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The Beginning of a New Constructive Cycle
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he 2010 Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty

(NPT) Review Conference in New York in

May was widely anticipated as a watershed
event for international efforts to achieve nuclear
disarmament and to prevent the spread of nuclear
weapons. After a month of intensive negotiations,
the NPT’s 189 states-parties agreed on a final
document that puts forward 64 follow-on actions
including, notably, formal talks in 2012 on
eliminating nuclear weapons in the Middle East,
an issue that had been stagnating since the 1995

NPT Review and Extension Conference.

Given the 10 years of stalemate that
followed the 2000 review conference,
including the 2005 meeting, which
failed to produce agreement on any
substantive issue, this is both an un-

precedented success and a glimmer of
hope for the nuclear nonproliferation
and disarmament regime. Egypt, speak-
ing on behalf of the Nonaligned Move-
ment (NAM), a group of 118 developing

nations and the largest bloc of treaty
members, called the timing of the con-
ference a “historical juncture,” citing
“stronger political will...aimed at the
total elimination of nuclear weapons.”!
The positive outcome stems in good
part from the unique constructive ex-
change that developed between the
governments and diplomats before and
during the conference. In their closing
statements, many delegations credited
the success of the conference to an
improved atmosphere among member
states, created by the active promotion
of disarmament and nonprolifera-
tion in the lead-up to the conference.
U.S. President Barack Obama'’s April 5,
2009, speech in Prague calling for steps
toward a world free of nuclear weap-
ons and the April 8, 2010, signing of
a U.S.-Russian nuclear arms reduction
agreement were two oft-cited examples.
In fact, however, a broader range of fo-
cused and effective diplomatic efforts
and developments took place ahead of
the conference, including:

e the positive atmosphere achieved
at the May 2009 NPT Preparatory
Committee;
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e the 15th NAM summit held at
Sharm el Sheikh, chaired by Egypt
in July 2009, where leaders reaf-
firmed their commitment to seek a
world free of nuclear weapons;

e the “G8 Foreign Ministers’ State-
ment on Nuclear Non-Proliferation,
Disarmament and Peaceful Uses of
Energy: A Contribution to the 2010
NPT Review Conference,” which
the Group of Eight issued after its
meeting in Canada in March 2010;

e the U.S. “Nuclear Posture Re-
view Report,” released in April
2010, which marked a substantial
achievement by reducing the role
of nuclear weapons in U.S. national
security policy; and

e the well-timed nuclear security
summit in Washington, also in April
2010, with its high-level attendance
and powerful message that all states
must curb proliferation.

These events created the necessary
positive momentum for the review con-
ference. When the NPT parties convened
in New York, it was clear that most of
them came determined to reinvigorate
the treaty and the wider nuclear nonpro-
liferation regime.

The constructive nature of their state-
ments and their willingness to seek
common ground reflected this determi-
nation, as did the ability of the five nu-
clear-weapon states to reach agreement
on a joint statement early in the confer-
ence. The strong leadership exhibited
by the president of the conference and
chairs of the Main Committees and
subsidiary bodies, along with their
wise use of committee work to push the
agenda forward, helped to channel this
goodwill and overcome obstacles posed
by parties keen to protect their status
or resist criticism. However, a great deal
more was required to achieve success.
The parties had to negotiate difficult
understandings; the most notable ex-
ample is the language in the final docu-
ment on steps toward establishing a
zone free of nuclear weapons and other
weapons of mass destruction (WMD) in
the Middle East. In that case, discussed
in detail below, the common ground

Libran Cabactulan (second from left), president of the 2010 Nuclear Nonproliferation
Treaty Review Conference, moves for the adoption of a 64-point action plan on May
28, the last day of the month-long conference at the United Nations.

reached produced an opportunity to
make real progress on an issue that
could have considerable bearing on the
strength of the nonproliferation regime
in the next decade.

An Acceptable Compromise?
Participants in the conference witnessed
and welcomed the emergence of new lead-
ership, expressions of determination, and
strong political will to achieve the total
elimination of nuclear weapons, articu-
lated by public figures, intellectuals, and
civil society in nuclear-weapon and non-
nuclear-weapon states.

Although the issuance of a final docu-

ment was a big improvement over the
2005 review conference, which did not
produce one, it was the result of many
compromises. The version of the docu-
ment to which the parties ultimately
agreed was a pale shadow of the plan of
action presented by Egypt on behalf of
the NAM countries on the total elimina-
tion of nuclear weapons and of the NAM’s
comprehensive working paper on all three
pillars of the treaty—nonproliferation,
disarmament, and the peaceful uses of
nuclear energy—and on the implementa-
tion of the 1995 Resolution on the Middle
East, which called for a zone free of nu-
clear weapons and other weapons of mass
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destruction in that region.? Unfortunate-
ly, many of these proposals were watered
down by key states during the negotiation
process, which tended to move consensus
toward the lowest common denominator.
Negotiations on implementing the 1995
Middle East resolution on a zone free of
nuclear weapons and other weapons of
mass destruction were particularly chal-
lenging as states-parties had to balance
the differing levels of commitment and
the depth of concern expressed over this
issue, especially by states in that region.
As some of the delegations remarked in
their closing statements, these compro-
mises, mainly between non-nuclear-
weapon states and the nuclear-weapon
states, were necessary to secure what was a
relatively good outcome.?

Failure Not an Option
Negotiations and consultations over the
four weeks of the conference were in-
clusive and transparent. They covered a
wide range of issues that were of crucial
importance to the treaty’s credibility
and effectiveness as well as to the se-
curity and aspirations of states-parties.
We negotiated and agreed on three for-
ward-looking action plans on nuclear
disarmament, nuclear nonproliferation,
and the inalienable right of all states to
peaceful uses of nuclear energy. These
plans further reaffirmed the critical im-
portance of achieving the universality of
the treaty and of putting into action an
effective process to implement the 1995
Middle East resolution. We examined
the need for a nuclear weapons conven-
tion on the total elimination of nuclear
weapons within a specified timebound
framework; the need for a global, legally
binding, unconditional instrument on
negative security assurances; and many
other issues required to bring about the
full implementation of the treaty and a
world free from nuclear weapons. Time
constraints prevented delegates from con-
clusively considering all these issues or
accomplishing all that states-parties were
aiming to achieve at the conference, but
we nonetheless moved a step forward.

In 1995 the treaty was extended in-
definitely as part of a grand bargain. At
that time, the nuclear-weapon states also
repeated their resolve for total elimina-
tion of nuclear weapons by agreeing
on a program of action that included
some concrete steps toward disarma-

ment. This program was fleshed out at
the 2000 review conference in the form
of 13 “practical steps” toward nuclear
disarmament, which were vigorously
pursued by the New Agenda Coalition.
The coalition, which consists of Brazil,
Egypt, Ireland, Mexico, New Zealand,
South Africa, and Sweden, seeks to build
international consensus on nuclear dis-
armament initiatives. Egypt chaired the
coalition at the 2010 review conference.
At the review conference, the NAM,
chaired by Egypt, played a crucial role,
deciding to take advantage of the posi-
tive signs of progress, showing the nec-
essary political leadership, and doing ev-
erything to make this review conference
a success. Failure was never an option.*
Thus, the resulting commitments
made at this year’s conference were
translated into an action plan on the
three pillars, including proposed steps
for implementing the 1995 Middle East
resolution. This final document ad-
vances the agenda further than the 1995
and 2000 conferences did and lays the
groundwork for the future. In the final
analysis, the document adopted was the

only viable option in moving forward.

Balanced in bringing all countries and
groupings on board, it spells out con-
crete action plans that have to be under-
taken by all of them. A framework for
progress has been agreed. Now, political
will is necessary to achieve it.

The Significance of the 13 Steps
The 2010 action plan asks states, for the
first time, to take specific actions in sup-
port of the three pillars. The wording of
these points reflects the intent that they
serve as benchmarks for measuring prog-
ress and an assurance that there will be
accountability at future meetings. Trans-
forming the lofty goals of the NPT debates
into concrete benchmarks is a necessary
step forward.

Much of the debate in May centered on
how the 13 steps could be updated and
pursued with a renewed commitment.
Support by the United States and other
nuclear-weapon states for the 13 steps was
at its lowest ebb during the 2005 review
conference, but the election of Obama
has reversed this trend. By committing
the United States to nuclear disarmament
and by urging the rest of the world to fol-
low suit, the Obama administration has
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Cabactulan reads a document at the review conference shortly after delegates
approved the action plan.
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taken some small but significant positive
steps. There have also been several new
commissions and reports supporting a
practical vision of a world free of nuclear
weapons.® In this new political environ-
ment, where disarmament is very much
back on the agenda, the relevance of the
13 steps is a pertinent question.

Those steps are by far the most com-
prehensive commitments that the
nuclear-weapon states have ever made on
nuclear disarmament. They form a clear
road map for those countries to fulfill
the provisions of Article VI of the NPT
on measures relating “to nuclear disar-
mament, and on a treaty on general and
complete disarmament under strict and
effective international control,” measures
such as bilateral arms control between
the United States and Russia, entry into
force of the Comprehensive Test Ban

Speaking in Prague on April 5, 2009, President Bar

Treaty, the negotiation of a fissile materi-
al treaty, de-alerting of nuclear weapons,
no-first-use commitments, negative se-
curity assurances by the nuclear-weapon
states, irreversible disarmament, and an
unequivocal commitment to work to-
ward the complete elimination of nuclear
weapons. These steps are essential, al-
though not sufficient, for any conceiv-
able and workable plan to achieve a world
free of nuclear weapons. Moreover, they
are part of the only universally agreed
and politically declared action plan for
nuclear disarmament within the frame-
work of the NPT.

The most significant evidence for their
relevance was the 2010 review confer-
ence itself, during which one of the
key challenges was the nuclear-weapon
states’ reaffirmation of the 13 steps. The
refusal to make this reaffirmation in

ack Obama calls for steps toward a world without nuclear weapons.

2005 was deemed a critical reason for
the failure of that meeting.

Timebound Nuclear Disarmament
One of the most significant outcomes of
the 2010 review conference is the deci-
sion to focus on achieving “time bound
disarmament,” agreed in principle and
contained in a limited way in the final
document. It requires the nuclear-weapon
states to report to the 2014 NPT Prepa-
ratory Committee on their progress in
achieving nuclear disarmament, a wel-
come addition to the 13 steps. The frus-
tration among the non-nuclear-weapon
states over the complacent attitude of the
nuclear-weapon states toward implemen-
tation of disarmament measures was very
evident in May. Many states expressed a
skeptical view of the new disarmament
momentum and said that the proposed
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measures were merely cosmetic. Credible
commitment to disarmament requires
that disarmament plans have time limits
attached and that states are genuinely
held to account for their record in con-
crete achievements.

The concept of nuclear deterrence,
with its doctrines of continuous deploy-
ment and threatened use of nuclear
weapons, also came under heavy criti-
cism at the conference. Arguing that
“it is high time that the lure of nuclear
weapons is ended,” Indonesia’s foreign
minister, Marty Natalegawa, challenged
such doctrines in his opening statement
on behalf of the NAM and called for
negotiations on a comprehensive multi-
lateral treaty to ban nuclear weapons and
provide for their elimination in accor-
dance with an action plan with bench-
marks and a time frame.® Switzerland,
which organized a side meeting with the
Monterey Institute of International Stud-
ies to launch the findings of a new study
on delegitimizing nuclear weapons, ques-
tioned whether any use of these weapons
could ever be regarded as legitimate and
called for the “humanitarian consider-
ations” to be put at the heart of the nu-
clear debate, a point endorsed by others
in later discussions.” Brazil highlighted
the enduring problem that nuclear weap-

ons have “a more basic meaning, enhanc-

Greenpeace activists stand in front of the Knesset, the Israel

ing power and a sense of dominance”
for their possessors, which constitutes “a
serious obstacle to the democratization
of international relations...[and] inter-
national peace and security.”® Some 125
countries supported initiating a process
leading to multilateral negotiations on

a convention banning nuclear weapons,
taking this concept from the margins to
the mainstream.

Nonstrategic nuclear weapons were
challenged from all sides. Following a
brief mention by the European Union
of the need for short-range armaments
(variously described as tactical, prestra-
tegic, or substrategic) to be reduced and
eliminated, Germany led nine other
countries (Austria, Belgium, Finland,
Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands,
Norway, Slovenia, and Sweden) in a call
for increased transparency and the in-
clusion of nonstrategic nuclear weapons
in the bilateral U.S.-Russian negotia-
tions and in broader multilateral arms
control and disarmament processes. In
support of this proposal, Norway and
Poland jointly argued for the step-by-
step elimination of such weapons, not-
ing that “the goal of a world without
nuclear weapons, which we all share,
cannot be met without addressing that
issue head on.” The NAM went further,
criticizing the deployment of tactical

--.Nuclear- Fre_ :
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nuclear weapons in Europe under the
auspices of NATO and proposing that
the nuclear-weapon states should com-
mit to “refrain[ing] from nuclear-weap-
on sharing with other states under any
kind of security arrangements, includ-
ing in the framework of military alli-
ances.” Switzerland agreed, arguing that
nonstrategic weapons “no longer have
a place in today’s Europe.”® Although
the nuclear-weapon states expunged
any explicit reference to such weapons
from the final document, it did refer to
the need to include all types of nuclear
weapons in negotiations.

However, the high point and marker
of success for the review conference
was the reaffirmation of the unequivo-
cal undertaking by the nuclear-weapon
states to eliminate nuclear weapons.

Implementing the 1995 Resolution
One of the dominant issues at the con-
ference was the review of progress made
in achieving a nuclear-weapon-free zone
in the Middle East. The special status of
the region was recognized by a resolu-
tion adopted by the 1995 review and
extension conference, which reaffirmed
explicitly the importance of this issue in
achieving the indefinite extension of the
treaty. The 1995 resolution contained
the objectives of establishing a nuclear-
weapon-free zone in the Middle East,
the accession to the NPT by all states in
the region, and the placement of all nu-
clear facilities in the Middle East under
full-scope International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA) safeguards. In this light,
it is important to recall President Hosni
Mubarak’s proposal on a WMD-free
zone in the Middle East in 1990.1° His
proposal had three main elements:

¢ the prohibition of all weapons of
mass destruction—nuclear, chemi-

cal, and biological—in all states in

the Middle East;

e the provision of assurances by
all states in the region toward the
full implementation of this goal,
in an equal and reciprocal manner
to fulfill this end; and

e the establishment of proper veri-
fication measures and modalities to
ensure the compliance of all states
of the region without exception.



At the 2010 review conference, the
NPT parties for the first time accepted
the importance of a process leading
to full implementation of the 1995
resolution, beyond simply wishing its
conclusion. They endorsed concrete and
substantive practical steps, including
the convening of a conference in 2012
by the UN secretary-general and the co-
sponsors of the 1995 resolution, in con-
sultation with the states of the region,
on the establishment of a Middle East
zone free of nuclear weapons and other
weapons of mass destruction, to be at-
tended by all states of the Middle East.
A facilitator with a mandate to support
implementation and assist in the con-
vening of the 2012 conference will be
appointed, and a host government will
be designated. The facilitator will report
to the 2015 NPT Review Conference and
its preparatory committee meetings.!!

The goal of a nuclear-weapon-free
zone or, more generally, a WMD-free
zone in the Middle East has been repeat-
edly endorsed by all states in the region,
as well as the international community
at the highest diplomatic levels. Resolu-
tions are annually adopted to that effect
by the UN General Assembly, the IAEA
General Conference, and other inter-
governmental forums. Despite this wide
support, no practical steps toward its
fulfillment have been followed beyond
the adoption of resolutions.

Nuclear-weapon-free zones in Latin
America and the Caribbean (established
by the Treaty of Tlatelolco), the South
Pacific (Treaty of Rarotonga), Southeast
Asia (Treaty of Bangkok), and Africa
(Treaty of Pelindaba) have all pro-
gressed through similar stages as they
have come into force.!?> These can be
summarized as:

1. prenegotiation phase (outlining
principles and preferences that as-
sist common understanding of the
parameters the zone would take);

2. negotiation of a treaty text (tar-
geted negotiations based on formu-
lating a legally binding text);

3. setting agreed verification models
and the role of the IAEA;

4. entry into force (signing and
ratifying);

Maged Abdelaziz (left) Egypt’s permanent representative to the UN, headed the
country’s delegation at the review conference. Also in the first row are the author
(center) and Mohamed Edrees, Egypt’s deputy permanent representative.

5. institution building and addi-
tional accessions; and

6. step-by-step implementation of
all treaty commitments, maturity
of the treaty and regime, normal-
ization; entry into assumed “nor-
mal behavior.”

Up to now, the Middle East nuclear-
weapon-free zone has been stuck at the
first stage, partly as a result of the low
expectation many states have, and has
not progressed through any of the sub-
stantive stages conducive to establishing
the zone.

Serious engagement in good faith
by Israel is, of course, a key issue. Al-
though Israel has stated that it will join
a regional nuclear-weapon-free zone
once all states in the Middle East estab-
lish peace, it will be important that it
takes a significant step in the denucle-
arization process at a fairly early point
in this implementation phase. This
would help to convey to everyone in
the region that the enterprise is “for
real,” particularly if the step were trans-
parent with the IAEA. For example, if
the reprocessing facilities at Dimona
had not already been closed by this
stage, it would be the logical choice for
this initial measure because the pur-
pose of Dimona is widely believed to

be for nuclear weapons purposes.!'? If it
had been closed but not inspected, then
inspection would be a significant mile-
stone. If, as is hoped, Israel had already
taken both of these steps in the spirit of
“early fulfillment” or as an agreed ob-
ligation under a global fissile material
ban and elimination treaty, then other
further steps could be considered.

Early steps toward denuclearization
beyond the closure of Dimona would
logically fall in either of two areas:
dismantlement of facilities at Dimona
or disclosure of information on stocks
of special fissionable material and the
placement of the facilities under IAEA
comprehensive full-scope safeguards
prior to destruction. It is still widely
believed that Israel is operating the
Dimona plutonium-production reactor
and that it is possible that it is used also
for tritium production.' The reactor at
Dimona, if it has not outlived its use-
ful life, in theory could be modified for
power production by linking it to the
electricity generating system, with its
fuel then safeguarded by the IAEA.1%

In this regard, the example of South
Africa—the first country to abandon
a fully developed indigenous nuclear
weapons program—should be recalled
as a model. It has taken many steps to
demonstrate its willingness to comply
with the highest international arms
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control and nonproliferation obliga-
tions and standards.'® It dismantled its
nuclear weapons program in full coop-
eration with international partners, in-
cluding the TAEA. Subsequently, South
Africa implemented integrated safe-
guards tailored to its specific circum-
stances, incorporating elements based
on the Model Additional Protocol, and

It is a significant opportunity. Viewed
strategically and handled carefully, it
could advance the broader cause of peace
and security in the region. The process
of establishing a WMD-free zone in the
Middle East can become a new tool for
peace.!” The steps leading to the en-
actment of such a zone could require
intrusive inspection regimes, confidence-

versation about nuclear disarmament
between officials and experts from
nuclear-weapon states and non-nuclear-
weapon states is needed.!® There has
not been such a conversation for a long
time. All the opportunities that can
exist to make this happen should be
utilized. Representatives of civil society
who can inject valuable information,

The process of establishing a WNVID-free zone in the

Middle East can become a new tool for peace.

is a participant in all of the multilateral
nuclear arms control and disarmament
agreements to which it could belong.
South Africa also participates in the
Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) and
therefore incorporates amended NSG
control lists into its national export
control law and applies the NSG guide-
lines in export licensing decisions.

The mention of Israel in the 2010 final
document was difficult for the United
States to accept, even though the refer-
ence simply pointed out that Israel is the
only state in the region that is not party
to the NPT. The United States, several
other countries from the P-5—the five
permanent members of the UN Security
Council—and some other NPT parties
were fighting to keep Israel from be-
ing specifically named. As a result, the
United States and other P-5 members
found themselves in a position where
they could have been an obstacle to the
final consensus on the document over
this issue.

However, with the adoption of the
documents, the United States reiterated
its commitment to the outcome and has
signaled that it will shoulder with oth-
ers the tasks of designating a host gov-
ernment, appointing an individual to fa-
cilitate preparations, and convening the
conference with a view to achieving the
participation of all states of the region.
In the end, by allowing the reference to
Israel, the United States effectively put
Iran in the position of being the only
potential spoiler in the final hours of
the conference.

The next two years will have to be
devoted to the success of the conference.

building measures, and other steps that
would strengthen the nonproliferation
regime. The proposed steps could be
an opportunity to alleviate the current
stalemate. With the spread of dual-use
nuclear technology, there needs to be
recognition that such a stalemate does
not necessarily mean the maintenance
of the status quo. Nuclear proliferation
throughout the region would gravely
harm the security of all states.

The agreement to hold the 2012
conference on the Middle East zone is
important for achieving the universal-
ity of the NPT and for Israel’s accession
to it. Although the United States, other
P-5 countries, and other NPT members
are now burdened with the challenging
task of somehow dragging Israel to the
conference, the agreement can be seen
as a demonstration of the U.S. role in
ensuring the success of the 2010 con-
ference. Credit should be accorded to
Egypt and its Arab League partners for
their willingness to temper their legiti-
mate ambitions in the negotiations in
order to avoid plunging the treaty into
crisis, understanding what was practical
and achievable.

What Next?

At the conference, all states recognized
how much they have at stake in a con-
tinuing and stronger NPT regime. It
was this recognition, along with the
compromises that found their way into
the final document, that is perhaps the
most fundamental success of the con-
ference: the recognition of the broader
common interest on which the NPT
rests.’ A more genuine and candid con-

insights, and perspectives, as well as
provide bridges, should be invited to
help build trust, better understanding,
and open horizons.

The final document as approved by
the conference represents the critical
framework on which all states-parties
to the treaty must vigorously build in
the near future. It aims at the earliest
possible realization for a world free
from nuclear weapons, where policies
of deterrence have no place and where
the horrible threat posed by nuclear
weapons to human lives on our planet
no longer exists. There is obviously a
particular responsibility here for the
nuclear-weapon states. In this context,
it is important to realize the objectives
of the NAM parties leading up to the
2015 review conference. These are:

1. full and prompt implementa-
tion of nuclear disarmament com-
mitments by the nuclear-weapon
states, aiming at the total elimina-
tion of nuclear weapons by 2025;2°

2. continued focused and dedicat-
ed efforts to achieve at the earliest
possible time the universality of
the treaty, recognizing that uni-
versality is a key requirement for
the treaty’s effectiveness and the
global realization of its objectives;

3. prompt commencement of ne-
gotiations on a nuclear weapons
convention as the route to real-
izing a world free from nuclear
weapons by the year 2025;



4. commencement of negotiations
on a legally binding instrument to
provide non-nuclear-weapon states
with global, unconditional secu-
rity assurances against the use or
threat of use of nuclear weapons,
pending the total elimination of
nuclear weapons;

5. reaffirmation of the inalien-
able right of non-nuclear-weapon
states-parties to pursue their na-
tional choices in the area of peace-
ful uses of nuclear energy, includ-
ing their right for the nuclear fuel
cycle, without undue restrictions
that would contradict Article IV of
the treaty;?! and

6. reaffirmation that voluntary
arrangements and confidence-
building measures undertaken by
states-parties should not be seen
as turning into legal obligations,
as that would affect the balanced
commitments and obligations of
the states-parties in accordance
with the treaty.

Egypt has called on states-parties
to join together in this important ef-
fort in the run-up to the 2015 review
conference to promote more effectively
the universality of the treaty and the
balanced implementation of all its pro-
visions in a manner that provides an
opportunity for the next generations to
enjoy the prosperity of a nuclear-weap-
on-free world.

The NPT regime has done its best
for 40 years to contain nuclear threats,
but the message from the 2010 review
conference is that dealing with nuclear
weapons dangers in the 21st century
will require establishing a truly univer-
sal approach.?? Above all, the NPT re-
quires the inclusion of India, Israel, and
Pakistan as non-nuclear-weapon states.

In his Prague speech, Obama reaf-
firmed his intention to seek a nuclear-
weapon-free world, saying, “Today,
I state clearly and with conviction
America’s commitment to seek the
peace and security of a world without
nuclear weapons.”?3

In Cairo two months later, Obama
defused the charge of double standards
that has been leveled at the nuclear-
weapon states throughout the 40-year

history of the NPT: “No nation should
pick and choose which nation holds
nuclear weapons. That’s why I strongly
reaffirmed America’s commitment to
seek a world in which no nations hold
nuclear weapons.”?*

The NPT is a potentially powerful
instrument to reach help that end. At
the 2010 review conference, after a long
pause, the parties showed signs of us-
ing that potential. The 2010 conference
therefore has laid the building blocks for a
constructive engagement by all concerned
parties to establish a nuclear-weapon-free
zone in the Middle East. ACT
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