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“People understand that nuclear weapons 

cannot be used without indiscriminate effects on 

civilian populations. Such weapons have no 

legitimate place in our world. Their elimination 

is both morally right and a practical necessity in 

protecting humanity”. 

Ban Ki-moon 

In September 2005, the United Nations World 

Summit was unable to agree on a single 

recommendation on disarmament and non-

proliferation. Thus, the aim of this committee 

will be to wake up to the reality that many of the 

old threats continue to hang over the world and 

that many new ones have emerged. In this guide, 

we will provides you with elements related to 

unconventional weapons in order to build your 

position paper and drive negotiations. You must 

find new initiatives to reduce the number of 

nuclear weapons and the threat posed by them. It 

is also urgent to prevent proliferation and to take 

special measures to ensure that terrorists do not 

acquire any weapons of mass destruction. It is 

time for all governments to revive their 

cooperation and to breathe new life into the 

disarmament work of the United Nations. 

Conventional or “relative” weapons (such as 

tanks, artillery, aircraft, and anti-aircraft missiles) 

fight other weapons. By contrast, unconventional 

weapons (such as biological, chemical, nuclear, 

and radiological weapons) target entire 

populations or geographic areas. Of these, 

nuclear weapons are – and biological weapons 

have the potential to become -“absolute 

weapons” or weapons of mass destruction 

(WMD). Weapons of Mass Destruction are 

defined as weapons with the capacity to inflict 

death and destruction on such a mass scale and so 

indiscriminately that its very presence in the 

hands of a hostile power can be considered a 

grievous threat. If the Member States of the 

United Nations have worked towards the 

adoption of numerous conventions with the aim 

of limiting their possession and use, recent events 

have shown that a stricter regulation must be 

applied. Furthermore, terrorist groups must be 

prevented from obtaining and/or producing 

weapons of mass destruction. 

 Nuclear weapons kill by the effects of heat, 

blast, radiation and radioactive fallout. The 

attacks on Hiroshima and Nagasaki killed an 

estimated 200,000 people. The nuclear 

weapons in one strategic submarine have a 

combined explosive force several times 

greater than all the conventional bombs 

dropped in World War II.  

 Biological and toxin weapons kill by using 

pathogens to attack cells and organs in 

human bodies, although they can also be 

used to target crops and livestock on a mass 

scale. Some are contagious and can spread 

rapidly in a population, while others, 

including anthrax and ricin, infect and kill 

only those who are directly exposed. Toxins 

are poisons produced by biological 

organisms. 

 Chemical weapons kill by attacking the 

nervous system and lungs, or by interfering 

with a body’s ability to absorb oxygen. Some 

are designed to incapacitate by producing 

severe burns and blisters. Symptoms can 

appear immediately or be delayed for up to 

12 hours after an attack. Persistent agents 

can remain in a target environment for as 

long as a week. 

The first use of the term "weapon of mass 

destruction" on record is by Cosmo Gordon 

Lang, Archbishop of Canterbury, in reference to 

the aerial bombardment of Guernica in Spain. 

Before the WWII, Nazis were using Spain as 
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training territory for its air forces. On the April 

26
th
 1937, 33 bombardiers of the Condor Legion 

dropped numerous explosives, antipersonnel 

bombs and more than 2500 incendiary bombs on 

the Basque village. Once exploding, these bombs 

full of aluminium and iron oxide warmed their 

environment at 2700°C, killing the thousand 

habitants of the town. Only able to enter the town 

three days after, the Spain nationalists’ forces 

were terrified by the result. It is the first time in 

the modern history that a population is 

deliberately slaughtered. 

Eight years after, the first nuclear weapons were 

developed by the United States. The US tested 

one in New Mexico, and exploded two in August 

1945 over the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and 

Nagasaki, killing and wounding about 40 percent 

of their populations and destroying or damaging 

more than half of their buildings. This was the 

first and only time nuclear weapons were used in 

war. Soon after, the Japanese government 

surrendered and cancelled their plan to use 

plague as a biological weapon against US 

civilians in San Diego, California during the so-

called Cherry Blossoms at Night operation. 

Two months before, in June 1945, the United 

Nations Allies (the US, UK, France, China, 

Russia, and 45 of their partners against Germany 

and Japan) founded the United Nations 

organizations (UN). In doing so, their primary 

goal was “to maintain international peace and 

security.” To achieve this goal, they articulated 

several principles, including respecting “the 

sovereign equality” of all member states and 

settling “international disputes by peaceful 

means.” Tasked with solving issues related to 

“disarmament, global challenges and threats to 

peace that affect the international community”, 

the Disarmament and International Security 

Committee (DISEC), also referred to as the First 

Committee of the General Assembly of the 

United Nations, plays a critical role in advancing 

the goals set out in the United Nations Charter. 

Since WWI and the creation of the United 

Nations, chemical weapons have been 

responsible for nearly one million total casualties 

across the globe, despite the Geneva Protocol 

signed in 1925 and prohibiting the “use of 

chemical and biological weapons in war.” 

Although this was a step in the right direction of 

global policy, it did not prohibit the production or 

stockpiling of chemical weapons. States also 

reserved the right to retaliate with chemical 

weapons if provoked by a chemical attack. This 

essentially set the stage for a “no first use” 

policy.  

However, this possibility enabled states to 

constitute stockpiles of chemical weapons that 

has been used for offensive operations. In the 

1960’s President Nasser of Egypt ordered the use 

of chemical weapons in Yemen. In the 1988, 

Saddam Hussein’s army used chemical weapons 

against Iranian forces for which the US had a 

hand in facilitating.  

The recent major concern in terms of weapons of 

mass destruction (WMD) is related to Syria. In 

the past three years, the Syrian Conflict has 

claimed the lives of 100,000 Syrians in violent 

conflict between President Bashar al-Assad’s 

supporters and those opposed to his rule. The 

conflict has also forced more than nine million 

people from their homes creating a major refugee 

crisis in the region. 

Chemical weapons had been a concern to the 

international community during the crisis as the 

Assad regime had one of the largest stockpiles of 

chemical weapons in the world. This was of 

urgent concern to the international community as 

the weapons could potentially fall into the 

possession of the rebels fighting the regime. The 

possibilities that were of greater concern were of 

chemical weapons falling into the more radical 

rebel groups such as the Islamic State in Iraq and 

Syria (ISIS) or the Al-Nusra front. Governments 

were particularly concerned that if these groups 
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possessed these weapons that they would then 

use them in terrorist attacks. However, the more 

likely possibility remained of Assad using the 

weapons against opposition forces and those 

deemed sympathizers. 

On March 19, 2013, despite the threats of 

international community, the Syrian government 

launched chemical attacks on rebel held territory 

in two separate incidents killing dozens and 

injuring dozens more. The international response 

to the March attacks was virtually non-existent 

which sparked criticism by some activists. 

However, a larger chemical weapon attack on the 

August 21, 2013 was far worse than those in 

March. Initial reports of the attacks began 

circulating, claiming that chemical weapon 

attacks were carried out on the outskirts of the 

capitol of Damascus. According to Medecins 

Sans Frontieres, commonly referred to as 

‘Doctors without Borders,’ at least 3,600 patients 

suffering the effects of neurotoxin exposure were 

treated in hospitals they supported and 355 of 

those victims died. After this attack, the 

international community began to change 

opinions about Syria. The Violations 

Documentation Centre, which is cited by the UN 

as being a reliable source for verifying death 

tolls, states that the attacks caused 588 fatalities; 

135 women and 108 children. 

In consequence, negotiations between Russian, 

Syria and the United States resulted in the 

September 14th framework. This framework 

sought to achieve the “destruction of the Syrian 

Arab Republic's chemical weapons program in 

the soonest and safest manner.” The US and 

Russia would coordinate the logistics of the 

destruction of the chemical weapons. The 

September 14th framework also meant Syria 

would finally join the Chemical Weapons 

Convention, which allowed for verification of 

their cooperation by the Organization for the 

Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW). In 

complying with the OPCW Syria’s chemical 

weapons were destroyed along with the precursor 

chemicals necessary for the production of the 

weapons. The US has expressed concerns over 

any residual weapons falling into the hands of 

radical Islamic groups including ISIS. The 

international community was successful in 

disarming Syria, but it failed to prevent the 

weapons from being deployed in the first place. 

However, despite the condemnation, Syrian 

government is accused to have used chlorine 

gases during different occasions in 2014. On the 

7
th
 of March 2015, the Security Council, 

including Russian, voted condemnation of these 

uses. International actors understand that they 

must keep up pressure on Syria to surrender its 

weapons to ensure that the weapons do not fall 

into the hands of groups such as ISIS and to 

ensure that they are not used any further in the 

conflict.  

To counteract threats of WMD it is important to 

assess them accurately and to understand what 

motivates states or non-state actors to acquire 

them. Assessing the threats may be difficult. The 

secrecy often maintained about WMD programs 

is one evident reason. Another reason is that 

threats are sometimes exaggerated – or ignored – 

as a part of the military-political play. A third 

reason is that a threat consists not only of a 

capability but also of an intent – that may change 

over time. A special difficulty arises in assessing 

low-probability but high-consequence threats, 

such as the danger of terrorists acquiring nuclear 

weapons. For each of the three types of WMD 

we will address three main categories of threat: 

from existing weapons; from their spread to 

additional states (proliferation); from their 

possible acquisition or use by terrorists. 

Existing weapons  
Despite Post-Cold War reductions, some 12,000 

nuclear weapons remain in active service 

(‘deployed’). Over 90 percent of those weapons 

are in the arsenals of the United States and 

Russia [see the table on the next page].  
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The total of both deployed and non-deployed 

weapons is estimated to be approximately 

27,000. The lack of precision in the number of 

these weapons (and fissile material stocks) 

reflects the fragmentary nature of the published 

information about existing nuclear arsenals. This 

limited transparency has many implications, 

including the difficulties it creates for measuring 

progress in achieving disarmament goals and 

ensuring accountability. The threats posed by 

existing nuclear weapons relate in the first place 

to the risks of deliberate use. High 

representatives of nuclear-armed states have 

recently alluded in precisely calculated ambiguity 

to a readiness actually to use nuclear weapons. 

Additional dangers could arise because of 

accidents, miscalculations, faulty intelligence, 

theft or unauthorized use. Further threats may 

arise from the illicit transfer or theft of sensitive 

design information.  

No state acknowledges that it possesses 

biological weapons or that it has programs to 

develop such weapons. A special problem arises 

from the right affirmed in the BTWC of states to 

retain biological agents and toxins for 

prophylactic, protective or other peaceful 

purposes. In the absence of any verification 

system this provision, which some have called a 

loophole in the treaty, makes it difficult for the 

international community to determine 

conclusively if a country’s declared defensive 

programs do not have an offensive military 

purpose. Russia and the United States – the 

countries that once possessed the largest bio 

warfare programs – are often cited as retaining 

various weapon-related capabilities, along with a 

few other states in the Middle East and East Asia. 

However, the potential global threat posed by 

biological weapons is not limited to those states. 

Another problem is that facilities to undertake 

research on or to produce biological agents are 

more difficult to detect and easier to hide than 

facilities to produce fissile material for nuclear 

weapons. The difficulties of detection enhance 

the risk of a surprise appearance of a new 

biological-weapon capability. Concerns about 

possible future weapons are even greater than the 

concerns about today’s biological weapons. 

Studies warn that new bio warfare agents could 

be developed through genetic engineering and 

that ways could be explored to weaponized 

biochemical compounds called bio-regulators, 

which control basic human functions, from 

thought to action. 

Historically, the states that produced the most 

chemical weapons by far were the Soviet Union 

and the United States. There are four other states 

having chemical capacities. Many experts and 

government officials have claimed that a number 

of states, including some that are parties to the 

CWC, have clandestine chemical-weapon 

programs. As the slow process of verified 

destruction of chemical weapons continues under 

the CWC, the threats from remaining stockpiles 

are gradually receding. Nevertheless, the OPCW 

reports that, as of 28 February 2006, only 13,049 

metric tons of chemical agents have been 

destroyed, of the 71,373 metric tons of declared 

stocks. The individual munitions and containers 

that have been destroyed represent just over a 

quarter of the declared items. 
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Proliferation  
The global proliferation of nuclear weapons 

poses a wide spectrum of threats to regional and 

global security. These threats multiply as more 

countries acquire such weapons. The most 

fundamental danger is that proliferation will 

increase the risk of use. As stated in the preamble 

of the NPT, ‘the proliferation of nuclear weapons 

would seriously enhance the danger of nuclear 

war’. The appearance of a new nuclear-weapon 

program could have a domino effect, producing 

fear, alarm and possibly countermeasures 

involving WMD in neighboring states. Even 

suspicions of such a program can trigger severe 

actions, as illustrated by the invasion of Iraq and 

by the pressures exerted on Iran to refrain from 

enrichment-related activities. Weapon designs 

and related technology can also spread from one 

country to another, either directly from state to 

state or through clandestine supplier networks. 

The most notorious case involved the activities of 

the Pakistani scientist A.Q. Khan, who was at the 

center of two illicit supplier networks – one 

bringing sensitive technology into Pakistan and 

another transferring it from Pakistan to Iran, 

Libya, North Korea and possibly elsewhere. 

These activities could hardly have taken place 

without the awareness of the Pakistani 

government. The threats and risks described 

above relate to the geographical proliferation of 

WMD. Great suspicions over Iran have been 

generated by its nuclear program. Despite the 

recent improvement in talks between 

P5+Germany and Iran, the former still does not 

allow for adequate IAEA inspections. 

The BTWC requires its parties ‘not in any way to 

assist, encourage, or induce any State, group of 

States or international organization’ (Article III) 

to manufacture biological agents for use as 

weapons. Regrettably, export controls are not 

enough to prevent the proliferation of biological 

weapons. The large biological weapon program 

discovered in Iraq, a party to the BTWC, after the 

1991 war relied largely on imported agents and 

growth material. In addition, not only do 

dangerous biological agents travel internationally 

unaided by man, they exist in nature inside 

countries all over the world. As the scientific, 

engineering and industrial uses of biological 

organisms grow throughout the world, states will 

increasingly be able to produce large volumes of 

lethal biological agents, engineer new pathogens, 

and develop effective delivery systems, should 

they so decide. A related concern is that a state 

might decide to share its biological-weapon 

capabilities with a terrorist group 

While many countries have the capability to 

make chemical weapons, few countries are 

motivated to do so. Such weapons remain 

repugnant to the overwhelming majority of states 

and have demonstrated their dubious utility as 

weapons of war. Nevertheless, the dual-use 

nature of the commodities and technology that go 

into the manufacture of chemical weapons 

remains a persisting concern and a source of 

uncertainty in any estimates of either arsenal size 

or latent capabilities to manufacture such 

weapons. 

Terrorism  
For terrorists wishing to develop or acquire 

nuclear weapons, the greatest difficulty is to 

obtain weapons-usable fissile material. While 

there are reports that Pakistani nuclear scientists 

met with members of al-Qaeda, as far as is 

known terrorists have not acquired nuclear 

materials from existing nuclear weapon arsenals. 

It is unlikely that terrorist groups today could 

develop and manage the substantial infrastructure 

that would be required to produce enriched 

uranium or plutonium for weapons. However, 

nuclear weapons and weapon materials could be 

stolen by terrorists either from storage or during 

transportation. Since 1995, the IAEA has 

maintained an Illicit Trafficking Database, 

containing (as of December 2004) 662 confirmed 

incidents of theft, 18 of which involved highly 

enriched uranium or plutonium, including a few 

cases involving kilogram quantities. Much of the 

US Cooperative Threat Reduction program is 
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intended to strengthen the physical security of 

Russia’s nuclear weapon-related facilities and 

weapons-usable nuclear materials, and to reduce 

the risk that weapon scientists will provide their 

specialized knowledge to terrorists. Terrorists 

could also attack nuclear facilities or nuclear 

materials in transit. This is a serious problem and 

calls for high standards of physical protection, as 

discussed in the next chapter. Terrorist objectives 

could also be pursued through the use of a so-

called dirty bomb, a device designed to disperse 

radioactive materials. A terrorist group could 

obtain such materials from nuclear waste or 

radioactive substances used in hospitals and 

various industries. Although such weapons are 

not customarily viewed as WMD because they 

are not likely to produce very large numbers of 

fatalities, they are much easier to make than 

fission weapons and can cause terror and mass 

disruption, especially if detonated at the heart of 

major cities. 

Experts are divided on the magnitude of the 

bioterrorist threat. At one extreme, some believe 

that it may already be, or may soon become, 

comparable to the threat posed by nuclear 

weapons. Others are deeply sceptical of the 

probability of the large-scale use of such 

weapons by terrorists, given the many technical 

difficulties of managing such weapons and 

delivering them effectively. No major offensive 

use of chemical weapons was reported until the 

1995 Tokyo subway attacks. The Japanese 

suicide cult, Aum Shinrikyo, launched a sarin gas 

attack in the Tokyo subway that resulted in the 

death of twelve people and the sickening of 

thousands more. The fear generated from Aum 

Shinrikyo’s acquisition of chemical weapons 

currently plays a role in debates over the Syrian 

conflict, as fears of non-state actors acquiring 

lose chemical weapons are of particular concern 

to many western nations such as Israel 

Toxic chemical agents might be acquired by 

terrorists through attacks on industries, stocks or 

shipments. Terrorist groups might also produce 

such agents themselves. The most notorious case 

of terrorism involving chemical weapons 

occurred in 1995, when Aum Shinrikyo used 

sarin nerve gas in an attack in a Tokyo subway, 

killing 12 people and sending thousands to 

hospital. However, as is the case with biological 

terrorism, delivering toxic materials effectively 

enough to kill large numbers of people is more 

difficult than simply acquiring or making the 

weapon agents. Rather than seeking to attack 

large numbers of civilians directly, terrorist 

groups could choose to attack targets that would 

release dangerous chemical agents. Civilian 

industries that use or produce highly toxic 

materials are sitting targets. 

The regulation on development and use of 

Weapons of mass destruction is mainly 

monitored by three key treaties:  

1. The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 

Nuclear Weapons (NPT),  

2. The Convention on the Prohibition of the 

Development, Production and Stockpiling of 

Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin 

Weapons and on their Destruction (BTWC), 

3. Convention on the Prohibition of the 

Development, Production, Stockpiling and 

Use of Chemical Weapons and on Their 

Destruction (CWC) 

The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 

Nuclear Weapons (NPT) 
The NPT seeks to prevent the further spread of 

nuclear weapons, to promote cooperation in the 

peaceful uses of nuclear energy, and to pursue 

nuclear disarmament. While recognizing the first 

wave of five nuclear-weapon states, succeeded in 

attracting a vast number of adherents. It did not, 

however, prevent India, Israel and Pakistan from 

forming a second wave of proliferation, and was 
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violated by Iraq, Libya and North Korea in a 

third wave.  Moreover, North Korea has 

announced its withdrawal from the treaty. More 

countries have acceded to the NPT than to any 

other arms limitation or disarmament agreement. 

The NPT represents the only binding 

commitment in a multilateral treaty to the goal of 

disarmament by the nuclear-weapon states.  

States that wish to produce nuclear energy can 

purchase or mine uranium and plutonium and use 

them in nuclear reactors with little refinement. 

Thus, the main way the IAEA monitors states for 

possible nuclear weapons production is by 

looking for signs of enrichment activity. 

Enrichment is the process by which uranium and 

plutonium are made more concentrated and, 

therefore, useful for nuclear weapons. There are 

several ways to enrich nuclear materials, one of 

which is to spin it in centrifuges. Thus the 

acquisition of centrifuges and the presence of 

enriched nuclear materials in a country suggest 

the possibility of nuclear weapons production. 

From 2002 to the present, the IAEA has found 

that Iran is, at least, not disclosing the full extent 

of its nuclear activities. Whether Iran is 

developing nuclear weapons is, however, 

unclear. Since 2006, Iran has been under 

increasing strict Security Council sanctions, as 

well as separate sanctions by the EU and US, for 

non-compliance with NPT provisions to refrain 

from enriching uranium and plutonium to 

weapons grade and to provide unobstructed 

access to International Atomic Energy Agency 

(IAEA) inspectors. 

If Iran and North Korea do not reliably renounce 

nuclear weapons, pressure could build for a 

fourth wave of proliferation of nuclear weapons. 

Thirty-six years after the entry into force of the 

NPT, the five nuclear weapon states parties to the 

treaty have failed in their duty to achieve 

disarmament through negotiation. There is 

currently a risk for a new phase in nuclear arms 

competition through the further modernization of 

weapons. Many non-nuclear-weapon states feel 

cheated by the nuclear weapon states’ retreating 

from commitments made in 1995 in order to get 

the treaty extended to unlimited duration. 

The Convention on the Prohibition of 

the Development, Production and 

Stockpiling of Bacteriological 

(Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on 

their Destruction (BTWC) 
Designed in 1972, The BTWC is the first 

multilateral disarmament treaty banning the 

production of an entire category of weapons a 

represent a real success for the international 

community.  It is a strong juridical agreement 

ratified by 172 States Parties as of January 2015: 

 

  Signed and ratified  

   Acceded or succeeded  

   Unrecognized state, abiding by treaty 

   Only signed 

   Non-signatory 
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Convention on the Prohibition of the 

Development, Production, Stockpiling 

and Use of Chemical Weapons and on 

Their Destruction (CWC) 
In 1993, the Chemical Weapons Convention was 

signed. It “aims to eliminate an entire category of 

weapons of mass destruction by prohibiting the 

development, production, acquisition, 

stockpiling, retention, transfer or use of chemical 

weapons by State Parties.” The convention 

banishes the production of chemical weapons and 

schedules the destruction of stockpiles. This 

second multilateral treaties which bans an entire 

category of weapons has been signed by 190 

states. Six nations have yet to join the 

convention, including Egypt and North Korea 

who have not signed the convention as well as 

Israel who have not ratified it.  

Since the signing of the convention, the US and 

Russia have reduced their CW stockpiles 

drastically with the US and Russia having 27,771 

and 30,400 weapons respectively at the start of 

the CWC’s enforcement. Notwithstanding, large 

stockpiles thereof continue to exist, usually 

justified as only a precaution against putative use 

by an aggressor. 

Thus, on the 29 April 1997, the Organisation for 

the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW) 

was created in order to monitor the destruction 

and prevention of stockpile and use of chemical 

weapons.  

Secondary treaties 
The treaties are quite short but have been 

enlarged by several add-on and secondary 

treaties. 

The Limited Test Ban Treaty (LTBT) is an 

agreement build by USSR, United-Kingdom and 

United States of America which prohibits all test 

and detonations of nuclear weapons on earth, sea 

and space. This treaty attempted to slow down 

the arms race and the release of nuclear fallout. 

However, it does not concern under-ground tests. 

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) has 

been adopted by UN in 1996. It aims to fix the 

holes of the LTBT. Thus, it prevents every 

signatory to take part in nuclear test. However, 

three countries have tested nuclear weapons since 

the CTBT opened for signature in 1996. India 

and Pakistan both carried out two sets of tests in 

1998. North Korea carried out three announced 

tests in 2006, 2009 and 2013. 

Others forms of cooperation 

Multilateral 
The UN NPT encourages regional approach in 

non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. Thus, nine 

  Signed and ratified  

   Acceded or succeeded  

   Unrecognized state, abiding by treaty 

   Only signed 

   Non-signatory 

FIGURE 1: CONVENTION ON THE PROHIBITION OF THE DEVELOPMENT, PRODUCTION, STOCKPILING AND 

USE OF CHEMICAL WEAPONS AND ON THEIR DESTRUCTION (CWC) 
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nuclear-weapon-free zones are in effect. Some of 

the treaties related to these zones are at different 

stages with regard to the signature, ratification 

and entry into force, as well as with regard to the 

signature and ratification of their associated 

protocols containing security assurances from the 

nuclear-weapon States. Statutes impose a total 

absence of nuclear weapons and an international 

system of control to guarantee the compliance 

with this obligation. There are two kinds of 

Nuclear-Weapons-Free areas:  

1. Six Nuclear-weapon-free zones (NWFZ): 

Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear 

Weapons in Latin America and the 

Caribbean, South Pacific NWFZ Treaty, 

Southeast Asia NWFZ Treaty, African 

NWFZ Treaty, Treaty on a NWFZ in Central 

Asia, Mongolia nuclear-weapon-free status. 

As for 2015, a WMD-free zone in the Middle 

East is drafted, with no support from Israel 

and US.  

2. Three Nuclear-weapon-free geographical 

regions: The 1959 Antarctic Treaty prohibits 

nuclear weapons, The 1967 Space Treaty, 

the 1971 Seabed Treaty prohibits the 

emplacement of nuclear weapons on the 

bottom of the ocean.  

Bilateral 
Soon after the Cuban Missile Crisis in 1962, the 

US and Soviet Union began bilateral efforts to 

reduce nuclear tension. To the chagrin of many 

UN member states, the purpose of these 

agreements was not to eliminate nuclear 

weapons. Instead, it was to reduce 

misunderstanding, overspending, international 

anger about nuclear tests, and competition from 

other states. To make it easy to negotiate in 

future crises, the US and USSR installed a 

“hotline” (direct telephone line) between the 

Kremlin and the White House. They agreed to 

the Anti-Ballistic Missile treaty (1972) and on 

the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty (1963). That treaty 

did not speak to the legality of underground tests, 

which were state-of-the-art at the time and have 

since been widely used. Even today, long after 

the Cold War, the US objects to the 

Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty 

FIGURE 2: THE LIMITED TEST BAN TREATY  

   Annex 2, signed and ratified 

  Annex 2, signed 

  Annex 2, non-signatory 

  Not Annex 2, signed and ratified 

  Not Annex 2, signed 

  Not Annex 2, non-signatory 

 

FIGURE 3: COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN TREATY (CTBT) 
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(CTBT). As a result, it has never come into force. 

Most importantly, the US and USSR agreed to 

the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT).  

Later in the Cold War, the US and Soviet Union 

negotiated a series of bilateral agreements to 

reduce the size and destructive power of their 

nuclear arsenals. These efforts have continued, in 

fits and starts, since the end of the Cold War and 

have been supplemented by unilateral measures, 

such as detargeting weapons so they cannot be 

launched as quickly. The most recent agreement 

between the US and Russia is the New Start 

Treaty, which took effect in 2011 and stipulates 

that each will reduce its arsenal to 1,550 active 

nuclear warheads or 700 strategic delivery 

vehicles (long-range bombers and missile 

launchers) by 2018. This is down from the Cold 

War high of 31,255 nuclear weapons for the US 

in 1967 and 45,000 for the USSR in 1986. Under 

New Start, each country “is allowed 18 short-

notice inspections a year over 10 years” to 

confirm that the other is in compliance 

The UN work relative to the weapons of mass 

destruction is accomplished by the Disarmament 

and Security Committee, no matter the kind of 

WMD.  

From its first session 1946 to its most recent, 

66th session in 2011-2012, the GA has passed 

many resolutions on both general and nuclear 

disarmament. In addition, it has initiated and 

affirmed several treaties attempting to limit or 

ban certain types of weapons, such as land mines 

and biological and chemical weapons, and has 

supported the efforts of African and South 

Pacific states to declare their regions nuclear-

weapons free zones. Beyond its work in 

promoting the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty and the 

NPT, however, the GA has made little progress 

in controlling the use of nuclear weapons and no 

progress on nuclear disarmament. 

In its first resolution on disarmament (1946), the 

GA recommended “as an essential step towards 

the urgent objective of prohibiting and 

eliminating from national armaments atomic and 

all other major weapons adaptable now and in the 

future to mass destruction, and the early 

establishment of international control of atomic 

energy and other modern scientific discoveries to 

ensure their use only for peaceful purposes.”  

In 1998, a group of states known as the New 

Agenda Coalition began to work together to 

develop support for the elimination of all nuclear 

weapons. The group, which initially included 

Brazil, Egypt, Ireland, Mexico, New Zealand, 

Slovenia, South Africa and Sweden, has grown 

over the years. It is motivated by the belief that 

“the proposition that nuclear weapons can be 

retained in perpetuity and never used - 

accidentally or by decision - defies credibility. 

The only complete defence is the elimination of 

nuclear weapons and assurance that they will 

never be produced again.” 

At the DISEC most recent (2014) session, the 

New Agenda Coalition sponsored a resolution 

entitled, “Towards a nuclear-weapon-free world: 

accelerating the implementation of nuclear 

disarmament commitments.” 

(A/C.1/69/L.12/Rev.1) The resolution passed 

with 160 votes in favor, 7 opposed, and 5 

abstaining. The states in opposition were the 

Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, France, 

India, Israel, Russian Federation, the UK, and the 

US. The states abstaining were Bhutan, China, 

the Federated States of Micronesia, and Pakistan. 

Between 1998 and the present, several UN 

secretaries-general have taken up the cause of 

nuclear disarmament. In 2008, SG Ban Ki-moon 

said, “A world free of nuclear weapons would be 

a global public good of the highest order”. Last 

year, 164 States adopted the resolution called 

“United action towards the total elimination of 

nuclear weapons” A/C.1/69/L.36. However, the 

aim of the creation of a “treaty outlawing them 

remains entire. 
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In order to contain the current risks, the DISEC 

committee adopted recently the draft resolution 

A/C.1/69/L.17 on “Measures to prevent terrorists 

from acquiring weapons of mass destruction” 

which invites all States to join the International 

Convention for the Suppression of Acts of 

Nuclear Terrorism of 2005, and to strengthen the 

regional cooperation on this issue. 

Each year, the GA Plenary receives and passes 

resolutions on reports from three sub-committees 

it established to work in this area: the UN 

Disarmament Commission, the GA-1 

(Disarmament and International Security) and the 

Conference on Disarmament. The purpose of the 

first is to make recommendations to the GA, the 

purpose of the second is to “build consensus,” 

and the purpose of the third is to negotiate 

multilateral disarmament treaties. According to 

Reaching Critical Will, a non-profit that lobbies 

for disarmament, the UN Disarmament 

Commission and First Committee have in recent 

years largely become showcases to highlight 

divisions of governmental opinion on matters of 

disarmament, non-proliferation, and international 

security. The Conference on Disarmament, which 

convened a working group on the item 

“comprehensive program for disarmament” 

between 1980 and 1989, has not adopted a 

program of work [agenda] since 1999. 

States members of European Union 
The countries of European Union are members of 

NATO and all signatories of NPT, CWC and 

BTWC. The union also shelters to nuclear 

weapons states, France and United Kingdom, 

which played a significant role in the previous 

conferences. Their involvement in binding 

treaties and their support in the negotiations with 

North Korea and Iran converted them in 

defenders of nuclear and chemical non-

proliferation.  

Russian Federation 
Russia has the world’s largest stockpile of 

nuclear warheads and one of the biggest one in 

chemical weapons. Russia is ratified the upon-

mentioned treaties but due to the recent tensions 

in Ukraine, and the poor security at facilities 

where fissile material is stored, it presents 

numerous threats to non-proliferation. 

Africa 
The African continent is a Nuclear-Weapon-Free 

Zone since the treaty of Pelindaba in 1996. It 

hosts the first country to have dismantled nuclear 

capacity: South Africa. All African countries are 

cooperative on non-proliferation of nuclear or 

chemical weapons, but if they all have signed 

NPT and CWC treaties, some have yet to ratify 

them. The bigger concern is linked to Libya, 

which did not destroy all its chemical capacities. 

Given the general instability of the Libyan 

government, a serious threat of acquisition by 

terrorists of WMD exists.  

Middle East 
In the Middle East, matters related to WMD are 

mainly driven by the conflict between Israel and 

the Territory of Palestine, Pakistan and India, and 

Syrian Case. Middle East is a fertile ground for 

proliferation of such weapons or terrorist 

acquiring of them. A large number of countries 

have chemical weapons like Syria or Iran. 

Concerning nuclear weapons, the region shelters 

two nuclear states: Pakistan and Israel, the 

former preventing Iran to develop nuclear 

capacity. A special point has to be made on 

Israel, which does not officially acknowledge its 

possession of nuclear weapons. In consequence, 

it does not vote pro in UN resolution. 

North America 
The United States of America is a leader in 

negotiations on world security. Although they 

destroyed the majority of its chemical weapons 

and schedule to achieve this process by 2023, 

some 3,000 tons remains operational. Moreover, 

the US has the world’s second largest stockpile 

of nuclear weapons. Despite of these capacities, 
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North American countries does work toward a 

better regulation of WMD. 

Latin America 
Countries of South-America are mainly 

supportive in non-proliferation of WMD. None 

of them has chemical weapons or nuclear 

weapons given the Tlatelolco Treaty setting up a 

Nuclear-Weapons-Free Zone in Latin America. 

Asia 
Asian countries are divided on WMD. Only few 

not major Asian countries are integrated in the 

Bangkok Treaty creating the only one Asian 

Nuclear-Weapon-Free zone. Various countries 

are suspected to shelter WMD capacities and not 

cooperative. Thus, if China signed the NPT 

treaty, it still has a significant arsenal and leads a 

chemical weapons research program. Asia is also 

home of North Korea, which concentrates a large 

stockpile of chemical weapons and challenges 

the goals of non-proliferation. 

States Members have to face new challenges. In 

addition to eliminate current stockpile of WMD 

in a context of global tension, they have now to 

block the creation of new WMD weapons and to 

prevent WMD terrorism. 

Without the efforts of the United Nations, there is 

unlikely ever to be a regulation of Weapons of 

Mass destruction. In some respects, the goal is 

closer than ever before, due to recent agreements 

forged by the New Agenda Coalition. Biological 

and chemical weapons have been 

comprehensively outlawed through global 

conventions, but these need to be universally 

accepted and fully implemented. Yet, more than 

40 years after they pledged in the NPT to disarm, 

the permanent five members of the Security 

Council have given little indication that they are 

willing to dismantle their weapons or turn them 

over to a UN agency to secure and control. 

Nuclear weapons must also be outlawed. What 

could and should the DISEC do to encourage the 

P-5 and the other nuclear weapons states to 

outlaw nuclear weapons before additional states 

obtain them? 

As you write your position paper on this topic, 

consider the following questions: 

- Does your country have weapons of mass 

destruction or the desire to acquire them? Why 

or why not? 

- Has your country ratified and is it in 

compliance with the NPT and other 

disarmament treaties? 

- If your country is a nuclear state, what 

relationship has it historically had with today’s 

non-nuclear states? Has it been willing to 

consider disarmament? Why or why not? 

- If your country is not a nuclear state, what 

relationship has it historically had with today’s 

nuclear states? Has it agreed to accept their 

weapons on its territory? Has it been affected by 

their nuclear tests?  

- What relationship does your country have with 

Iran, and what is its position on the Iranian 

nuclear program? 

- From your country’s point of view, is WMD 

disarmament necessary, possible, and/or 

desirable?  Why or why not? What would be the 

costs and benefits? 

- Would it be better for each country to 

dismantle its own weapons or turn them over to 

a re-invigorated Military Staff Committee or 

some other, new UN agency? If the latter, how 

should that agency be organized, and what 

should its responsibilities and capabilities be? 

- Would it be easier for disarmament to occur 

first at the regional level and then 

internationally, or would it be necessary for all 

states to disarm at the same time
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It is up to you, dear delegates, to find new 

international solutions to regulate, control, ban and 

eliminate threats to peace that affect the international 

community! 
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- Ban Ki-moon. “The United Nations and Security in a Nuclear-Weapon-Free world.” Address to the 

East-West Institute. New York 24 October 2008. In this speech, the Secretary General offered a five-

point proposal for nuclear disarmament. For another proposal, see the source in footnote 47. 

 http://www.un.org/apps/news/infocus/sgspeeches/search_full.asp?statID=351  

- Federation of American Scientists. “Weapons of Mass Destruction Resources.” Website. The FAS is 

a well-respected source of information on nuclear weapons issues, both technical and political.   

 http://www.fas.org/nuke/  

- The UN Disarmament Yearbook : Each year, the UN committee of Disarmament release an 

exhaustive report on WMD. 

 http://www.un.org/disarmament/publications/yearbook/en/EN-YB-VOL-38-2013-part2.pdf 

- The Weapon of Mass Destruction Commission: 

 http://www.un.org/disarmament/education/wmdcommission/index.html 

- Global Security: Exhaustive information and news about WMD issues 

  http://www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/index.html 

- Sagan, Scott D. “The Causes of Nuclear Weapons Proliferation.” Annual Review of Political 

Science. 2011. This article summarizes political science research about why some states seek nuclear 

weapons, while others do not. Search on your country’s name.  

 http://iis-db.stanford.edu/pubs/23205/Sagan_Causesof_NuclearWeaponsProliferation.pdf  

- “Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Weapons.” (2002). UN Department for Disarmament Affairs. 

This site provides the text of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, a list of states that have ratified it, and 

information on the nuclear activities of most countries in the world and UN efforts to oversee them. 

 http://www.un.org/disarmament/WMD/Nuclear/NPT.shtml 

- United Nations General Assembly. “69th Session: Resolutions.” 2013-2014.  

 https://gafc-vote.un.org/ 

This site provides access to the GA’s most recent resolutions on disarmament. To find them, search on 

“disarm” and “nuclear.” You can read the text of each resolution, as well as a meeting record and press 

conference summarizing the debate and voting results; search for your country’s name. 

 http://www.unog.ch/80256EE600585943/(httpPages)/BDF63DF0419D84B7C125798E00329

168?OpenDocument   

http://www.un.org/apps/news/infocus/sgspeeches/search_full.asp?statID=351
http://www.fas.org/nuke/
http://www.un.org/disarmament/publications/yearbook/en/EN-YB-VOL-38-2013-part2.pdf
http://www.un.org/disarmament/education/wmdcommission/index.html
http://www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/index.html
http://iis-db.stanford.edu/pubs/23205/Sagan_Causesof_NuclearWeaponsProliferation.pdf
http://www.un.org/disarmament/WMD/Nuclear/NPT.shtml
https://gafc-vote.un.org/
http://www.unog.ch/80256EE600585943/(httpPages)/BDF63DF0419D84B7C125798E00329168?OpenDocument
http://www.unog.ch/80256EE600585943/(httpPages)/BDF63DF0419D84B7C125798E00329168?OpenDocument
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- United Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs (UNODA). Website. The UNODA is the part of the 

UN secretariat that is charged with monitoring arms control and disarmament issues and 

implementing GA and Security Council decisions related to them. This site provides an overview of the 

issues, as well as the text of important resolutions and reports. 

 http://www.un.org/disarmament/  

Small-scale Terrorist Attacks Using Chemical and Biological Agents: An Assessment Framework and 

Preliminary Comparisons 

 http://fas.org/irp/crs/RL32391-062304.pdf 

 

http://www.un.org/disarmament/
http://fas.org/irp/crs/RL32391-062304.pdf

