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N
uclear Weapon Free Zones (NWFZ)
originate from Article VII of the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), which
recognizes the right “of any group of States
to conclude regional treaties in order to
assure the total absence of nuclear weapons
in their respective territories.” These zones
are usually seen as measures for both
non-proliferation and disarmament: “On
the one hand, NWFZs aim to prevent the
emergence of new nuclear weapon states
by addressing regional security concerns.
On the other hand, the slow expansion of
NWFZs across the globe represents a step
toward the ultimate abolition of nuclear
weapons.” 1 Today, five NWFZs have
been established in populated areas of the
world: Latin America and the Caribbean
(Treaty of Tlatelolco, 1967), South Paciﬁc
(Treaty of Rarotonga, 1985), Southeast
Asia (Treaty of Bangkok, 1995), Africa
(Treaty of Pelindaba, 1996), and in Central
Asia (Treaty of Semipalatinsk, 2006). 2 In
addition, international treaties ban nuclear
weapons from the Arctic, the seabed, and
outer space.
The Central Asian Nuclear Weapon Free
Zone (CANWFZ), which covers the
territory of Tajikistan, Turkmenistan,
the Kyrgyz Republic, Uzbekistan, and
Kazakhstan (see Box No. 2), constitutes
the most recently established zone and,
compared with the other NWFZs, contains the most comprehensive obligations. When talks on the zone began, it was
not apparent in any way that the efforts
would succeed. The nine-year negotiation
process faced many stumbling blocks and
was heavily inﬂuenced by the ﬁve nuclear
weapon states (NWS) recognized by the
NPT, which only in May 2014 signed
the Protocol to the Semipalatinsk Treaty

providing negative security assurances
(NSA) to the zonal states.3 The commitment to nuclear disarmament by the ﬁve
Central Asian states that previously stored
Soviet nuclear weapons in their territories
and continue to live in a nuclear-armed
neighborhood, serves as a powerful
example of strengthening regional and
international non-proliferation efforts.
In this respect, it is the distinct goal of this
POLICY BRIEF to analyze the proceedings,
stumbling blocks, and diplomatic solutions
that paved the way to the conclusion of
the Semipalatinsk Treaty. This analysis
will help articulate lessons learned and
provide concrete policy recommendations
for the Helsinki process of establishing a
zone free of nuclear weapons and all other
weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and
their delivery vehicles (DVs) in the Middle
East.

From Almaty to Semipalatinsk:
Origins and Development of
the Central Asian Nuclear
Weapon Free Zone
The idea of a NWFZ in Central Asia dates
back to 1992 when Mongolia declared itself
a denuclearized state and manifested its
support for other regional disarmament
measures (see Box No. 4).4 However,
the ﬁ rst formal CANWFZ proposal was
put forward the following year by Uzbek
President Islam Karimov at the UN
General Assembly. Additional proposals
by Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan followed
from 1994 to 1996. In the 1994 Budapest
Memorandum on Security Assurances,
Kazakhstan, which inherited 1,410 nuclear
warheads after the collapse of the Soviet
Union, agreed to repatriate its nuclear
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Box No. 1: Important Events Regarding the Establishment
of the Nuclear Weapon Free Zone in Central Asia
September
25, 1992
February 27,
1997

Mongolia declares itself a denuclearized state and calls for the establishment of a regional NWFZ
The Presidents of Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, the Kyrgyz Republic, Uzbekistan, and Kazakhstan issue the ‘Almaty Declaration’ calling for a NWFZ
in Central Asia
September
The international conference on “Central Asia – A Nuclear Weapon Free
14-16, 1997
Zone” is held in Tashkent, Uzbekistan, attended by experts from the four
existing NWFZs to discuss lessons learned during the creation of these
zones, which may be useful for the drafting of the CANWFZ Treaty
September
The Foreign Ministers of the ﬁve Central Asian States issue the Tashkent
15, 1997
Statement, reafﬁrming their commitment to the establishment of a NWFZ,
and request that the specialized UN agencies establish a group of experts,
with the participation of experts from the region, to elaborate the forms
and elements of preparation and implementation of an agreement on the
establishment of a NWFZ in Central Asia
December 9, The UN General Assembly Resolution endorses the idea of a NWFZ in
1997
Central Asia by consensus in Resolution 52/38 S and one year later in
Resolution 53/77 A
July 9-10,
An expert working group meeting is held in Bishkek, Kyrgyzstan, attended
1998
by representatives from the ﬁve NWS, the UN, the International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA), and the Central Asian states, which introduce
“Basic elements of the Treaty on a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in Central
Asia”
October 5-8,
The UN Regional Center for Peace and Disarmament in Asia and the
1999 and
Paciﬁc and the Japanese government-sponsored expert group meetings
April 3-6,
are held in Sapporo, Japan, to further discuss and negotiate the draft text
2000
of the CANWFZ
September 27, Diplomats from the ﬁve Central Asian states agree on the draft text of
2002
the treaty at the UN-sponsored Expert Group meeting held in Samarkand,
Uzbekistan, and conclude ﬁve years of negotiations
October 8,
The UN Ofﬁce for Disarmament Affairs organizes the ﬁrst consultative
2002
meeting between the ﬁve NWS and the ﬁve Central Asian states on the
CANWFZ in New York
February 7-9, At a meeting in Tashkent, Uzbekistan, the Central Asian states adopt the
2005
ﬁnal text of the Semipalatinsk Treaty, containing only minor changes in
comparison with the 2005 draft
September 8, The CANWFZ Treaty is signed in Semipalatinsk, Kazakhstan, by the
2006
foreign ministers of Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan and foreign
ministry ofﬁcials from Tajikistan and Turkmenistan, even though the
United States, the United Kingdom, and France object to the signing of
the Protocol
December 6, The UN General Assembly recognizes the CANWFZ in Resolution 61/88
2006
as an important step towards strengthening the NPT, promoting cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, in the environmental rehabilitation of territories affected by radioactive contamination, and enhancing
regional and international peace and security
2007-2009
Deposition of the instruments of ratiﬁcation for the CANWFZ by Kyrgyzstan
(March 22, 2007), Uzbekistan (April 2, 2007), Turkmenistan (April 19,
2008), Tajikistan (November 12, 2008), and Kazakhstan (February 20,
2009)
March 21,
Entry into force of the Semipalatinsk Treaty establishing the NWFZ in
2009
Central Asia as the ﬁrst zone in the northern hemisphere
October 15,
The Central Asian states hold their ﬁrst consultative meeting about the
2009
CANWFZ in Ashgabat, Turkmenistan, and call on the NWS to sign the
Protocol and withdraw existing reservations
May 6, 2014
The United States, the United Kingdom, France, China, and the Russian
Federation sign the Protocol to the Semipalatinsk Treaty

2

NO. 41 • SEPTEMBER 2014

weapon inventory back to Russia. The
crucial step in the process of moving the
zonal idea from an abstract proposal to
a concrete policy initiative was taken on
February 27, 1997, when the ﬁve presidents of the Central Asian states issued
the ‘Almaty Declaration’ endorsing the
creation of a NWFZ in Central Asia.
Between 2009 and 2014, experts from the
five Central Asian republics met in and
outside the region to negotiate a treaty
establishing such a zone (see Box No. 1).
At the request of the countries concerned,
the meetings were chaired by the Director
of the UN Regional Centre for Peace and
Disarmament in Asia and the Pacific,
Tsutomu Ishiguri, making the United
Nations, for the ﬁrst time, directly involved
in the drafting process of a Nuclear Weapon Free Zone.5 The involvement of the
UN Regional Center, which is located in
Kathmandu, Nepal, was critical for the
successful conclusion of the NWFZ Treaty.
It provided the Central Asian states with
technical, substantive assistance and acted
as an honest broker for resolving differences and overcoming impasses caused by
rivalry among the actors.
The effort towards establishing the Central
Asian Nuclear Weapon Free Zone was
primarily driven by the ecological concerns
of the states involved. Additionally, the
regional states were motivated by the
wish to avert nuclear proliferation and
terrorist smuggling of nuclear materials
in a strategic region with extensive access
to ﬁssile materials, plutonium stockpiles,
and nuclear weapon-related facilities and
expertise. Although Central Asia did not
face a speciﬁc security dilemma, border
disputes inherited from the dissolution of
the Soviet Union, a general lack of trust,
and other conﬂ ict potential existed in the
region along a number of conﬂ ict lines. In
this respect, striving for a NWFZ was the
ﬁ rst initiative to establish a multilateral
security agreement embracing all five
Central Asian countries given the traditional aloofness demonstrated by some
states regarding such regional initiatives.
Stumbling Blocks and
Their Resolution
Fueled by continuing regional rivalry
among the ﬁve Central Asian states and
different approaches to relations with
Russia, two principal stumbling blocks
emerged during the negotiations.
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1. Transit of nuclear weapons: Kazakhstan
argued that the treaty should allow each
party to independently resolve issues
related to the transit of nuclear weapons
through its territory by air, land, or
water. Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan
favored more restrictive language, but
Turkmenistan took an especially hard
line on this issue.6 The Central Asian
states ﬁ nally agreed, in Article 4, that
decisions on whether to allow transit
of nuclear weapons would be resolved
independently by every country,7 while
at the same time the import of any
foreign radioactive waste was banned.
2. Previous international agreements: The
1992 Tashkent Collective Security
Treaty – the most important postSoviet security arrangement between
Russia and Central Asia – provides, in
Article IV, that the signatories will
render each other “all necessary
assistance, including military assistance,” in response to aggression.8
According to Russian ofﬁcials, this
provision allows the deployment of
Russian nuclear weapons on the territory of the other parties if, after a joint
decision, this was deemed necessary.9
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan proposed that the Semipalatinsk
Treaty explicitly state that its provisions
do not affect obligations under existing treaties and agreements. Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan, however, which
were not parties to the Tashkent Treaty
at that time, refused to accept this
language.10
In an “example of skillful diplomatic
craftsmanship,”11 the Central Asian
states incorporated two important provisions within the treaty to solve this
issue. First, the Semipalatinsk Treaty
speciﬁes in Article 12 that it “does not
affect the rights and obligations under
other international treaties.” At the
same time, an additional provision in
Article 12 codiﬁes an obligation to “take
all necessary measures for effective
implementations of the purposes and
objectives of this Treaty in accordance
with the main principles contained
therein.” As a result, the Central Asian
denuclearized states parties to the
Tashkent Treaty still have the obligation
to provide mutual military assistance in
case of aggression, “but this assistance
cannot include the acceptance of nuclear
weapons on their territory.”12

Tsutomu Ishiguri is a Professor at the Kyoto University of Foreign Studies
and the former Director of the United Nations Regional Centre for Peace
and Disarmament in Asia and the Paciﬁc. He organized numerous international conferences, including 19 UN conferences in Japan on disarmament, and played an important role in assisting Central Asian states
in drafting the Central Asian Nuclear Weapon Free Zone Treaty, which
entered into force on March 21, 2009.

From P-3 Objections to
Entry into Force
After the adoption of a draft treaty at the
Samarkand meeting in 2002, the Central
Asian states presented the text to the
nuclear weapon states, hoping to gain their
endorsement. In return for forgoing the
development of nuclear weapons, NWFZ
members usually receive legally-binding
security assurances from the nuclear
weapon states in which they declare not
to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons
against zonal states.13 While Russia and
China quickly expressed their approval of
the 2002 draft treaty, the United States,
the United Kingdom, and France (P-3)
held up the treaty’s passage by opposing
some of its language and indicating that
they would not be able to sign the protocol
unless changes were made. The two key
points of concern included:
1. Possible expansion of the Central Asian
Nuclear Weapon Free Zone: The draft
treaty contained a provision envisaging
the possible expansion of the zone to
neighboring states. The P-3, especially
the United States, argued that the zone
of application should be well-deﬁ ned,
not open-ended. The Western NWS
were worried that participation in a
NWFZ might be used by Iran, a direct
neighbor of Turkmenistan, to shield its
nuclear program.14
2. Transit and existing security arrangements:
To reach agreement among themselves
on the disputed issues of transit and
existing security arrangements, the
Central Asian states adopted ambiguous language in Article 12 allowing the
continued operation of the Tashkent
Collective Security Treaty by simultaneously ruling out the redeployment
of nuclear weapons in the zone. The
P-3 indicated that the two clauses
appeared to contradict each other and
complained that this article did not
clearly spell out which previous international agreements were involved. In
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Box No. 2: The Geographic Scope of the Nuclear Weapon Free Zone in Central Asia

providing negative security assurances to
the zonal states.

Russia

Obligations and Environmental
Provisions of the Semipalatinsk Treaty

Kazakhstan

Uzbekistan

Kyrgyzstan

Turkmenistan

Iraq

Iran

Tajikistan

China

Afghanistan

Pakistan
Saudi
Arabia

India

addition, the P-3 favored amending
provisions regarding the transit of
nuclear weapons because they saw
that through the freedom to individually decide whether or not to allow
transit of nuclear weapons through its
territory, a zonal state would violate
the prohibition of having “possession
or control” of nuclear weapons.15
Even though the possible extension provision was deleted and not incorporated
into the 2005 draft treaty, the articles
on transit and existing security arrangements remained mostly unchanged. Due
to continuing pressure from the P-3, the
ﬁve Central Asian states, at the Tashkent
meeting in February 2005, declared their
intention of signing the revised draft
treaty “as soon as possible.”16 The signing
ceremony took place on September 8,
2006, at Semipalatinsk, a former Soviet
nuclear weapons test site.17 After the ratiﬁcation process, the Central Asian Nuclear
Weapon Free Zone became effective
March 21, 2009, but the five nuclear
weapon states recognized by the NPT
took ﬁve more years to sign the Protocol
to the Semipalatinsk Treaty in May 2014,

4

The basic obligations contained in the
Semipalatinsk Treaty are the prohibition to “conduct research on, develop,
manufacture, stockpile or otherwise acquire, possess or have control over any
nuclear weapon or other nuclear explosive device by any means anywhere”
as expressed in Article 3(a). The Semipalatinsk Treaty also imposes other
prohibitions on the contracting states.
In accordance with the Comprehensive
Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT), Article 5(a) prohibits them from carrying out
“any nuclear weapon test explosion or
any other nuclear explosion.” In addition,
Article 8(b) requires them to conclude
with the IAEA and bring into force a
Safeguards Agreement and an Additional
Protocol no later than 18 months after the
treaty’s entry into force. The CANWFZ
is the ﬁ rst zone to explicitly refer to those
IAEA control measures and the CTBT.
The Semipalatinsk Treaty also addresses
conduct by non-state actors. Article 9
obliges parties to maintain “effective
standards of physical protection of nuclear material, facilities and equipment
to prevent its unauthorized use or handling or theft” in accordance with the
Convention on the Physical Protection of
Nuclear Material and respective IAEA
regulations. This way, the CANWFZ
could well be seen as a step towards the
implementation of UN Security Council
Resolution 1540 of April 28, 2004.18
Besides preventing proliferation of nuclear weapons and promoting disarmament, the conclusion of the Semipalatinsk
Treaty was driven, to a great extent,
by ecological considerations. All five
Central Asian states face severe environmental challenges resulting from previously housing parts of the former Soviet
nuclear infrastructure, especially from the
production and testing of Soviet nuclear
weapons – the Soviet military conducted
456 nuclear tests in Kazakhstan alone – as
well as uranium mining and plutonium
production. In that respect, Article 6 states
that “[e]ach Party undertakes to assist any
efforts toward the environmental rehabilitation of territories contaminated as a
result of past [nuclear-related] activities.”
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The Semipalatinsk Treaty differs from
other NWFZ treaties in not establishing
an organization or commission to oversee
implementation, compliance, and veriﬁcation. However, it provides for annual
meetings to review compliance. In addition, extraordinary consultative meetings
can be convened at the request of any zonal
country, whenever that motion is seconded
by two other parties. The reason for this
approach is that the negotiators wanted a
simple solution as they were not familiar
with complex organizational burdens.
Because Central Asian states attach great
importance to consensus among themselves for any decision, they thought it
was wise to maintain these rather simple
arrangements.
The Aspect of Sustainability
and Active Engagement
In addition to the annual review meetings, the member states of the Central
Asian Nuclear Weapon Free Zone actively
engage with other NWFZ member
countries in official conferences such
as the Conference of States Parties and
Signatories of Treaties that Establish
Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones and Mongolia
held in 2005 and 2010. The ﬁve nations
also cooperate in organizing meetings and
conferences. In October 2009, a largescale international conference in Bishkek
served as the venue to discuss solutions
on the problem of uranium tailings and
led to a resolution on “The Role of the
International Community in Averting the
Radiation Threat in Central Asia” adopted
at the General Assembly of the United
Nations. In September 2013, a round table
organized by the Embassy of Kazakhstan
in Uzbekistan was held in Tashkent to
commemorate the 20th anniversary of the
CANWFZ initiative. Since 2009, August 29
has marked the annual International
Day against Nuclear Tests – the date in
1991 when the Semipalatinsk test site in
Kazakhstan, one of the largest in the world,
was permanently closed. Kazakhstan and
the other Central Asian states also use this
occasion for ﬁ nding support to tackle the
problems of their nuclear heritage.
Another opportunity was seized by the
ﬁve Central Asian states at attending an
international symposium organized by
the Kyoto University of Foreign Studies
in December 2013. Representatives of
Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Kyrgyzstan,
Uzbekistan, and Kazakhstan appeared

Box No. 3: The Major Articles of the Semipalatinsk Treaty
Article 3 – Basic Obligations
1. Each Party undertakes:
(a) Not to conduct research on, develop, manufacture, stockpile or otherwise acquire,
possess or have control over any nuclear weapon or other nuclear explosive device by
any means anywhere;
(b) Not to seek or receive any assistance in research on, development, manufacture, stockpiling, acquisition, possession or obtaining control over any nuclear weapon or other
nuclear explosive device;
(c) Not to take any action to assist or encourage the conduct of research on, development,
manufacture, stockpiling, acquisition or possession of any nuclear weapon or other
nuclear explosive device;
(d) Not to allow in its territory:
(i) The production, acquisition, stationing, storage or use, of any nuclear weapon or
other nuclear explosive device;
(ii) The receipt, storage, stockpiling, installation or other form of possession of or control
over any nuclear weapon or other nuclear explosive device;
(iii)Any actions, by anyone, to assist or encourage the development, production, stockpiling, acquisition, possession of or control over any nuclear weapon or other nuclear
explosive device.
2. Each Party undertakes not to allow the disposal in its territory of radioactive waste of other States.
Article 4 – Foreign Ships, Aircraft, and Ground Transportation
Without prejudice to the purposes and objectives of this Treaty, each Party, in the exercise of
its sovereign rights, is free to resolve issues related to transit through its territory by air, land or
water, including visits by foreign ships to its ports and landing of foreign aircraft at its airﬁelds.
Article 5 – Prohibition of Testing of Nuclear Weapons or Other Nuclear Explosive Devices
Each Party undertakes, in accordance with the CTBT:
(a) Not to carry out any nuclear weapon test explosion or any other nuclear explosion;
(b) To prohibit and prevent any such nuclear explosion at any place under its jurisdiction or
control;
(c) To refrain from causing, encouraging, or in any way participating in the carrying out of
any nuclear weapon test explosion or any other nuclear explosion.
Article 6 – Environmental Security
Each Party undertakes to assist any efforts toward the environmental rehabilitation of territories contaminated as аresult of past activities related to the development, production or
storage of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices, in particular uranium tailings
storage sites and nuclear test sites.
Article 7 – Use of Nuclear Energy for Peaceful Purposes
No provision of this Treaty shall prejudice the rights of the Parties to use nuclear energy for
peaceful purposes.
Article 8 – IAEA Safeguards
Each Party undertakes:
(a) To use for exclusively peaceful purposes the nuclear material and facilities which are
within its territory, under its jurisdiction, or under its control anywhere;
(b) To conclude with the IАЕА and bring into force, if it has not already done so, an
agreement for the application of safeguards in accordance with the NPT (INFCIRC/153
(Corr.)), and an Additional Protocol (INFCIRC/540 (Corr.)) not later than 18 months after
the entry into force of this Treaty;
(c) Not to provide:
(i) source or special ﬁssionable material or
(ii) equipment or material especially designed or prepared for the processing, use or
production of special ﬁssionable material, to any non-nuclear-weapon State, unless
that State has concluded with the IАЕА а comprehensive safeguards agreement and
its Additional Protocol referred to in paragraph (b) of this article.
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Box No. 4: Mongolia’s Nuclear Weapon-free Status
During the Cold War, Mongolia witnessed ﬁrst-hand the threat of the
Sino-Soviet nuclear rivalry, including the reported deployment of Soviet
nuclear-capable missiles on its territory.i In September 1992, when
Soviet/Russian troops were being withdrawn, the President of Mongolia,
Punsalmaagin Ochirbat, declared his country’s territory a Nuclear
Weapon Free Zone before the United Nations General Assembly, and
announced that it would work to have that status recognized internationally. With reference to a 1975 United Nations NWFZ study, which
acknowledged that “smaller groups of states and even individual
countries”ii might assume obligations under NWFZs, Mongolia argued
that a single state has the right to establish such a zone and thus beneﬁt
from the security assurances of the P-5 as well as the support of the
international community. The initiative was mainly driven by Mongolia’s
new foreign policy goals after the end of the Cold War. It renounced
entering into alliances and favored promoting security multilaterally
via international law and organizations. In addition, Mongolia’s unique
geographical and geopolitical location contributed to its NWFZ initiative:
Russia and China are Mongolia’s only neighbors, who also happen to
be two of the world’s ﬁve acknowledged nuclear weapon states.

The signing of declarations regarding Mongolia’s nucelar weapon-free status
on September 17, 2012, at the United Nations in New York
Source: UN Photo/Eskinder Debebe

While Mongolia’s campaign started off strong, its efforts soon gave way to hesitancy. Though various statements and working papers were
issued, the NWFZ initiative did not regain momentum until 1996. After Mongolia’s “norm-setting approach” failed to introduce the concept of a
‘single-state NWFZ’ at the United Nations, the initiative to create a nuclear weapon free zone changed to (what came to be known as) institutionalizing Mongolia’s “nuclear-weapon-free status.” iii In this way, the country’s drive for international recognition bore fruit in UN General Assembly
Resolution 53/77 D of 1998 (“Mongolia’s international security and nuclear-weapon-free-status”).
In 2000, the Parliament of Mongolia adopted the ‘Law of Mongolia on its nuclear-weapon-free status’. It prohibits an individual, legal person or
any foreign state on the territory of Mongolia from developing, manufacturing or otherwise acquiring, possessing, or having control over nuclear
weapons; stationing or transporting nuclear weapons by any means; testing or using nuclear weapons; dumping, or disposing of, nuclear
weapons-grade radioactive material or nuclear waste; and transporting nuclear weapons, parts or components thereof, as well as nuclear
waste through the territory of Mongolia.iv While the nuclear weapon states had virtually vetoed the concept of a single-state NWFZ because they
believed it might set a precedent for other countries, the domestic law of Mongolia was welcomed and the ﬁve NWS issued a joint statement in
which they reafﬁrmed their negative security assurances for Mongolia.v
In terms of a “treaty-based approach,” vi Mongolia entered into negotiations in 2002 regarding a trilateral agreement with Russia and China in
an attempt to create a legal instrument granting security assurances – as suggested by a non-governmental expert group sponsored by the UN
Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Asia and the Paciﬁc. The country presented a draft treaty in 2007 and held two rounds of discussions with China and Russia in 2009 – without tangible results. Also facing quiet resistance from the other nuclear weapon states, the idea of a
trilateral agreement with Russia and China quietly faded away.
In 2012, Mongolia modiﬁed its approach again by seeking ‘recognition’ of its nuclear-free status. Mongolian Ambassador Jargalsaikhany
Enkhsaikhan proposed two draft declarations to the P-5 allowing the NWS to ofﬁcially recognize Mongolia’s status as a non-nuclear state. In
September 2012, representatives from China, France, Russia, the United Kingdom, and the United States as well as Mongolia ﬁnally signed
parallel political declarations. The P-5 reafﬁrmed their joint statement on security assurances (i.e., not to use nuclear weapons against Mongolia)
and declared their intent to respect the country’s nuclear weapon-free status as well as not to contribute to any act that would violate it. On its
part, Mongolia conﬁrmed it had fully complied with its commitments as a non-nuclear weapon state under the NPT and with its domestic laws. The
signing of these two parallel declarations concluded a process that took 20 years and ﬁnally formalized Mongolia’s nuclear weapon-free status.vii
i.

Jargalsaikhany Enkhsaikhan (2000) ‘Mongolia’s Nuclear-Weapon-Free Status: Concept and Practice’, Asian Survey, 40(2): 342-359, here p. 344.

ii.

UN General Assembly (1975) Comprehensive Study of the Question of Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones in All Its Aspects: Special Report of the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament, October 8, A/10027/Add.1, p. 41.

iii. Nyamosor Tuya (2012) Mongolia’s Nuclear-Weapon-Free Status: Recognition vs. Institutionalization, Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution, p. 6-9.
iv. UN General Assembly (2000) Letter dated 28 February 2000 from the Permanent Representative of Mongolia to the United Nations addressed to the SecretaryGeneral, A/55/56-S/2000/160.
v.

UN General Assembly (2000) Identical letters dated 27 October 2000 from the Permanent Representatives of China, France, the Russian Federation, the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States of America to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary-General and to the
President of the Security Council, A/55/530.

vi. Tuya (2012), p. 9-13.
vii. Daryl G. Kimball (2012) ‘Mongolia Recognized as Nuclear-Free Zone’, Arms Control Today, 42(8): 6.
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for the ﬁ rst time in Japan to discuss the
positive contribution of the CANWFZ
to global as well as regional security and
non-proliferation. In addition to security
considerations and seen in a broader
perspective, the establishment of the
CANWFZ has contributed to more vigorous engagement by those in Central
Asia among themselves and with countries from neighboring regions. The socioeconomic structure of the region requires
communications and transportation networks as well as important investments;
the rich natural gas reserves provide the
opportunity for sustainable development.
The December 2013 symposium at the
Kyoto University of Foreign Studies has
promoted the relationships in this respect
and was only the ﬁrst step towards further
cooperation – a cultural event on Central
Asia is to follow in 2014.19

Lessons Learned for the Middle
East and the Helsinki Process
With regard to the establishment of the
Central Asian Nuclear Weapon Free Zone,

the experiences imply several lessons
learned, which might turn out to be useful
with respect to the efforts of Ambassador
Jaakko Laajava, the Facilitator of the
planned Helsinki Conference on the
establishment of a WMD/DVs Free Zone
in the Middle East.
Establishing a Habit of Dialogue
When the idea of a NWFZ in Central
Asia emerged in the early 1990s, the
regional states practically did not talk
to one another. In order to help them to
sit down on a regular basis and become
familiar with each other, it was essential to introduce a habit of dialogue
by organizing coffee-break gatherings.
While dialogue took root, confidence
and trust were enhanced, thus enabling
a smooth drafting process. In this respect, the informal consultations between Middle Eastern states in Glion
and Geneva, from October 2013 onwards, are instrumental in elevating the
process to a higher, more formal level in
Helsinki.
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Involvement of UN Regional
Centre was Key
The involvement of the UN Regional
Centre for Peace and Disarmament in
Asia and the Paciﬁc was essential for the
successful conclusion of the Semipalatinsk
Treaty. At the request of the states concerned, the Centre provided technical,
substantive assistance and acted as an
honest broker for resolving differences
and overcoming impasses caused by rivalry
among the regional states. Knowing that
no such organization exists in the Middle
East, the UN Ofﬁce for Disarmament
Affairs may become a stronger partner for
regional states on the path towards establishing a WMD/DVs Free Zone.
Strong Leadership is Essential
In a crucial stage of negotiations, strong
leadership was demonstrated at the highest
level among Central Asian states. For
example, President Islam Kalimov of
Uzbekistan promoted the work by organizing numerous expert group meetings
in Uzbekistan and setting the completion
of the treaty drafting process as the
most important priority in his diplomatic
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agenda. President Nursultan Nazarbayev
of Kazakhstan made another critical
decision by hosting the signing ceremony
in Semipalatinsk despite strong pressure
from within and outside the United
Nations – and without knowing whether
the NWS would ever provide negative
security assurances to the zonal states.
Setup of Expert Group
Early in the Process
It was important to ﬁ nd joint solutions in
order to overcome the stumbling blocks
which hampered the establishment of
the CANWFZ. In this respect, involving
invited experts from the states concerned
and becoming familiar with each other laid
the foundation for developing a common
language and a commitment to bridging
differences. Workshops and conferences
by (governmental and non-governmental)
experts from the Middle East could prove
instrumental in preparing a compilation of
the most important principles, contents,
and milestones – not yet a treaty text –
for a future WMD/DVs Free Zone in the
Middle East. Even if the zone seems a
distant goal, far-sighted preparations must
begin. n

About the ACADEMIC PEACE ORCHESTRA MIDDLE EAST (APOME)

The Orchestra is the follow-up project of the “Multilateral Study Group on the Establishment of a Missile Free Zone in the Middle East”. The
ACADEMIC PEACE ORCHESTRA MIDDLE EAST is a classical Track II initiative: it consists of some 100 experts – mainly from the Middle East/Gulf, one of
the most conﬂict-ridden areas of the world. The ORCHESTRA is meeting regularly in working groups (CHAMBER ORCHESTRA UNITs) on speciﬁc topics
in the context of a workshop cycle from 2011-2014. The main goal of this initiative is to shape the prospective Middle East Conference on the
establishment of a zone free of weapons of mass destruction and their delivery vehicles agreed upon by the international community in May 2010.
For this reason, these experts develop ideas, concepts, and background information in a series of POLICY BRIEFS which are the results of
intense discussions within the CHAMBER ORCHESTRA UNITS. In this framework, the broader normative Cooperative Security Concept will be further
developed, embedded, and institutionalized in the region. At the same time, the ORCHESTRA meetings serve as venues for conﬁdence building
among the experts. The networking activities of PRIF’s Project Group are documented by the ATLAS on Track II research activities in or about
the Middle East/Gulf region. The Academic Peace Orchestra Middle East is supported by the Foreign Ministry of Norway, the Swiss Federal
Department of Foreign Affairs, the Friedrich Ebert Foundation, and the Protestant Church of Hesse and Nassau.
Editor/Project Coordinator: Adj. Prof. Dr. Bernd W. Kubbig
Co-Editors: Dorte Hühnert, BA,
and Christian Weidlich, MA.
Peace Research Institute Frankfurt,
Baseler Straße 27-31, D-60329 Frankfurt am Main,
Phone: +49-69-95910436, Fax: +49-69-558481,
E-Mail: kubbig@hsfk.de,
Internet: www.academicpeaceorchestra.com

The views presented by the
authors do not necessarily
represent those of the project
coordinator, editors, sponsors, or PRIF.
© 2014 ACADEMIC PEACE ORCHESTRA MIDDLE EAST.
All rights reserved.
Layout: Anke Maria Meyer

The Academic Peace Orchestra’s Six Continent Initiative wishes to thank its generous sponsors,
Federal Foreign Office of Germany, the Robert Bosch Stiftung,
the German Foundation for Peace Research, and the Friedrich Ebert Stiftung’s New York Office.

