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1. Firstly, let me thank the organisers for the invitation to speak today. 

 
2. I note that other speakers including Messaoud Baaliouamer, the Executive-Secretary of the African 

Commission on Nuclear Energy (AFCONE), the oversight entity of the Treaty of Pelindaba, and the 

representative of the African Union will also discuss the Treaty of Pelindaba, so I need to ensure that 

I don’t repeat what they have said or will say—especially in terms of its provisions.  

 
3. Secondly, a disclaimer! I am not a historian which is probably a prerequisite to talk about the 

relationship between South Africa’s nuclear disarmament and the negotiation of the Treaty of 

Pelindaba.1 

 
4. However, for many years I have had an interest in the Treaty of Pelindaba and could argue that 

during the period that I worked for the South African-based Institute for Security Studies (ISS) we 

played some small role in ensuring that it (eventually) entered into force. 

 
5. I now work for the London-based Verification Research, Training and Information Centre (VERTIC), 

and am currently working on a project in support of the development and strengthening of practical 

 
1 For a more detailed historical analysis of the Treaty of Pelindaba, see: Jo-Ansie van Wyk, ‘No nukes in Africa: 
South Africa, the denuclearisation of Africa and the Pelindaba Treaty’, Historia Vol. 57 No.2, January 2012. 
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and effective nuclear disarmament verification measures for the achievement and maintenance of a 

world without nuclear weapons. 

 
6. In this context, and let me at this stage throw this question out as a possible general discussion 

point: 

 
What is the role of nuclear-weapon-free zone organisations in  building the capacity of their 

members (as non-nuclear weapon states) to contribute effectively to multilateral efforts aimed at 

strengthening disarmament verification and in particular in developing appropriate methodologies 

and techniques for nuclear disarmament verification? 

 
7. One cannot really talk about the Treaty of Pelindaba without putting it into the context of other 

nuclear-weapon-free-zones (NWFZs) or indeed the concept of a ‘nuclear weapons free zone’ itself. 

 
8. The concept of NWFZs, of course, pre-dates the NPT and can be traced back as early as 1957/1958, 

when the Polish government proposed the prevention of the nuclearization of West Germany and 

the deployment of Soviet nuclear weapons on Polish territory.2 

 
9. The proposed zone was to comprise Poland, Czechoslovakia, East Germany and West Germany. 

 
10. Of course, the proposal had no chance of becoming a reality under Cold War conditions.3 

 
11. The idea of NWFZs then was, and/or rather, now is formalised in Article VII of the 1968 Treaty on 

the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT). 

 
12. However, one can argue that while, the NPT prohibits the acquisition of nuclear weapons by non-

nuclear-weapon States, it does not prohibit the presence of nuclear weapons owned by a nuclear-

weapon State on their territories. 

 
2 In fact, according to Wakana Mukai (The importance of Nuclear Weapons Free Zones, Journal on Science and 
World Affairs, Vol. 1, No. 2, 2005. pp. 79-86), the idea of NWFZs arose in 1956, with a proposal presented to a 
United Nations Committee on Disarmament which sought to obtain partial arms restrictions, the establishment of 
regions under constant inspection, as well as a prohibition of the stationing of nuclear equipped forces, nuclear 
weapons and hydrogen weapons, on German soil and in neighbouring states. This proposal, which had been 
presented by the Soviet Union, was adopted and rephrased in a more sophisticated form by the Foreign Minister 
of Poland, Adam Rapacki, and presented during a session of the United Nations General Assembly in October 1957. 
3 Atsushi TAGO, The Origins of Nuclear Weapons Free Zones: Security Communities or Substitutes for a ‘Nuclear 
Umbrella’? Graduate School of Law, Kobe University, Japan, n.d. 
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13. Clearly, the Nuclear-Weapon States that were the proponents of preventing additional States from 

acquiring nuclear weapons did not press for preventing the geographical spread of their own 

weapons because of Cold War security interests.4 

 
14. In contrast, Nuclear Weapons Free Zone treaties, close this loophole by not allowing the stationing 

of nuclear weapons or of other nuclear explosive devices within the territories of state parties. 

 
15. If we talk about the Cold War ending on the 26 December 1991, with the dissolution of the Soviet 

Union, then three of the five NWFZs were created in the Post-Cold War era - the ones in Latin 

America and the South Pacific were established during or in the context of the Cold War, while those 

in Southeast Asia and Africa after its ending. 

 
16. Each of the regions also had their own context and specific motivations to establish a NWFZ.5 

 
17. To put it simply: States Parties to each of them expressed their wish: not to participate in the 

nuclear arms race or in a nuclear war; or to not acquire, possess or admit on their territory nuclear 

weapons. 

 
18. For example: 

a. The Tlatelolco Treaty (1967)—The Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin 

America and the Caribbean6—established the first NWFZ in a densely populated area. It is 

well documented that the Cuban missile crisis was a significant catalyst for the 

establishment Zone. ‘States of the region did not want to find themselves in the midst of a 

nuclear conflict between the superpowers and were keen to prevent the deployment of 

nuclear weapons in the sub-continent. They also sought to prevent nuclear proliferation and 

a potential nuclear arms race within the region.7 

 
 

4 Oluyemi Adeniji, The Treaty of Pelindaba on the African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone, United Nations Institute for 
Disarmament Research, Geneva, 2002. 
5 Cooperation among Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones: History, Challenges and Recommendations, VCDNP Task Force 
Report, March 2018. 
6 Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, 
Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Grenada, Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, 
Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia, St. Vincent and the Grenadines, 
Suriname, Trinidad and Tobago, Uruguay, Venezuela. 
7 Co-operation among Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones: History, Challenges and Recommendations, VCDNP Task Force 
Report, March 2018. 
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b. The Rarotonga Treaty (1985)—establishing the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone.8 At the 

time, it can be argued that it was mainly to prevent further nuclear tests in the region – 

remember from 1946 to 1958, the United States conducted some 66 atmospheric and 

underwater tests in the Marshall Islands in the northern Pacific region. The United Kingdom 

conducted atmospheric tests between 1952-1957 on Australian territory at Maralinga, Emu 

Field, and Monte Bello Island. Both the United Kingdom and the United States conducted 

atmospheric nuclear tests on Christmas Island. In 1963 France established a nuclear test site 

in its French Polynesian atolls and carried out some 190 nuclear detonations (including more 

than 40 above ground) between 2 July 1966 and early 1996 at the Mururoa and Fangataufa 

sites. 

 
c. The Bangkok Treaty (1995)—establishing the Southeast Asia Nuclear Weapon-Free Zone.9 

This Treaty evolved from the 1971 initiative by the Association of Southeast Asian Nations 

(ASEAN) on the creation of a “Zone of Peace, Freedom and Neutrality in Southeast Asia”. 

The initiative was driven by concerns about the NWSs’ military bases and nuclear weapon 

transit by air and sea in the region. When the United States and the Soviet Union closed 

their respective bases in the region, establishment of the zone became more feasible 

politically.10 

 
d. The Central Asian Treaty (2009)—establishes the Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in Central Asia 

(CANWFZ).11 One reason for its creation was the dissolution of the Soviet Union. It covers 

territories affected by the Soviet nuclear weapons programme and the five Central Asian 

States were particularly keen to ensure that no more nuclear testing would be carried out in 

the region; that the areas affected by radioactive contamination caused by Soviet nuclear 

activities during the Cold War were rehabilitated and that the remaining fissile material 

stocks were secured. 

 

 
8 Australia, Cook Islands, Fiji, Kiribati, Naurau, New Zealand, Niue, Papua New Guinea, Solomon Islands, Tuvalu, 
Vanuatu, and Western Samoa. 
9 Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, Indonesia, Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar, Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, and 
Vietnam. 
10 Cooperation among Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones: History, Challenges and Recommendations, VCDNP Task Force 
Report, March 2018. 
11 Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan. 
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African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty (Treaty of Pelindaba) 

 
19. The Pelindaba Treaty (1996)—establishing the African Nuclear-Weapon-Free-Zone )ANWFZ). The 

reasons for the creation of the ANWFZ were the French nuclear tests in the Sahara desert in the 

1960s12, the need to prevent the continent from being used for storing or transporting nuclear 

weapons and, of course the (suspected) South African nuclear weapons programme. 

 

20. Both of these contributed to African States’ willingness to prevent proliferation and to ensure that 

no country in the region would choose such a path again. 

 

21. The formation of the Organization of African Unity (OAU) in 1963 provided African States with a 

continental forum for the discussion and co-ordination of African response to continental and global 

issues. 

 

22. It however took thirty-one years between when the First Ordinary Session of the then Organisation 

of African Unity (OAU) [now the African Union] declared Africa a denuclearized zone13 [in July 1964] 

and when the final draft of the text of the African Nuclear-Weapon-Free-Zone Treaty – the Treaty of 

Pelindaba – was adopted [on 23 June 1995] during the thirty-first Ordinary Session of the OAU 

Summit.14 

 

23. Prior to the 1964 declaration, in 1961, the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) adopted a 

resolution that was titled ‘Consideration of Africa as a Denuclearized Zone’. 

 
24. The resolution, inter alia, called on all member States of the United Nations to refrain from carrying 

out any nuclear tests in Africa and from using the continent to test, store, or transport nuclear 

weapons. 

 

25. However, with the prevailing Cold War atmosphere, it took three decades to transform the 

Declaration’s vision and commitment into a reality. 

 
12 Co-operation among Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones: History, Challenges and Recommendations, VCDNP Task 
Force Report, March 2018. 
13 Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa [AHG/Res.II(I)]. 
14 The Treaty was signed in 1996 in Cairo and it entered into-force in July 2009. 
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26. The transformation had to await both the end of the Cold War and the end of apartheid in South 

Africa: Given that:  

 
• The West saw the denuclearisation of Africa as being against their Cold War interest. 

 
• The role of South Africa’s nuclear programme in delaying the implementation of the idea of an 

African NWFZ was due to Western support to the country in the context of the Cold War—it took 

the end of the Cold War to change the pattern of co-operation with South Africa by the Western 

powers.15 

 
27. It was thus only in 1990 that UNGA was able to adopt a positive resolution on Africa’s 

denuclearization. That resolution affirmed that the evolution of the international situation was 

conducive for commencing the implementation of the 1964 Declaration. 

 

28. It requested the UN, in co-operation with the then OAU, to convene a group of experts to study the 

modalities for its implementation.16 

 
29. While some writers claim that South Africa had an instrumental role in brokering the Treaty of 

Pelindaba and played a significant role in the drafting the text, this is not 100% accurate. 

 
30. What is true is that South Africa’s dismantling of its nuclear weapons removed a key obstacle to 

finalizing the parameters of a Treaty to establish the Zone—South Africa's decision in 1990 to rid 

itself of nuclear weapons, to join the NPT and to accept IAEA safeguards on all its nuclear activities, 

and president De Klerk’s March 1993 public admission of what was long suspected—that South 

Africa had indeed a weapons programme and that it had been totally dismantled.17 

 
31. In his March 1993 speech to the joint sitting of South Africa’s two houses of parliament, de Klerk 

also articulated the government’s support for an African NWFZ and according to Roger Jardine, who 

 
15 Oluyemi Adeniji, The Treaty of Pelindaba on the African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone, United Nations Institute for 
Disarmament Research, Geneva, 2002. 
16 Oluyemi Adeniji, The Treaty of Pelindaba on the African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone, United Nations Institute for 
Disarmament Research, Geneva, 2002. 
17 Dr. Hans Blix, at the Conference for the Signing of the African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty (the Pelindaba 
Treaty). 
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was then the National Co-ordinator of Science and Technology Policy for the African National 

Congress (ANC), the ANC also favoured such a treaty.18 

 
32. The treaty was negotiated in six meetings between 1991 and 1995 in various African cities. 

 
33. However, South Africa was not invited to formally participate in the drafting process until the final 

meetings in 1995. 

 
34. Thus South Africa did not participate in the meetings in 1991 and 1992 (even as observers). 

 
35. At that stage it was still the position of the OAU not to deal officially with representatives of the 

regime in Pretoria. 

 
36. Remember, South Africa was not a member of the OAU only being allowed to join on 6 June 1994 

after the country’s first democratic general election South Africa in April 1994. 

 
37. In May 1991, participants debated whether South Africa should be included in the Treaty – with the 

dominant view being that South Africa was an African country and if the apartheid laws were to be 

abolished there would be no longer any obstacle to South Africa being invited to become a member 

of the OAU. A more cautious view expressed was that while every effort should be made to include 

South Africa in a future treaty, work on the treaty should not be held hostage by South Africa. 

 
38. It should be noted that, for example, during the second meeting of experts in April 1992 (which 

examined the ‘modalities and elements for the preparation and implementation of a convention or 

treaty on the denuclearisation of Africa’), South Africa has also high on the agenda. 

 
39. For instance, in the discussions on the minimum number of ratifications that should be needed for 

entry into force, it was agreed that ‘it would be important for it to be ratified by the largest possible 

number of countries, including the more significant countries, South Africa in particular’. 

 
40. After toying with the idea of entry-into-force being contingent on the ratification by a number of 

‘significant’ countries including and notably South Africa, [aka the CTBT] it was agreed that it would 

 
18 de Villiers, J.W., Roger Jardine, and Mitchell Reiss, ‘Why South Africa Gave Up the Bomb’, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 72, 
No. 6, November/December 1993. 
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be important for South Africa not to be endowed with a quasi-veto power if its ratification was a 

pre-condition for the entry into force. 

 
41. At the same time, participants strongly felt that, for the treaty or convention to be credible and 

effective, South Africa, the only State in Africa suspected of possessing a military nuclear capability, 

must of necessity be a party. 

 
42. Accordingly, the experts agreed that the number of ratifications required for the entry into force of 

the convention should be between one third and two thirds of the membership of OAU. 

 
43. They also took note of the essential difference between the situation in Africa and Latin America and 

the South Pacific—that Africa had a country that already possessed a nuclear weapon capability. 

 
44. As such it would be important not only to prevent the introduction of nuclear weapons into the 

continent but that those who had them (South Africa) must destroy them.  

 
45. The third meeting took place in April 1993 in Harare, Zimbabwe, in accordance with United Nations 

General Assembly Resolution 47/76 of 15 December 1992, ‘in order to draw up a draft treaty or 

convention on the denuclearization of Africa’.  

 

46. This meeting was significant in that South Africa was invited as an observer and was represented by 

a troika of representatives of the Government, and the two main liberation movements—the 

African National Congress (ANC) and the Pan-Africanist Congress of Azania (PAC). 

 
47. The invitation was issued in New York on 30 March 1993, less than a week after State President F.W. 

de Klerk had informed the South African Parliament of the existence of a limited nuclear deterrent 

programme, which had been terminated prior to the conclusion of the Safeguards Agreement with 

the IAEA. 

 
48. It was formally accepted in Harare on 2 April 1993, when all the members of the group of experts  

were attending a workshop of the Programme for Promoting Nuclear Non-Proliferation (PPNN).19 

 

 
19 Shearar, Jeremy, ‘Denuclearization in Africa: The South African Dimension’, Disarmament, Vol. 16, No. 2, 1993, 
pp. 171–86. 
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49. It is also important to note that from the documents that I have seen about these meetings, it is 

clear that the participants took the view that in order to achieve the vision of a nuclear-weapons-

free Africa, negotiations and consultations rather than confrontation was the way to go. This is 

perhaps one lesson to be learned. 

 
50. South Africa only became a fully-fledged participant in the group of experts meeting in 

Johannesburg from 29 May to 2 June 1995 where the finalised text for submission to the OAU 

Council of Ministers’ Sixty-second Ordinary Session (to be held in Addis Ababa from 21 to 23 June 

1995) was drafted. 

 
51. At this meeting, South Africa’s then Director-General of the Department of Foreign Affairs, delivered 

the keynote address while, when the meeting relocated to the Pelindaba site for the closing session, 

both the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Corporation of South Africa (AEC) [Dr. J. W. L. de Villiers] 

and the AEC’s Chief Executive (Dr. W. E. Stumpf) made statements—key players in the development 

of South Africa’s programme and its dismantlement. 

 
52. The OAU Council of Ministers made some amendments and thereafter adopted resolution OAU 

CM/Res.1592 (LXII)/Rev.1. submitting the text to the thirty-first Ordinary Session of the OAU 

Assembly of Heads of State and Government in December 1995 for approval. 

 
53. Interestingly (for this meeting) throughout the process the issue of a zone in the Middle East was 

also discussed—for example stressing that given the geographical proximity of Africa and the Middle 

East, there was a need to further study the question of ensuring compliance with the future 

convention or treaty by any State suspected of possessing nuclear weapons, other than the five 

States acknowledged as having nuclear weapons. 

 

54. They were also of the view ‘that any progress achieved in the setting up of a nuclear free zone in the 

Middle East would alleviate fears of Northern and Eastern African States and thus strengthen peace 

and security in the region’.  

 

55.  The Treaty opened for signature on 11 April 1996 in Cairo, Egypt and entered into force in 1999. 

 

56. South Africa signed on the day it opened for signature and ratified in March 1998. 
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Other Notes: 
 

57. Presently, the Treaty has 41 States Parties with [only] 14 states still to deposit their instruments of 

ratification with the African Union (AU).20 

 
58. The Treaty declares Africa21 a zone free from nuclear weapons—that nuclear weapons are not 

developed, produced or otherwise acquired or stationed anywhere on the African continent or its 

associated islands; and provides for the promotion of co-operation in the peaceful uses of nuclear 

energy; requires complete nuclear disarmament by African states and aims to enhance both 

regional and global peace and security. 

 
59. States Parties also pledge to prohibit the testing of nuclear devices and the dumping of radioactive 

waste, while improving the physical protection of their nuclear materials and facilities. Uniquely, the 

Treaty of Pelindaba also prohibits armed attacks on nuclear installations, including nuclear research 

or power reactors. 

 
60. In addition, Article 9 requires parties not to provide source or special fissionable material, or 

equipment or material especially designed or prepared for the processing, use or production of 

special fissionable material for peaceful purposes to any non-nuclear weapon State unless subject to 

a comprehensive safeguards agreement concluded with IAEA. 

 
61. This requirement was the first legally binding obligation for nuclear exporters to require from their 

customers comprehensive or full-scope IAEA safeguards on all nuclear activities as a condition of 

nuclear supply.22 

 
62. Like other NWFZ treaties, the Treaty of Pelindaba, includes protocols for the five NWS to sign and 

ratify and therefore to respect the status of the zone and to provide ‘negative security assurances’ 

 
20 13 states have signed the treaty, but not ratified it: Central African Republic, Cape Verde, Djibouti, Democratic 
Republic of the Congo, Egypt, Eritrea, Liberia, Morocco, Sierra Leone, Somalia, South Sudan, Sao Tome & Principe 
and Uganda. South Sudan is yet to accede to the Treaty. 
21 Africa is defined as the entire continent as well as the following islands: Agalega Islands, Bassas da India, British 
Indian Ocean Territory (commonly referred to as the Chagos Archipelago, including Diego Garcia), Canary Islands, 
Cape Verde, Cardagos Carajos Shoals, Comoros, Europa Island, Juan de Nova, Madagascar, Mauritius, Mayotte, 
Prince Edward and Marion Islands, Réunion, Rodrigues Island, Sao Tome and Principe, Seychelles, Tromelin Island 
and the Zanzibar Archipelago. 
22 Harald Muller, ‘National and International Export Control Systems and Supplier States’ Commitments under the 
NPT’, PPNN Issue Review Electronic Version, September 1996. 
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as well as for other relevant non-African and states not party—such as Spain, which is de jure in 

control of territories within the African zone to also sign and ratify. 

 
63. Protocol I calls on NWSs not to use or threaten to use a nuclear weapon against any state party to 

the treaty or against any territory within the NWFZ. It has been signed by all the NWSs and ratified 

by China, France, Russia and the United Kingdom. As such, Protocol 1 entered into force for China, 

France, and the United Kingdom on 15 July 2009, when the Treaty entered into force. 

 
64. Protocol II calls on the NWSs not to participate, assist or encourage the testing of a nuclear explosive 

device on the African continent. It has been signed by all the NWSs and ratified by China, France, 

Russia and the United Kingdom. Like Protocol 1, this Protocol entered into force for China, France, 

and the United Kingdom when the Treaty as a whole entered into force. 

 
65. Protocol III calls upon parties which are de jure in control of territories within the NWFZ—namely 

France and Spain—to apply the principles of the treaty to the territories under their control. France 

has signed and ratified it. However, Spain, which is a non-nuclear-weapon state (NNWS), has yet to 

do so. 

 
66. So, only Spain and the United States have not ratified all of the Protocols relevant to them. 

 
67. Spain, while not a nuclear-armed state, is de facto in control of three territories within the Zone—

the Canary Islands and two coastal cities in Morocco, Ceuta and Melilla. 

 
68. Ceuta and Melilla are two small Spanish-ruled enclaves on the north coast of Morocco, the last 

remnants of Spain’s 600-year-old African empire. 

 
69. According to Spain, these are integral parts of the European Union and therefore, should not be 

included within the Zone. 

 
70. However, the continued existence of these two enclaves has been an issue of contention between 

Spain and Morocco with Morocco bringing the issue before the UN Decolonization Committee in 

1975. 

 
71. Spain has also argued that the Treaty of Pelindaba does not contain any global non-proliferation or 

disarmament provisions that it has not already signed onto. 
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72. With respect to Diego Garcia, between 1814 and 1965 it was a territory of Mauritius. 

 
73. It then became part of the Chagos Archipelago, which belonged to the newly created British Indian 

Ocean Territory. In 1970, the island was leased to the United States, and developed as a joint U.S.-

UK air and naval support station during the Cold War. 

 
74. During the 1991 Persian Gulf War, and during Operation Desert Fox, it served as a base for B-52 

bombers, which on 17 December 1998 launched nearly 100 long-range cruise missiles aimed at Iraq. 

In 2001, the United States again used Diego Garcia when it launched B-2 and B-52 bombers attacks 

against Afghanistan. It was also used during the US-led war against Iraq. 

 
75. Thus, both the UK and the US argue that the British Indian Ocean Territory cannot be included in the 

geographical area of the Treaty of Pelindaba. 

 
76. In its statement attached to its ratification instrument, the United Kingdom made it clear that it 

‘does not accept any legal obligations in respect of that Territory by their adherence to Protocols I 

and II.23 

 
77. The UK and the US thus believe that while this situation remains, neither the Treaty nor Protocol III 

applies to their activities (or indeed any other State not Party to the Treaty) on the island of Diego 

Garcia or elsewhere in the British Indian Ocean Territories. 

 
78. The AU, however, considers the islands to be part of Mauritius and the International Court of Justice 

in The Hague has recently (February 2019) stated that the island was not lawfully separated from 

Mauritius and that the UK should end its control of the Chagos Islands in the Indian Ocean ‘as 

rapidly as possible’.24 

 
79. The map in Annex 1 of the Treaty explicitly includes the Chagos Archipelago -- although with a note 

in reference to the long-standing diplomatic dispute between the UK and Mauritius. 

 

 
23 Statement made by the United Kingdom and attached to its ratification instrument, 19 March 2001. 
24 International Court of Justice, Legal Consequences of the Separation of the Chagos Archipelago from Mauritius in 
1965, 25 February 2019. 
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80. It should also be noted that when the lower house of the Federal Assembly of Russia (Duma) ratified 

the relevant Protocols in 2011, it was stated that ‘in signing this treaty the reservation was made 

that it does not apply to the US base of Diego Garcia… this… allows us to fully maintain our own 

security in hypothetical situations of the emergence [of] crises or conflicts in which the potential use 

of nuclear weapons is possible.25 

 
81. Finally, let me conclude by saying perhaps rather pessimistically, that while the end of the Cold War 

has resulted in non-proliferation successes—including through the creation of NWFZs—there is no 

evidence of ‘a determined pursuit by the NWS of a systematic and progressive effort to reduce 

nuclear weapons globally with the ultimate goal of eliminating those weapons’, (as provided for in 

the consensus decision of the NPT Review and Extension Conference). 

 
82. As we approach another significant anniversary of the NPT’s entry into force, there is little if, any, 

substantial progress even with the so-called step-by-step approach to nuclear disarmament—the 

CTBT is not in force; there are no negotiations for a Fissile Material Treaty and the NWS have 

rejected outright the 2017 Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons (TPNW), arguing that it 

ignores the increasingly complex international security environment; that it is incompatible with the 

doctrine of nuclear deterrence; and that it threatens the global nuclear non-proliferation regime by 

injecting disarmament issues into non-proliferation fora.26 

 
83. In addition, new types of nuclear weapons are being developed and qualitative improvements to 

existing arsenals are being made. 

 
84. All this, despite the reality that the total elimination of nuclear weapons is the only guarantee 

against the use or threat of use of such weapons and that the very possession of nuclear weapons 

encourages proliferation – Cold War or no Cold War. 

 
25 http://www.lalitmauritius.org/en/newsarticle/1188/russia-signs-up-to-pelindaba-with-exception-for-us-nuclear-
base-on-diego-garcia/  
26 US Nuclear Posture Review - note 13. 


