuclear weapons. It said that the draft resolution’s approach and the practical actions 
resulting therefrom constituted an important and effective contribution to efforts to 
achieve nuclear disarmament.

Before abstaining, Bulgaria, speaking also on behalf of Finland, Greece and 
Portugal, maintained that convening another high-level international conference on 
nuclear disarmament by 2018 was parallel and possibly distracting focus from the 
NPT review cycle commencing in 2017. They were of the view that banning nuclear 
weapons would not guarantee their elimination. 

After voting in favour, Switzerland emphasized the need to take urgent and 
effective measures to achieve the total elimination of nuclear weapons, which it 
considered fully consistent with the NPT. In its view, the Conference on Disarmament 
was the appropriate forum to negotiate a comprehensive convention on nuclear 
weapons. 

The following speakers voted against the draft resolution:

Introduced by: Indonesia (13 Oct.)
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•	 France, also speaking on behalf of the United Kingdom and the United States, 
said that the draft resolution did not reflect the views that they expressed at 
the 2013 high-level meeting. They believed that nuclear terrorism, nuclear 
proliferation and the failure of certain States to honour their obligations in that 
regard represented serious threats to international peace and security. They 
viewed the only reference to the NPT in the draft resolution as insufficient, 
incidental and unbalanced. They were puzzled that there was no reference to 
the 2010 NPT Action Plan, reiterating that the Treaty was the cornerstone of 
the non-proliferation regime and the basis for nuclear disarmament efforts. 
They believed that planning the 2018 conference was not consistent with the 
NPT. They expressed concern that some States appeared to be moving away 
from the consensus reached in 2010, and they were convinced that a practical 
step-by-step process was the only way to make real progress in disarmament 
efforts while upholding global security and stability. In line with such a 
process, they favoured a fissile material cut-off treaty and the prompt entry 
into force of the CTBT. 

•	 The Netherlands, speaking also on behalf of Australia, Belgium, Canada, 
the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Latvia, 
Luxembourg, Montenegro, Poland, the Republic of Korea, Slovakia, 
Slovenia, Spain and Turkey, expressed their continuing concern that the 
draft resolution highlighted a single point of view aired at the high-level 
meeting and that it did not incorporate any clear references to the NPT, 
thereby failing to acknowledge the Treaty’s central role in the disarmament 
and non-proliferation regime. Furthermore, they did not see the need for 
establishing a preparatory committee to prepare for the 2018 meeting.

See also the statement of Argentina with respect to resolution 71/49 on 
page 274.

71/75.	 Convention on the Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear 
Weapons 

The General Assembly reiterated its request 
to the Conference on Disarmament to commence 
negotiations in order to reach agreement on an 
international convention prohibiting the use or threat 
of use of nuclear weapons under any circumstances, 
and requested the Conference to report to the General 
Assembly on the results of those negotiations.

First Committee. After voting in favour, Pakistan noted the need for the urgent 
commencement of negotiations on a comprehensive convention on nuclear weapons. 
It also believed in the right of every State to equal and undiminished security, which it 
considered fundamental to any comprehensive approach towards nuclear disarmament.

Introduced by: India (14 Oct.)

GA vote: 128-50-9 (5 Dec.)

1st Cttee vote: 128-50-8 (27 Oct.)

For text, sponsors and voting pattern, 
see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 229-231.

https://s3.amazonaws.com/unoda-web/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/en-yb-vol-41-2016-part1.pdf


United Nations Disarmament Yearbook 2016: Part II

282

71/83.	 The risk of nuclear proliferation in the Middle East 
The General Assembly stressed that the 

resolution on the Middle East adopted by the 
1995 NPT Review and Extension Conference was 
an essential element of the outcome of the 1995 
Conference and of the basis on which the Treaty had 
been indefinitely extended without a vote in 1995. 
It reiterated that the resolution would remain valid 
until its goals and objectives had been achieved. The 
Assembly called for immediate steps towards the full 
implementation of the 1995 resolution on the Middle East.

First Committee. The following general statements were made on this draft 
resolution:

•	 The Russian Federation, speaking also on behalf of the United Kingdom 
and the United States, said that it remained convinced that the convening 
of an initial conference of the regional States, as called for in the 2010 
NPT Review Conference final document, was a worthwhile, valid and 
achievable goal. It encouraged regional States to study the progress made 
and the issues preventing the conference from going forward. It welcomed 
the announcement by the League of Arab States to establish a specialized 
committee of high-level experts to consider the issue.

•	 The European Union, speaking also on behalf of Turkey, the former 
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia, Albania, Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, Iceland, Norway, Ukraine, the Republic of Moldova and 
Georgia, expressed regret that the Conference on the establishment of a 
Middle East zone free of weapons of mass destruction and their delivery 
systems had not been convened. It condemned the confirmed use of chemical 
weapons by the Syrian Arab Armed Forces and Da’esh. It believed that the 
findings reflected in the reports of the Joint Implementation Mechanism 
required strong action by the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical 
Weapons and the Security Council and that all those responsible must be held 
accountable.

Before voting in favour, the Islamic Republic of Iranj reaffirmed its 
commitment to the establishment of a zone free of weapons of mass destruction in the 
Middle East. It believed that the draft resolution once again demonstrated the strong 
international support for the establishment of such a zone. 

Before voting against the draft resolution, the following States took the floor: 

•	 Israel said that the text neglected to mention that the Islamic Republic of 
Iran, Iraq, the Syrian Arab Republic and Libya had violated their obligations 
under the NPT and promoted a clandestine military nuclear programme 
in contravention of their international obligations. It believed that it was 
unfortunate that the authors had not deemed worthy of mention the five 
rounds of direct regional consultations in 2013 and 2014. 

	 j	 This statement was delivered also with respect to resolution 71/29.

Introduced by: Egypt (1 Nov.)

GA vote: 157-5-22; 170-3-4, p.p. 5; 
171-3-3, p.p. 6 (5 Dec.)

1st Cttee vote: 147-6-21; 165-2-2, 
p.p. 5; 163-2-2, p.p. 6 (1 Nov.)

For text, sponsors and voting pattern, 
see Yearbook, Part I, pp. 260-266.

https://s3.amazonaws.com/unoda-web/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/en-yb-vol-41-2016-part1.pdf


















































































Acronyms

323

NSG Nuclear Suppliers Group
NSS Nuclear Security Summit
NWFZ nuclear-weapon-free zone
OEWG Open-ended Working Group
OIE World Organisation for Animal Health
OPANAL Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America and 

the Caribbean
OPCW Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons
OSCE Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe
OSI On-Site Inspection
PSSM physical security and stockpile management
RECSA Regional Centre on Small Arms in the Great Lakes Region, the Horn 

of Africa and Bordering States
SALW small arms and light weapons
SDG Sustainable Development Goal
SEESAC South Eastern and Eastern Europe Clearinghouse for the Control of 

Small Arms and Light Weapons
SLBM submarine-launched ballistic missile
SQP small quantities protocol
SSOD IV fourth special session of the General Assembly devoted to 

disarmament
UNDP United Nations Development Programme
UNIDIR United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research
UNLIREC United Nations Regional Centre for Peace, Disarmament and 

Development in Latin America and the Caribbean
UNODA United Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs
UNODC United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime
UNRCPD United Nations Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Asia 

and the Pacific
UNREC United Nations Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in 

Africa
UNROCA United Nations Register of Conventional Arms
UNSAC United Nations Standing Advisory Committee on Security Questions 

in Central Africa
UNSCAR United Nations Trust Facility Supporting Cooperation on Arms 

Regulation
WHO World Health Organization
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