
 

  



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

1. Letter from Secretary General 

2. Letter from Director General 

3. Letter from Under Secretary General 

4. Introduction to the committee 

5.AGENDA ITEM A: Implementation of the Declaration 

of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace 

5.1. Definition of Key Terms 

5.2. Introduction to the topic 

5.3. History of the topic 

5.4. Discussion 

5.5. Major Countries and Organizations Involved 

5.6. Points That Resolution Should Cover 

6.AGENDA ITEM B: Establishment of a Nuclear-

Weapon-Free Zone in the Middle East 

6.1. Definition of Key Terms 

6.2. Evolution of Nuclear Weapons In the 21st Century 

6.3. Possible Precautions 

6.4. Treaties 

6.5. Major Countries And Their Policies About The Topic 

 
 

 



 

 

3) Letter from Under Secretary General : 

Distinguished participants of Disarmament and International Security Committee, 

I am Yağız Güngör, an 11th grader in Mümtaz Turhan Social Sciences High School. I’m 

really aware of the fact that most of you delegates are first timers. That’s why you guys 

should read this study guide and prepare for your first experience. I was also a first timer 

when I was a ‘’ prep ‘’ student in my own school, so keep calm and trust yourself ; we don’t 

bite each other here. 

Disarmament and International Security Committee deals with significant matters that should 

be discussed. I fully support the awareness of these kinds of issues should be raised and it 

should be debated furthermore, especially among our generation. Ultimately, we decided 

upon the agenda items that can effect and shape our future: risks of nuclear weapons and 

preservation of the peace zone in Indian Ocean. It is really important for the delegates in order 

to read this study guide carefully and research their country’s policy upon these agenda items. 

Lastly, I would like to express my sincere gratitude towards the executive board of 

SOBILMUN’23. It ıs a marvelous experience for me to work with the best Secretary General 

and the organization team. 

I’m looking forward to see you guys in the committee. 

Kindest regard, 

Yağız GÜNGÖR 

Under Secretary General responsible for DISEC 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4) Introduction to DISEC : 

Disarmament and International Security Committee (DISEC) is the First Committee of the 

United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) which deals with global security matters. 



Member states of The First Committee have meetings in every October.DISEC falls under 

seven statements : 

a) Nuclear weapons 

b) Weapons of mass destruction 

c) Outer space 

d) Conventional weapons 

e) Regional disarmament  

f) Other disarmament measures with international security 

First of all, DISEC was established to deal with the technological implications of the atomic 

bomb used against Japan and in development by every other major military power of the day 

in 1946, focused on all political and security questions of the General Assembly’s agenda. 

From 1946 to today, DISEC has been active in order to keep the peace of the world. All 193 

member states of the UN are automatically have an equal vote. Furthermore, DISEC has a 

crucial role in global security, it's important to keep that in mind that DISEC can not 

specifically organize individual state actions, sanctions, or armed intervention. 

Although, DISEC can recommend its actions to the United Nations Security Council 

(UNSC).  

 
 

 

 

 



5) AGENDA ITEM A: Implementation of the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of 

Peace 

5.1)Definition of Key Terms : 

Zone of Peace : A zone of peace is defined as a geographical region of the world in which a 

group of states have maintained peaceful relations among themselves for a period of at least 

thirty years. 

Maritime : A definition connected with human activity at sea or places which have a coast to 

the sea. 

Littoral State : A coastal state with land territory adjacent to a particular maritime area. 

Hinterland : An area behind a coast or the shoreline of a river. In shipping usage, a port's 

hinterland is the area that it serves, both for imports and for exports. Most of the countires in 

the Indian Ocean has a great Hinterland range which makes them essential for trading. 

Regional Power : In international relations, a regional power is a state that has a significant 

amount of economic,militaric or cultural power within it’s own geographic region. 

Furthermore, they can even be superior than a superpower state in their own region. Countries 

like Turkey, Japan, Brazil, South Korea, India and Vietnam are a great example for a regional 

power. 

Security Dilemma : The security dilemma describes a situation in which one state increases 

its means of defence in order to achieve a higher degree of security, which, however, is 

interpreted by another state as an act of aggression and leading both of the states to increase 

their arms while also increasing the tension between those two. 

Second-strike Capability : In nuclear strategy, a second-strike capability defines the ability 

of a state responding to a nuclear attack with powerful nuclear retaliation against the 

attacker. This strategy usually causes countries to develop or produce further nuclear 

warheads in order to secure themselves from a possible threat. Delegates are encouraged to 

investigate the discussions between India and Pakistan which is a great example of this 

strategy. 

Gunboat diplomacy : The use of naval forces by a strong country against a weaker country 

in order to make that country obey their rules. Countries like United States of America, 

United Kingdom and China are great examples as the succesors of this doctrine. 

 

5.2) Introduction to the topic :  

The Indian Ocean is a major milestone for international trade, especially energy. Its littoral is 

vast, populated, and comprised of some of the world’s fastest-growing regions. The Indian 



Ocean is also a valuable source of fishing and mineral resources. And yet its governance and 

security are under constant threat of being undermined, whether by non-state actors such as 

pirates, smugglers, and terrorists or by naval competition between states. 

The Indian Ocean is important for essential reasons. First, it enjoys a privileged location at the 

crossroads of global trade, connecting the major engines of the international economy in the 

Northern Atlantic and Asia-Pacific. This is particularly important in an era in which global 

shipping is a trend. Finally, the Indian Ocean is rich in natural resources. Forty per cent of the 

world’s offshore oil production takes place in the Indian Ocean basin. 

These specific reasons make the Indian Ocean a highly valuable area for all actors in the 

International arena. The crisis in the Indian Ocean is very similar to the current crisis in the 

East Mediterranean Sea. Considering the effects of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine; the current 

demand to energy is going to rise significantly while also rising the tensions in the Indian 

Ocean. At this point, delegates are once again encouraged to investigate their countries 

position about energy crisis and global trade. 

 
 

5.3)History of the topic :  

The question of establishing a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean was included in the 

agenda of the General Assembly for the first time in 1971, under an item entitled 



“Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace”, at the request of Sri Lanka, later 

joined by the United Republic of Tanzania. As a result of that initiative, the General 

Assembly adopted resolution 2832 (XXVI), by which the Indian Ocean, within limits to be 

determined, together with the airspace above and the ocean floor, was designated for all time 

as a zone of peace.  

The Assembly also called upon the great Powers to enter in to consultations with the littoral 

States of the Indian Ocean with a view to halting the further escalation of their military 

presence there and to eliminating from the are a all bases, military installations and logistical 

supply facilities, nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction.  

Furthermore, it called upon the littoral and hinterland States, the permanent members 

of the Security Council and other major maritime users of the Indian Ocean to enter 

into consultations aimed at the implementation of the Declaration whereby (a) warships 

and military aircraft would not use the Indian Ocean for any threat or use of force 

against any littoral or hinterland State; (b) the right to free and unimpeded use of the 

zone by the vessels of all nations would be ensured; and (c) international agreement 

would be reached for the maintenance of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace. 

Even though, if the delegates observe the current tension in the International arena; especially 

between the superpowers such as China,USA and Russia, it can be seen that the zone of peace 

in the Indian Ocean is under serious threat. Further considering the competition between two 

regional powers; India and Pakistan, the tension in the zone gets higher and higher each day. 

 
 

In April 2016, India took a significant step towards completing its nuclear triad with the test 

of its K-4 intermediate-range, submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) from India’s first 

indigenously-produced nuclear submarine, the INS Arihant. A month later, a Pakistani 

foreign affairs adviser, Sartaj Aziz, issued a policy statement at the United Nations General 



Assembly (UNGA) that the Indian Ocean region should be a “nuclear-free zone.” Aziz’s 

remarks prompted Ankit Panda, a noted analyst of South Asian strategic affairs, to argue that 

undersea deterrence in the Indian Ocean was likely here to stay and that the UN “isn’t in the 

business of nuclear weapon-free zones.” 

Nuclear weapon free zones or “zones of peace” have been defined as “regional approaches to 

strengthen global arms control and disarmament norms as well as establishing greater peace 

and security across the world.” As such, regional leadership is required for nuclear free zones 

to be established and enforced. As one of two major indigenous nuclear powers in the region, 

India’s assent and cooperation would be required for any such zone to be declared. 

Though India was a pioneer country to service the idea of a nuclear-free Indian Ocean 

in the past, nowadays India has been actively pursuing its security interests in the Indian 

Ocean through conventional and nuclear means for several decades. This separation between 

stated rhetoric and action may be the result of India’s desire to assert its own great power 

status in Asia and combat threats emanating from Pakistan. Thus, India’s government has 

prioritized maintaining a hardline security posture in the Indian Ocean over adhering to 

multilateral initiatives aimed at peace and stability. At this point, I’m suggesting the 

delegates of India and Pakistan to investigate about their conflicts in order to bring a 

discussion topic to the committee. 

India is not a newcomer to the issue of establishing a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean. 

As one of the founding countries of the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM), India accepted 

the principle of nuclear weapon free zones at the Cairo Conference in 1964. Six years later, at 

the NAM conference in Lusaka, Zambia, Sri Lanka proposed the idea of an Indian Ocean 

Zone of Peace (IOZOP) and India once again signed onto this concept. The final session of 

the conference designated the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace free of both nuclear weapons 

and great power rivalries. 

Also China’s entry into the Indian Ocean Region (IOR), through economic investments and 

political engagement, is significantly reshaping regional dynamics. China has specifically 

sought to enhance its geo-economic influence over developing countries through its multi-

billion dollar development and investment program: the Belt and Road Initiative (BRI). As 

China’s BRI projects in the Indian Ocean gather pace, there is a growing concern that the 

CCP will inevitably seek to protect the security of its large-scale overseas investment projects 

and its citizens through military might. China is also heavily involved in the coastal regions 

of Kenya. 



While China is improving its relationships with some African and North Asian countries; 

USA is also lurking around with effective navy drills in the region. Delegates should note that 

USA is actively operating navy drills with India,Japan and Australia in the region which 

clearly shows USA’s interest in those countries. Delegates of those countries are encouraged 

to investigate further about this statement.  

China’s interests in the Indian Ocean have expanded in parallel with its energy needs 

and commercial interests that have catapulted China to the status of the biggest trading 

nation in the world. Nearly 80 percent of China’s energy imports and 95 percent of its 

goods traffic passes through the Indian Ocean, particularly involving the two of the 

major shipping choke points. The entire shipping routes are militarily controlled by the 

U.S. and India – the two countries that consider China as their adversary. It's Maritime 

Silk Road’ initiative has actually made the need for China to control shipping on its trade 

routes more acute. No country with so much at stake on open trade can afford to leave the 

seas at the mercy of its adversaries. China has therefore been keen to make its presence in the 

Indian Ocean permanent through what the western media calls, the ‘string of pearl’ ports – 

developing ports in several littoral states like Myanmar, Sri Lanka, Pakistan, and eyeing other 

regional ports like Seychelles, Mombasa, Dar us Salam, and more. China set up its overseas 

naval base in Djibouti in July 2017, which supports China’s permanent anti-piracy 

deployment around the Red Sea region for now.   

China’s rise challenges American primacy in the Indian Ocean. For decades the U.S. has tried 

to stoke India’s fears of rising China and has sought to enlist India as a regional gendarme 

against China. The Obama era ‘Pivot to Asia’ was also a part of this strategic aim. American 

support for India against China aligns with its broader security and strategic goals of 

containing China. India, aspiring for regional primacy, welcomed the American presence and 

support as much as it aligned with the Indian vision of dominating the Indian Ocean. Mutual 

support for each other’s interests works against their common adversary – China.  

Citing Chinese port building in Sri Lanka, Myanmar, and Pakistan and its first overseas naval 

base in Djibouti, Indian and American naval strategists are concerned at what they claim a 

growing Chinese naval presence in the Indian Ocean. But they overlook the American naval 

presence in Diego Garcia and Indian naval stations all across India’s coast, in Andamans, and 

now in Mauritius and Seychelles. The Andamans is particularly close to the Malacca Straits, 

putting Chinese maritime interests at serious risk. China’s naval presence in the Indian Ocean 

region is, however, mostly for the anti-piracy missions as a part of multilateral arrangements 

close to the Somali coast and the Red Sea region.  



The two countries have, especially since the signing of ‘U.S.-India Joint Strategic Vision 

Statement for the Asia-Pacific and Indian Ocean Region’ in 2015, laid special emphasis in 

furthering maritime ties. The four-foundation agreements on military relations allow for 

intelligence sharing, use of strategic naval facilities and much more. Surely, the current Indian 

government believes that America’s forward presence in the Indian Ocean region as a vital 

hedge against China. 

China’s ‘Belt and Road Initiative’ (BRI) and its ‘Maritime Silk Road’ which necessitates 

freedom of the seas sets up a tussle for security control of the Indian Ocean between China 

and the U.S.. And since India has now chosen to be in a security relationship with the 

U.S. that is clearly hostile to the Chinese interests, a contest for control of Indian Ocean 

will consume resources and in likelihood further polarize the littoral states of the Indian 

Ocean. Such a state is not in the best interests of either of the countries or Asia at large. 

Asia’s future is best served with keeping the outsiders out. 

 



 
 

Finally, on December 16, Japan also took a major step toward becoming a “normal” 

world power by approving dramatic changes to its decades-old policy of military 

restraint. Under its new national security strategy, Japan will not only double its 

military spending, adding some $315 billion to its defense budget over the next five 

years. It will also develop a new “counterstrike” capability enabling it to conduct retaliatory 

attacks on enemy territory—a remarkable departure from its previous policy. 

These moves signal a profound transformation. For years, observers of international relations 

have noted that Japan certainly has the demographic, economic, and technological potential to 

be a peaceful power not an agressive one. Considering the demand for the energy of Japan is 

increasing ( Japan is the top importer of liquified natural gas LNG which shows the 

griveance of it’s industry ) the country also wants to take a piece from Indian Ocean. 

Furthermore the close relationship between USA and Japan becoming a threat for China, 

considering the increase of military budget in Japan. I’m suggesting the delegate of Japan to 

investigate this situation. 

5.4) Discussions : 



The Presence of Superpowers : 

Among the Indian Ocean littorals, with over 140 vessels, the Indian Navy is the most 

powerful and its order of battle includes aircraft carriers, submarines, expeditionary 

platforms, long range maritime surveillance aircraft and these are supported by a 

sophisticated network centric capability including a dedicated military satellite. Like 

India, Australia is an important Indian Ocean power and is building its combat capabilities to 

include new submarines, air defence destroyers, fighter jets, and long range maritime patrol 

aircraft, etc. France has rejected the notion that it is an extra regional power in the Indian 

Ocean and its navy is forward deployed at Mayotte, Le Reunion, Djibouti and Abu Dhabi. 

Iran is an acknowledged regional military power in the Arabian Gulf and in recent times it has 

made forays deep into the Indian Ocean. Similarly, the Pakistan navy has an impressive array 

of air, surface and sub-surface capabilities, and has emerged into a powerful force.  

Among the extra regional powers, the United States is the predominant military power 

in the Indian Ocean region and has several port access and basing agreements with 

Australia, Bahrain, India, Iraq, Kuwait, Oman, Pakistan, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, 

Singapore, Thailand, United Arab Emirates (UAE), Yemen etc. The US Navy has been 

the primary component of projecting US military power in the Indian Ocean. The British 

Royal Navy is forward deployed in the Indian Ocean in support of the US led operations and 

on account of the 1971 Five Powers Defence Arrangement (FPDA). The 4 IPCS SPECIAL 

FOCUS 4 4 European Union is a new entrant in the Indian Ocean security dynamics and 

Operation Atlanta in the Gulf of Aden off Somalia to counter piracy which is its first ever 

naval operation.  

Among the Asian powers, China’s engagements in the Indian Ocean is through its naval 

task force and since 2008, it has deployed 25 warships in 10 groups. Japan is another 

major Asian power which has forward deployed its maritime and air forces in the Indian 

Ocean that operate out of its military facilities in Djibouti. Russia too is interested in the 

security dynamics of the Indian Ocean and the Russian navy’s show of ‘flag’ and 

‘presence’ in the Indian Ocean reflects its ambition to engage in distant water 

operations. Likewise, NATO has keenly observed the security dynamics in the Indian Ocean. 

Although the Indian Ocean strategic milieu offers immense opportunities for maritime 

cooperation, the naval buildup by regional countries and the forward presence by extra-

regional powers showcase competitive dynamics.  



The US is the strategic anchor of the region and its presence is perceived both as 

coercive and also as a security provider. US also has several fleets in all oceans and seas 

in the World. Delegate of US is encouraged to investigate the presence of those fleets 

Interestingly, some regional countries have created legitimate space for the US naval presence 

in the Indian Ocean to correct security imbalances, challenge the hegemony of the dominant 

power and ensure regional stability. The US Navy conducts joint naval exercises and shares 

intelligence which assures the alliance partners of its political and diplomatic commitments. 

However, for some, the US is perceived as hegemonic reminiscent of the colonial period and 

adds to insecurity. Under the circumstances, it is important for Indian Ocean Rim Association 

IORA, to also explore confidence-building measures to preclude unwarranted naval standoffs. 

 
 

 

Considering the dominance of USA in the region, delegates of littoral states should 

consider finding a solution to lower this dominance in order to lower the tension 

between two superpowers; China and USA. Also keep in mind that the presence of USA 

in the region causes a security dilemma on several states an makes them produce and 

deploy further military infrastructure in the region.  

 

Piracy and Other Crimes In The Indian Ocean : 



Somali is the main headquarters of piracy in the Indian Ocean. While a continued downward 

trend in Somali piracy has prompted leading shipping organisations to reduce the geographic 

boundaries of the ‘High Risk Area’ for piracy in the Indian Ocean, vessels transiting these 

waters must remain vigilant and be aware of the evolving maritime security landscape. 

Despite the reduction in Somali piracy, the International Maritime Bureau IMB warns that 

Somali pirate groups continue to possess the capacity to carry out attacks in the Somali 

basin and wider Indian Ocean. They also tend to be well-armed with automatic weapons, 

RPGs and have been known to use skiffs launched from mother vessels, which may be 

hijacked fishing vessels or dhows. All merchant ships are therefore advised to adhere to the 

recommendations in the latest industry Best Management Practices (BMP) while transiting 

these waters. By 2016, piracy declined and was unlikely to reach 2008-12 levels again.  

For almost two decades, maritime security in the Western Indian Ocean was associated with 

fighting pirates off the coast of Somalia. These initiatives now need to be reformed as piracy 

has declined and other maritime crimes have increased. Illegal fishing along with smuggling 

and trafficking of people and illicit items such as narcotics are all on the rise.There are also 

significant maritime dimensions to conflicts in the region. These affect the Yemen coastline 

and the Mozambique Channel, making it unsafe for seafarers, states using adjacent shipping 

lanes and marine resource extraction. Drug smuggling and illegal fishing in the Western 

Indian Ocean are the two most likely problems for coastal states that the group could address 

– but these aren’t issues the shipping industry is prioritising. 

 
 

 

 



Growth In The Chinese Navy :  

China’s marine corps is being increased from 20,000 to 100,000 troops and personnel are 

being trained for a variety of missions. Meanwhile, new large amphibious assault ships will 

protect marines when landing on hostile shores, and provide a mobile command centre for 

coordination and support, a vital component in any expeditionary force. As China expands its 

economic influence on other continents, it wants soldiers able to project combat power and 

protect its interests. The marines will be that force – well-equipped and gaining operational 

experience as they deploy overseas. Add to that the Chinese Navy’s underwater drone 

submarines, new carrier-based stealth aircraft in development, air-to-air refuelling for its 

expanded naval aircraft fleet and missile systems specifically designed to sink and destroy 

enemy aircraft carriers. All this, combined with better, more-realistic training, have served to 

make the Chinese navy increasingly potent. 

China, like many countries, wants to protect its interests and ensure that no other 

country has a stranglehold on its trade routes. As its economy has expanded, so too has 

its determination to protect vital sea lanes and Chinese investments overseas. But what 

has China’s neighbours worried is the rapidity of its encroachment into other spheres of 

influence, both regional and beyond. China’s navy has rapidly gone from being a coastal 

defence force protecting its shores to a large group of integrated fleets capable of reaching 

further out as China becomes a global military power. China’s joint naval drills are another 

sign of this expanding influence. In late December, it took part in joint naval exercises with 

South Africa and Russia off the Cape of Good Hope and in 2020 it will conduct joint 

exercises with Pakistan’s navy in the north Arabian Sea. 

 
 

 



India-Pakistan Rivalry : 

India and Pakistan have mostly been at odds since 1947, when both emerged as independent 

countries after decades of British rule. The two states fought a war in that year—and three 

more in the years since, in 1965, 1971, and 1999. The most recent crisis between New Delhi 

and Islamabad took place three years ago, following a terrorist attack in Indian-administered 

Kashmir; India followed with an aerial attack in Pakistan, leading to retaliation from 

Islamabad. 

As that crisis underscored, the India-Pakistan relationship has deteriorated significantly in the 

last decade, especially following the election of Indian Prime Minister Narendra Modi in 

2014. This decline stems in part from Pakistan’s continued dalliance with anti-Indian terrorist 

organizations, an unstated component of its national security strategy. In response, the Modi 

government has adopted an unyielding stance. India’s decision in 2019 to unilaterally rescind 

the special autonomous status of the disputed state of Jammu and Kashmir further undermined 

bilateral ties. Any recent progress in the relationship—such as India’s humanitarian gestures 

in the wake of devastating floods in Pakistan this year—has been largely cosmetic. 

So the delegates of DISEC should consider solving this rivalry in order to bring peace to the 

Indian Ocean. If this rivalry stays uncovered, Pakistan will continue to support China while 

India stays with USA. This will also increase the tension between two superpowers. 

 

 

 



5.5) Major countries, organizations and cooperations involved : 

Most of the littoral states of Indian Ocean seems to have interests on the region. The delegates 

of littoral states are encouraged to investigate further policies of their own country. The 

policies of China, USA, India and Pakistan is also explained before this part. As a result, I’m 

suggesting each delegate, especially the delegates of USA, China, Russia, India, Pakistan, 

Japan, Somali, Iran, Australia, Kenya, South Korea and South Africa to do further 

investigations. 

Major organizations and other cooperations in this issue are ; 

The Indian Ocean Rim Association for Regional Cooperation :  

On 7 March 1997, IOR-ARC was established and a Charter was adopted to promote economic 

and technical cooperation.  

It is headquartered in Ebene, Mauritius. It 

has 22 member nations Australia, 

Bangladesh, Comoros, India, Indonesia, 

Iran, Kenya, Madagascar, Malaysia, 

Maldives, Mauritius, Somalia, Mozambique, 

Oman, Seychelles, Singapore, South Africa, 

Sri Lanka, Tanzania, Thailand, United Arab 

Emirates and Yemen.  

It also has 6 dialogue partners ; China, 

Egypt, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, 

United Kingdom, United States, Turkey and South Korea. 

The Indian Ocean Naval Symposium : 

In February 2008, India initiated and launched a forum to increase the maritime cooperation 

among the navies of the littoral states of the Indian Ocean Region.  
It aims at enhancing maritime security cooperation, 

promotes friendly relationships among the member 

nations, sharing of information to overcome natural 

disasters. IONS has 24 member nations which are all 

littoral states of Asia. This Symposium may be the key 

for creating an effective zone of peace. Delegates should 

do further research.                    

 

 



The Gulf Cooperation Council : 

On 25 May 1981, the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) was established and is headquartered 

in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia. 

The council was established in response to the Iran-Iraq war and aims at strengthening co-

operation in agriculture, trade, industry, investment and security among the member nations.  

 It has 6 member nations, namely, Bahrain, 

Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and the 

United Arab Emirates. These states are 

often referred to as 'the GCC states' or 'the 

Gulf countries'.  

This council is important for both agenda 

ıtems and delegates should consider the gulf 

is under the threat of piracy. 

The South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation : 

On 8 December 1985, SAARC was established and is headquartered in Kathmandu, Nepal. It 

is a regional intergovernmental organization and geopolitical union of states in South Asia.   

It aims at promoting economic development and 

regional integration.  

Cooperation has 6 member nations; Afghanistan, 

Bangladesh, Bhutan, India,Maldives, Nepal, 

Pakistan, and Sri Lanka. It also has 10 observer 

states Australia, China, the European Union, 

Iran, Japan, Mauritius, Myanmar, South Korea, 

and the United States. 

Southern African Development Community :  

It was originally established as the Southern African 

Development Coordination Conference (SADCC) on 1 

April 1980. It is an inter-governmental organization and 

aims at enhancing socio-economic cooperation and 

integration. 

 

 

 

 



The Arab League : 

It was established on 22 March 1945 and its administrative centre is in Cairo, Egypt. 

It is a loose confederation of Arab nations which aims at 

improving coordination among its members on matters 

of common interest.  
The 22 member nations are Algeria, Bahrain, Comoros, 

Djibouti, Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, 

Mauritania, Morocco, Oman, Palestine, Qatar, Saudi 

Arabia, Somalia, Sudan, Syria (suspended), Tunisia, 

United Arab Emirates and Yemen.  

The organization has 5 observer states, namely, 

Armenia, Brazil, Eritrea, India, and Venezuela.  

United States Fifth Fleet : 

The Fifth Fleet is a numbered fleet of the United States Navy. It has been responsible for 

naval forces in the Persian Gulf, Red Sea, Arabian Sea, and parts of the Indian Ocean 

since 1995 after a 48-year hiatus. 

It shares a commander and headquarters with U.S. 

Naval Forces Central Command in Bahrain. Fifth 

Fleet/NAVCENT is a component command of, 

and reports to, U.S. Central Command 

(CENTCOM). 

Established in 1944, the Fifth Fleet conducted 

extensive operations against Japanese forces in the 

Central Pacific during World War II. World War 

II ended in 1945, and the Fifth Fleet was 

deactivated in 1947. It remained inactive until 

1995, when it was reactivated and assumed its 

current responsibilities. 

This fleet is capable of giving the ability of operating gunboat diplomacy across the 

Indian Ocean to the USA. This fleet can not be disbandled but it is also a fact that this 

fleet may be the cause of rising tension between two superpowers. Delegates should also 

do some investigations about Seventh Fleet. 

 

 



United States Fleet Forces Command : 

The United States Fleet Forces Command (USFF) is a service component command of the 

United States Navy that provides naval forces to a wide variety of U.S. forces across the 

world. 

The Fleet comprised over 118,000 Navy and 

Marine Corps personnel serving on 186 ships and 

in 1,300 aircraft, with an area of responsibility 

ranging over most of the Atlantic Ocean from the 

North Pole to the South Pole, the Caribbean Sea, 

Gulf of Mexico, and the waters of the Pacific 

Ocean along the coasts of Central and South 

America. 

 

Belt and Road Initiative : 

The Belt and Road Initiative (BRI, or B&R), 

formerly known as One Belt One Road or 

OBOR for short, is a global infrastructure 

development strategy adopted by the Chinese 

government in 2013 to invest in nearly 150 

countries and international organizations. It is 

considered a centerpiece of the Chinese leader 

Xi Jinping's foreign policy. The BRI forms a 

central component of Xi's "Major Country 

Diplomacy" strategy, which calls for China to 

assume a greater leadership role for global 

affairs in accordance with its rising power and 

status. It has been compared to the American Marshall Plan.  

As the delegates can also observe, this great plan can bypass the Indian Ocean for 

China. Ultimately putting them in an effective position in terms of global trade. That’s 

the main reason why USA is trying to contain China via improving it’s relationships with 

littoral states. India is also not comfartable with this plan. Although Pakistan, the greatest rival 

of India is fully supporting this Initiative. Maybe letting China pass through can lower the 

tension but what will be the reaction of USA and the littoral states ? 

 



5.6) Points that Resolution Should Cover : 

1- Should the nations agree upon ensuring peace between India and Pakistan? Which 

way that the member states should follow in order to come to terms? 

2- What should be done in order to prevent any kinds of crime and piracy in the Indian 

Ocean ? Will Somali and members of The Gulf Cooperation Council play a part in this 

issue ? 

3- What can be done about the military presence of two superpowers ( USA and China ) 

? Are there any way to prevent the security dilemma between those two via 

reconsidering The Fifth Fleet and Chinese Navy ? 

4- Will member states let The Belt and Road Initiative continue ? What can be the 

reactions of other littoral states ? 

5- Is there any way to form another union between littoral states with the observation of 

prestigious countries in order to secure the peace even more effective ? 

6- Can countries continue to operate multi-national navy drills across the region which 

increase the tension ? Can member states come to terms about those drills ? 

7- What can be done to increase the effectiveness of trade routes and the Suez Canal ? 

8- What is the most effective way to preserve the ‘’zone of peace’’ in the region ? 

---- These questions are my fellow suggestions to delegates. Delegates can also find their own 

points and present them to the committee in order to get them covered. Although I’m highly 

suggesting you guys to consider these questions J  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

6) AGENDA ITEM B: Establishment of a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in the Middle East 

 

6.1)Definition of Key Terms: 

Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM): A long-range, land-based ballistic missile with a 

range in excess of 5,500 kilometers. 

Negative Security Assurance (NSA): A promise by a state not to use or threaten to use 

nuclear weapons against another state. 

Positive Security Assurances (PSAs): A promise to aid a non-nuclear-weapon state that has 

been threatened with or attacked by nuclear weapons. 

Nuclear-Free Zones (NFZs): Areas in which the development, testing, production or 

deployment of nuclear weapons is prohibited by mutual agreement. Treaties establishing 

nuclear-free zones include the Antarctic Treaty (1959), the Outer Space Treaty (1967), the 

Treaty of Tlatelolco (Latin America, 1968), the Seabed Treaty (1971), the Rarotonga Treaty 

(South Pacific, 1995), and the Pelindaba Treaty (Africa, 1996). 

Nuclear Deterrence Theory: Deterrence is the theory that criminal penalties do not just 

punish violators, but also discourage other people from committing similar offences. Nuclear 

Deterrence refers to a specific doctrine that supports the usage of nuclear weapons in order to 

put pressure to another state. Today most of Middle Eastern countries ( especially Iran ) trying 

yo reach the nuclear weapon technology in order to gaing deterrence against other ones. 

Nuclear Umbrella: A guarantee by a nuclear-weapon state to extend assurance of nuclear 

deterrence to non-nuclear allies and friends. 

Strategic Nuclear Forces: Land-based ballistic missiles with ranges of more than 5,500 

kilometers, modern submarine-launched ballistic missiles, and heavy bombers. 

Tactical Nuclear Weapons: Nuclear weapons, such as artillery shells, bombs and short-range 

missiles, for use in localized, battlefield operations. 

Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD): nuclear, chemical, biological and radiological 

weapons 

( Some of the key terms mentioned in the previous agenda is also important ) 

 

 

6.2) Evolution of Nuclear Weapons In 21st Century :  



New security challenges and improved conventional weapons mean new roles and 

requirements for nuclear weapons. The proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) 

has become a metaphor for 21st-century security concerns. Although nuclear weapons have 

not been used since the end of World War II, their influence on international security affairs is 

pervasive, and possession of WMD remains an important divide in international politics 

today. 

Although the West had doubts about the military usefulness of nuclear weapons during the 

Cold War, archival evidence confirms that the Soviet Union would have used nuclear 

weapons from the outset had war broken out in Europe. Ironically, this has tended to support 

the view that the West’s nuclear posture over 40 years of rivalry with the Soviet Union 

actually had a stabilizing effect. This in turn may provide some explanation of the motives for 

the proliferation of WMD in the 21st century–a position that is bolstered by the futility of 

investment in conventional defense in light of advances in the military application of 

information technology in the United States and its principal allies. 

The nuclear postures of the former Cold War rivals have evolved more slowly than the fast-

breaking political developments of the decade or so that has elapsed since the former Soviet 

Union collapsed. Nevertheless, some important changes have already taken place. By mutual 

consent, the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty of 1972 was terminated by the United States 

and Russia, which have agreed to modify their nuclear offensive force posture significantly 

through a large reduction in the number of deployed delivery systems. Nuclear weapons are 

no longer at the center of this bilateral relationship. Although the two nations are pursuing 

divergent doctrines for their residual nuclear weapons posture, neither approach poses a threat 

to the other. The structure, but not the detailed content, of the future U.S. nuclear posture was 

expressed in the 2002 Nuclear Posture Review (NPR), which established a significant 

doctrinal shift from deterrence to a more complex approach to addressing the problem of 

proliferated WMD. 

The Russian doctrine to the post-Cold War security environment is more opaque.The 

government appears to be focused on developing and fielding low-yield weapons that are 

more suitable for tactical use, though the current building of new missiles may be associated 

with new strategic nuclear payloads as well. Despite the postCold War role of nuclear 

weapons in the United States, the deterioration of Russia’s conventional military force since 

1991 has actually made nuclear weapons more central to that government’s defense policy. 

The end of the adversarial relationship with the Soviet Union (and later, the Russian 

Federation) had to be taken into account in the NPR. The current nuclear posture is evolving 



in a manner parallel to the modernization of the U.S. non-nuclear military establishment. In 

stark contrast to Cold Warera military planning, the 21st century is likely to be characterized 

by circumstances in which the adversary is not well known far in advance of a potential 

confrontation. 

 
 

The unique capabilities of nuclear weapons may still be required in some circumstances, but 

the range of alternatives to them is much greater today. The evolution of technology has 

created an opportunity to move from a policy that deters through the threat of massive 

retaliation to one that can reasonably aspire to the more demanding aim–to dissuade. If 

adversary WMD systems can be held at risk through a combination of precision non-nuclear 

strike and active defense, nuclear weapons are less necessary. By developing a military 

capability that holds a proliferator’s entire WMD posture at risk rather than relying solely on 

the ability to deter the threat or use of WMD after they have been developed, produced, and 

deployed, the prospects for reducing the role of WMD in international politics are much 

improved. 

The 21st-century proliferation problem creates a set of targets significantly different from 

those existed during the Cold War. Few targets can be held at risk only by nuclear weapons, 

but the ones that are appropriate may require different characteristics in many circumstances. 

Some of the desirable characteristics of 21st-century nuclear weapons and the supporting 

infrastructure include the following: 

Low maintenance. The current stockpile is based on nuclear weapon designs that have stayed 

in the inventory well beyond their anticipated life (the average age of the weapons in the 



stockpile is approximately 20 years). To maintain a high level of safety and reliability, costly 

and complex maintenance is required. Weapon designs that focus on achieving a high order of 

weapon safety and reliability with very low maintenance are needed. 

Tailored effects. Nuclear weapon designs that provide the ability to attack a wide variety of 

targets, including biological weapons, heavily fortified and deeply buried targets, and other 

missions, are more appropriate than the present stockpile, which is designed primarily to 

attack targets across a wide area or hardened military targets on or near the surface. 

Just-in-time development and manufacturing. The current complex is not responsive to the 

tempo of changes in the threat. This problem has been mitigated by keeping a nuclear 

weapons stockpile that is larger than operationally necessary. The development of a 

manufacturing complex that could create new designs (or modify existing ones) and 

manufacture weapons in the quantities needed when the threat emerges is more appropriate to 

21st-century conditions. 

Cross-platform warhead designs. The current stockpile incorporates two weapon designs 

for each of the four types of delivery platforms (ICBM, SLBM, bomber, and cruise missile). 

Although stockpile diversity is a prudent hedge with the current stockpile, new designs that 

could be used on a number of different platforms could reduce the cost and the number of 

weapons that would have to be stockpiled. 

High levels of safety and reliability. Weapon safety has always been a central issue of 

stockpile design, and the reliability of weapon performance could be maintained by cross-

targeting and modernization. The terrorist threat makes it desirable to make weapons even 

safer and less vulnerable to unauthorized use, while always performing in a predictable and 

reliable manner, even in uses not contemplated when the weapons were designed. 

No special delivery system requirements. Stockpile weapons are designed and optimized 

for a specific delivery system, and this was especially true for tactical aircraft. These airplanes 

required extensive modifications to be certified for nuclear delivery. In the future, nuclear 

weapons should be designed as much as possible to be independent of the platform used to 

deliver them. 

Considering these demands, it is easier to create a Nuclear Free Zone more than ever. 

6)3) A Possible Precaution for Middle East : 

Agressive actions which raises tension between states was always a thing for Middle East 

since the 20th century. Considering the actions of Middle Eastern states we can easily say that 

those countries can use nuclear weapon when some of them cross the line, the thin red line. So 

the risks imposed by nuclear weapons in the Middle East are growing increasingly alarming 



and the upcoming UN First Committee on Disarmament and International Security should 

address solutions to this situation, specifically in the form of a nuclear-weapon-free zone 

(NWFZ) in the Middle East. 

The goal of establishing a zone free of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass 

destruction (WMD) in the Middle East has received new life after 22 nations met in New 

York in November 2019 for the first formal session of a long-awaited conference process that 

will hold annual meetings. The session’s outcome was considered positive by most observers, 

with reactions ranging from calling it a success to some being pleasantly surprised that it went 

much better than expected. 

Nearly all states in the region participated in the conference, 21 members of the Arab League 

and Iran; significantly, Israel chose to stay away. The discussion included general and 

thematic debates that allowed states to express their positions on core issues related to the 

zone, and the conference concluded by issuing a short political declaration. This is what 

success looks like for a process that has barely seen any progress since its inception in 1974. 

To sustain and grow the meeting’s momentum, the regional states that have committed to 

create a successful process to establish a WMD-free zone in the Middle East must agree first 

on the scope of such a treaty and securing the participation of all regional states. 

 
The pursuit of a WMD-free zone in the Middle East dates back decades and has moved 

slowly, with a variety of states creating periodic initiatives to revitalize the process. The first 

major milestone took place in 1974, when the UN General Assembly approved a resolution 

titled “Establishment of a nuclear weapons-free zone in the region of the Middle East.”1 That 

resolution was proposed by Iran and Egypt, and the assembly has since adopted it without a 

vote from 1980 to 2018. 



Little happened in the initial years, until the 1991 Madrid peace conference created the Arms 

Control and Regional Security (ACRS) Working Group to complement bilateral discussions 

between Israel and its immediate neighbors. The working group met from 1992 to 1996, and it 

aimed to foster regional security by discussing conceptual and operational confidence-

building and arms control measures applicable to the Middle East. Yet, due to continuing 

disagreements over the purpose of the process and the focus of the discussions, the dialogue 

collapsed in 1995 and ultimately was suspended the next year. 

The next significant milestone occurred at the 1995 nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) 

Review and Extension Conference, where NPT states-parties adopted a resolution calling for 

the establishment of an “effectively verifiable Middle East zone free of nuclear, chemical, and 

biological weapons and their delivery systems.”2 The resolution was co-sponsored by Russia, 

the United Kingdom, and United States. 

In 2010 the NPT review conference also adopted a consensus action plan containing a number 

of practical steps meant to create “a process leading to the full implementation of the 1995 

Resolution on the Middle East,” which included the convening of a conference in 2012 “on 

the establishment of a Middle East zone free of nuclear weapons and all other weapons of 

mass destruction, on the basis of arrangements freely arrived at by the states of the region, and 

with the full support and engagement of the nuclear-weapon states.” In addition, the action 

plan included the appointment of a facilitator and host government for the conference, with 

the co-sponsors of the 1995 resolution acting as co-conveners. In November 2012, due to 

divergent views about the conference agenda and desired outcomes, the conference was 

postponed with no new date being fixed. Following the postponement, the appointed 

facilitator, Jaakko Laajava of Finland, convened five informal consultations in Switzerland 

with all regional states and the co-conveners to discuss the conference modalities, agenda, and 

other relevant elements. Yet, the previous points of divergence could not be bridged. 

Six years later, in December 2018, the General Assembly adopted a new decision, based on 

an Arab Group draft resolution, to entrust the UN secretary-general to convene a conference, 

beginning in 2019 and annually thereafter, “until the conference concludes the elaboration of 

a legally binding treaty establishing a Middle East zone free of nuclear weapons and other 

weapons of mass destruction.”3 In explaining its reasons behind putting forth the draft 

decision, Egypt, speaking on behalf of the Arab Group, described the move as “long overdue” 

and a way to break the stalemate on the implementation of 1974 resolution and the 1995 

resolution. 



The Arab Group’s frustration with the lack of progress on the zone had been mounting, 

especially after the postponement of the 2012 conference. The Arab Group was particularly 

dismayed by the United States blaming the group for the failure of the 2015 NPT Review 

Conference to reach a final consensus document5 and by U.S. officials asserting in 2018 that 

the next NPT review conference would be “ill-suited” for discussing the zone and “cannot be 

the primary mechanism for progress on a Middle East WMD-free zone.”6 These reasons 

could be seen as some key motivators behind the Arab Group’s decision to find a new route to 

cement the position of the Middle Eastern zone in international forums. 

As empowered by the 2018 resolution on the zone, the secretary-general made plans for the 

November 2019 conference and invited all states in the region, the permanent members of the 

UN Security Council, the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), the Organisation for 

the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons, and the Biological Weapons Convention (BWC) 

Implementation Support Unit. 

Israel and the United States announced they would not participate. Israel explained its 

decision by saying that the conference was yet another initiative aimed at singling out Israel 

and imposing a process on it that Israel was not involved or consulted in creating.7 The 

United States argued that the meeting was an Arab Group effort to dictate terms on and single 

out Israel, as well as an attempt to weaponize multilateral diplomacy.8 

Without these key players, the five-day conference agenda began on November 18, 2019, and 

included official statements by all the participants followed by a thematic debate. Several 

sessions were devoted to negotiating the rules of procedure for the conference, where Egypt, 

in order to prevent any single country from holding the conference process hostage, took the 

position that only substantive decisions would be made by consensus, with procedural matters 

being put to a vote. For its part, Iran feared finding itself in an automatic minority among the 

22 Arab participating states and insisted that all decisions should be made by consensus. 

The participants failed to agree on the matter, leading conference president Sima Bahous of 

Jordan to issue a statement that “pending the final agreement on the text of the rules of 

procedure of the conference, consensus will be the only method of decision-making on 

procedural and substantive issues, except for rulings by the president on procedural motions 

related to points of order, and suspension or adjournment of meetings.”9 Although the rules of 

procedure will continue to be negotiated in future sessions, the conference was able to issue a 

political declaration and two decisions. 

Momentum for a WMD-free zone in the Middle East, particularly demonstrated by the 

interest of the states that participated in the first session of the November conference and the 



informal workshop, is promising, and Middle Eastern states have shown that they are 

committed to engaging substantively with the issue. 

The November conference participants should heed some of the lessons learned from previous 

milestones in the history of the zone, where some progress seemed possible, such as with the 

ACRS and the informal consultations in Switzerland. In both instances, progress was possible 

because they were conducted through direct, regional dialogue and there were at least 

attempts, albeit ultimately unsuccessful in the case of the informal consultations in Glion and 

Geneva, to have a broader agenda that included arms control and regional security matters. 

The Arab Group can be expected to continue its support for the November conference 

process. It sees the conference as an important achievement and one toward which it has 

worked for a long time. The 2018 UN General Assembly resolution ensured that the process 

pushed forward in part by closing previous loopholes, such as the one that allowed postponing 

indefinitely the 2012 conference that was mandated by the 2010 NPT Review Conference 

action plan. 

If success in the November conference is ever to mean progress toward realizing a zone treaty 

in which all regional members would be members, the process will have to take into account 

the threat perceptions of all regional states by creating a process that addresses their concerns 

and interests. If a parallel process were to be established, possibly even taking place in the 

region, to cover concrete regional security concerns, this could create an incentive for Israel to 

participate in a process on regional security that includes the creation of a WMD-free zone, 

demonstrating that there is a desire to address shared security challenges and this new process 

is not designed merely to single out Israel. That being said, convincing Israel that such a 

parallel process was initiated in good faith will be difficult. 

The current international and regional security and disarmament climate is not the most 

opportune for a new process on the Middle East, but the November conference process creates 

a space for the states of the region to lay some groundwork for a future WMD-free zone until 

the right combination of timing and personalities can help facilitate its realization.



 
 

6)4) Treaties : 

Biological weapons : 



Agreement Date 
signed 

Date of 
entry 
into 
force 

Number 
of states 
parties 

Objective 

Geneva Protocol 17 June 
1925 

8 
February 
1928 

146 
Ban the use of 
chemical and 
biological weapons 

Biological and Toxin 
Weapons 
Convention (BWC) 

10 April 
1972 

26 March 
1975 184  

Comprehensively 
ban biological 
weapons 

United Nations 
Security Council 
Resolution 1540 

NA 28 April 
2004 NA 

Prevent WMD 
proliferation, 
especially to non-
state actors 

 

  

 



Chemical weapons : 

Agreement Date 
signed 

Date 
of 
entry 
into 
force 

States 
parties Objective 

Strasbourg 
Agreement  

27 
August 
1675 

France and 
the Holy 
Roman 
Empire 

Ban the use of 
poison bullets 

Treaty of 
Versailles  

10 
January 
1920 

Germany an
d the Allied 
Powers of 
WWI 

Ban Germany from 
manufacturing or 
stockpiling chemica
l weapons (among 
many things) 

Geneva Protocol 17 June 
1925 

8 
Februar
y 1928 

146 
Ban the use of 
chemical and 
biological weapons 

Chemical 
Weapons 
Convention (CWC
) 

3 
Septembe
r 1992 

29 April 
1997 193  

Comprehensively 
ban chemical 
weapons 

  



 

Nuclear weapons : 

    

Agreement Date 
signed 

Date 
of 
entry 
into 
force 

Number 
of states 
parties 

Objective 

Statute of 
the International 
Atomic Energy 
Agency 

 29 July 
1957 175   

Outer Space Treaty 27 January 
1967 

10 
October 
1967 

112  Ban stationing of 
WMD in space 

Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty 
(NPT) 

1 July 
1968 

5 March 
1970 191  

1. prevent nuclear 
proliferation; 2. 
promote nuclear 
disarmament; 3. 
promote peaceful 
uses of nuclear 
energy 

Seabed Arms 
Control Treaty 

11 
February 
1971 

18 May 
1972 94 

Ban stationing of 
WMD on the ocean 
floor 

Convention on the 
Physical Protection 
of Nuclear Material 

3 March 
1980 

8 
February 
1987 

164 

Ensure the physical 
protection of 
nuclear material and 
nuclear facilities 

Treaty on  
Prohibition of 
Nuclear 
Weapons (TPNW) 
(2021) 

20 
September 
2017 

22 
January 
2021 

68  
Comprehensively 
ban nuclear 
weapons 



  

Regional restrictions : 

Agreement Date 
signed 

Date of 
entry into 
force 

Number of 
states 
parties 

Antarctic Treaty December 1, 
1959 June 23, 1961 55 

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

14 February 
1967 22 April 1968 33 

South Atlantic Peace and 
Cooperation Zone NA 27 October 

1986 24 

South Pacific Nuclear Free 
Zone Treaty 

6 August 
1985 

11 December 
1986 13 

Treaty on the Final Settlement 
with Respect to Germany 

12 
September 
1990 

15 March 
1991 6 

Southeast Asian Nuclear-
Weapon-Free Zone Treaty 

15 
December 
1995 

28 March 
1997 10 

India–United States Civil 
Nuclear Agreement   US and India 

African Nuclear-Weapon-Free 
Zone Treaty 1996 15 July 2009 43 

Central Asian Nuclear-
Weapon-Free Zone 

8 September 
2006 

21 March 
2009 5 

 

 

 

 

 



6)5) Major Countries And Their Policies About The Topic : 

China 

China has about 350 total warheads. In 2020, the U.S. Department of Defense estimated that 

China had an operational nuclear warhead stockpile in the low-200s but projected that number 

could double over the next decade. China has since accelerated its nuclear development, and 

the Defense Department estimates, as of 2021, that China may have up to 700 deliverable 

nuclear warheads by 2027 and 1,000 by 2030. 

Before the 1980s, China viewed arms control and nuclear non-proliferation regimes as 

mechanisms through which Western powers (particularly the U.S.) sought to restrain China. 

The Chinese government believed that the Treaty “[served] the interests of some States” and 

only favored the countries that already had nuclear weapons. Additionally, the Chinese 

government thought this Treaty was discriminatory since many countries were attempting to 

restrict and deprive nuclear weapons of a country that had only just tested them successfully, 

rather than countries like the U.S. or U.S.S.R., which have at least 100 times more nuclear 

weapons. Therefore, China chose not to join the NPT at that time. 

Beginning in the 1980s, China's policy and attitude toward nuclear weapons and the NPT had 

changed under the administration of Deng Xiaoping. Though China continued developing 

more advanced nuclear technology and weapons, by the 1980s, the country had indicated that 

it intended on accepting the terms of the NPT. Chinese Premier Zhao Ziyang provided 

Washington with verbal assurances that China did not advocate or encourage nuclear 

proliferation and that all of their nuclear tests going forward were only for improving safety 

features on existing warheads. In 1990, though it was not a member of the NPT, China still 

attended the fourth NPT review conference. While it criticized the Treaty for not banning the 

deployment of nuclear weapons outside national territories and for not including concrete 

provisions for general nuclear disarmament, China had also stated that the Treaty had a 

positive impact and contributed to the maintenance of world peace and stability. In August 

1991, shortly after France acceded to the NPT, China also declared its intention to join, 

though it again expressed its reservations about the Treaty's discriminatory nature. China 

formally acceded to the NPT in March 1992 as a nuclear weapons state and pledged for a 

“No-First-Use Policy" to show its commitment to sustaining regional and international 

security and maintaining the stability between China and other countries. 

China was active in the Six-Party talks in an effort to end North Korea's nuclear program in 

the early 2000s. The Six-Party talks ultimately failed, and in 2006, China voted in favor of 

sanctioning North Korea for its nuclear program. 



The field of nuclear security has become a well-established area of successful U.S.-China 

cooperation. In 2009, Chinese leader Hu Jintao called for a bolstered arms control agenda at 

the United Nations General Assembly, joining United States President Barack Obama's earlier 

calls for a nuclear-free world. Precipitated by a 2010 Nuclear Security Summit convened by 

the Obama administration, China and the U.S. launched a number of initiatives to secure 

potentially dangerous, Chinese-supplied, nuclear material in countries such as Ghana or 

Nigeria. Through these initiatives, China and the U.S. have converted Chinese-origin 

Miniature Neutron Source Reactors (MNSRs) from using highly enriched uranium to using 

low-enriched uranium fuel (which is not directly usable in weapons, thereby making reactors 

more proliferation resistant). 

France:  

France has about 290 warheads. 

France was one of the nuclear pioneers, going back to the work of Marie Skłodowska Curie 

and Henri Becquerel. Curie's last assistant Bertrand Goldschmidt became the father of the 

French nuclear weapons program.[clarification needed] French Professor Frédéric Joliot-

Curie, High Commissioner for Atomic Energy, told the New York Herald Tribune that the 

1945 Smyth Report wrongfully omitted the contributions of French scientists. 

After World War II France's former position of leadership suffered greatly because of the 

instability of the Fourth Republic, and the lack of finance available. During the Second World 

War Goldschmidt invented the now-standard method for extracting plutonium while working 

as part of the British/Canadian team participating in the Manhattan Project. But after the 

Liberation in 1945, France had to start its own program almost from scratch. Nevertheless, the 

first French reactor went critical in 1948 and small amounts of plutonium were extracted in 

1949. There was no formal commitment to a nuclear weapons program at that time, although 

plans were made to build reactors for the large scale production of plutonium. Francis Perrin, 

French High-Commissioner for Atomic Energy from 1951 to 1970, stated that from 1949 

Israeli scientists were invited to the Saclay Nuclear Research Centre, this cooperation leading 

to a joint effort including sharing of knowledge between French and Israeli scientists 

especially those with knowledge from the Manhattan Project, the French believed that 

cooperation with Israel could give them access to international Jewish nuclear scientists. 

According to Lieutenant Colonel Warner D. Farr in a report to the USAF Counterproliferation 

Center while France was previously a leader in nuclear research "Israel and France were at a 

similar level of expertise after the war, and Israeli scientists could make significant 

contributions to the French effort. Progress in nuclear science and technology in France and 



Israel remained closely linked throughout the early fifties. Farr reported that Israeli scientists 

probably helped construct the G-1 plutonium production reactor and UP-1 reprocessing plant 

at Marcoule." 

However, in the 1950s a civilian nuclear research program was started, a byproduct of which 

would be plutonium. In 1956 a secret Committee for the Military Applications of Atomic 

Energy was formed and a development program for delivery vehicles was started. The 

intervention of the United States in the Suez Crisis that year is credited with convincing 

France that it needed to accelerate its own nuclear weapons program to remain a global 

power. As part their military alliance during the Suez Crisis in 1956 the French agreed to 

secretly build the Dimona nuclear reactor in Israel and soon after agreed to construct a 

reprocessing plant for the extraction of plutonium at the site. In 1957, soon after Suez and the 

resulting diplomatic tension with both the Soviet Union and the United States, French 

president René Coty decided on the creation of the C.S.E.M. in the then French Sahara, a new 

nuclear testing facility replacing the CIEES. 

In 1957 Euratom was created, and under cover of the peaceful use of nuclear power the 

French signed deals with Germany and Italy to work together on nuclear weapons 

development. The Chancellor of Germany Konrad Adenauer told his cabinet that he "wanted 

to achieve, through EURATOM, as quickly as possible, the chance of producing our own 

nuclear weapons". The idea was short-lived. In 1958 de Gaulle became President and 

Germany and Italy were excluded. 

With the return of Charles de Gaulle to the presidency of France in the midst of the May 1958 

crisis, the final decisions to build an atomic bomb were taken, and a successful test took place 

in 1960 with Israeli scientists as observers at the tests and unlimited access to the scientific 

data. Following tests de Gaulle moved quickly to distance the French program from 

involvement with that of Israel. Since then France has developed and maintained its own 

nuclear deterrent, one intended to defend France even if the United States refused to risk its 

own cities by assisting Western Europe in a nuclear war. 

The United States began providing technical assistance to the French program in the early 

1970s through the 1980s. The aid was secret, unlike the relationship with the British nuclear 

program. The Nixon administration, unlike previous presidencies, did not oppose its allies' 

possession of atomic weapons and believed that the Soviets would find having multiple 

nuclear-armed Western opponents more difficult. Because the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 

prohibited sharing information on nuclear weapon design, a method known as "negative 

guidance" or "Twenty Questions" was used; French scientists described to their U.S. 



counterparts their research, and were told whether they were correct. Areas in which the 

French received help included MIRV, radiation hardening, missile design, intelligence on 

Soviet anti-missile defences, and advanced computer technology. Because the French 

program attracted "the best brains" of the nation, the U.S. benefited from French research as 

well. The relationship also improved the two nations' military ties; despite its departure from 

NATO's command structure in 1966, France developed two separate nuclear targeting plans, 

one "national" for the Force de Frappe's role as a solely French deterrent, and one coordinated 

with NATO. 

Russia:  

September 2021 New START declaration: 1,458 strategic warheads deployed on 527 

intercontinental ballistic missiles, submarine-launched ballistic missiles, and strategic 

bombers. 

The Federation of American Scientists (FAS) estimates that Russia's military stockpile 

consists of approximately 4,497 nuclear warheads, with 1,760 additional retired warheads 

awaiting dismantlement, as of January 2021. 

According to a Russian military doctrine stated in 2010, nuclear weapons could be used by 

Russia "in response to the use of nuclear and other types of weapons of mass destruction 

against it or its allies, and also in case of aggression against Russia with the use of 

conventional weapons when the very existence of the state is threatened". Most military 

analysts believe that, in this case, Russia would pursue an 'escalate to de-escalate' strategy, 

initiating limited nuclear exchange to bring adversaries to the negotiating table. Russia will 

also threaten nuclear conflict to discourage initial escalation of any major conventional 

conflict. 

United States: 

September 2021 New START declaration: 1,389 strategic nuclear warheads deployed on 665 

intercontinental ballistic missiles, submarine-launched ballistic missiles, and strategic 

bombers. 

The United States also has an estimated 100 B-61 nuclear gravity bombs that are forward-

deployed at six NATO bases in five European countries: Aviano and Ghedi in Italy; Büchel in 

Germany; Incirlik in Turkey; Kleine Brogel in Belgium; and Volkel in the Netherlands. The 

total estimated U.S. B-61 stockpile amounts to 230. 

On October 5, 2021, the U.S. State department issued a declassification announcement 

indicating that the total number of U.S. “active” and “inactive” warheads is 3,750 as of 

September 2020. The stockpile figures do not include retired warheads and those awaiting 



dismantlement. FAS estimates there are 1,750 retired warheads awaiting dismantlement, for a 

total of 5,550 warheads as of early 2021. 

The United States was the first country to manufacture nuclear weapons and is the only 

country to have used them in combat, with the bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in World 

War II. Before and during the Cold War, it conducted 1,054 nuclear tests, and tested many 

long-range nuclear weapons delivery systems. 

Between 1940 and 1996, the U.S. Federal Government spent at least US$10.1 trillion in 

present-day terms on nuclear weapons, including platforms development (aircraft, rockets and 

facilities), command and control, maintenance, waste management and administrative costs. It 

is estimated that the United States produced more than 70,000 nuclear warheads since 1945, 

more than all other nuclear weapon states combined. Until November 1962, the vast majority 

of U.S. nuclear tests were above ground. After the acceptance of the Partial Nuclear Test Ban 

Treaty, all testing was relegated underground, in order to prevent the dispersion of nuclear 

fallout. 

By 1998, at least US$759 million had been paid to the Marshall Islanders in compensation for 

their exposure to U.S. nuclear testing. By March 2021 over US$2.5 billion in compensation 

had been paid to U.S. citizens exposed to nuclear hazards as a result of the U.S. nuclear 

weapons program. 

In 2019, the U.S. and Russia possessed a comparable number of nuclear warheads; together, 

these two nations possess more than 90% of the world's nuclear weapons stockpile. As of 

2020, the United States had a stockpile of 3,750 active and inactive nuclear warheads plus 

approximately 2,000 warheads retired and awaiting dismantlement. Of the stockpiled 

warheads, the U.S. stated in its March 2019 New START declaration that 1,365 were 

deployed on 656 ICBMs, SLBMs, and strategic bombers. 

Iran : 

Iran is not known to currently possess weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and has signed 

treaties repudiating the possession of WMDs including the Biological Weapons Convention, 

the Chemical Weapons Convention, and the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Iran has first-

hand knowledge of WMD effects—over 100,000 Iranian troops and civilians were victims of 

chemical weapons during the 1980s Iran–Iraq War. 

In 2003 the Supreme Leader of Iran, Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, along with other clerics, issued 

a public and categorical religious decree (fatwa) against the development, production, 

stockpiling and use of nuclear weapons, though it is approved by some relatively minor 

clerics. Later versions of this fatwa forbid only the "use" of nuclear weapons, but said nothing 



about their production. Iran has stated its uranium enrichment program is exclusively for 

peaceful purposes. The IAEA has confirmed the non-diversion of declared nuclear material in 

Iran but has also said it "needs to have confidence in the absence of possible military 

dimensions to Iran’s nuclear program." 

In December 2014, a Wisconsin Project on Nuclear Arms Control report by Lincy and 

Milhollin based on IAEA data concluded that Iran could produce enough weapons-grade 

uranium for one nuclear warhead in 1.7 months. In 2012, sixteen U.S. intelligence agencies, 

including the CIA, reported that Iran was pursuing research that could enable it to produce 

nuclear weapons, but was not attempting to do so. The senior officers of all of the major 

American intelligence agencies stated that there was no conclusive evidence that Iran has 

made any attempt to produce nuclear weapons since 2003. In a 2007 National Intelligence 

Estimate, the United States Intelligence Community assessed that Iran had ended all "nuclear 

weapon design and weaponization work" in 2003. Then U.S. Defense Secretary Leon Panetta 

stated in January 2012 that Iran was pursuing a nuclear weapons capability, but was not 

attempting to produce nuclear weapons. In 2009, U.S. intelligence assessed that Iranian 

intentions were unknown. Some European intelligence believe Iran has resumed its alleged 

nuclear weapons design work. In 2011 then Russian Prime Minister Vladimir Putin said he 

had seen no evidence of any nuclear weapons program in Iran, while at the same time then 

Russian President Dmitry Medvedev said Iran was close to having the capability to produce 

nuclear weapons. Iran has called for nuclear weapons states to disarm and for the Middle East 

to be a nuclear weapon free zone. 

After the IAEA voted in a rare non-consensus decision to find Iran in non-compliance with its 

NPT Safeguards Agreement and to report that non-compliance to the UN Security Council, 

the Council demanded that Iran suspend its nuclear enrichment activities and imposed 

sanctions against Iran when Iran refused to do so. Former Iranian President Mahmoud 

Ahmadinejad argued that the sanctions were illegal. The IAEA has been able to verify the 

non-diversion of declared nuclear material in Iran, but not the absence of undeclared 

activities. The Non-Aligned Movement has called on both sides to work through the IAEA for 

a solution. 

In November 2009, the IAEA Board of Governors adopted a resolution against Iran which 

urged Iran to apply the modified Code 3.1 to its Safeguard Agreement, urged Iran to 

implement and ratify the Additional Protocol, and expressed "serious concern" that Iran had 

not cooperated on issues that needed "to be clarified to exclude the possibility of military 



dimensions to Iran's nuclear program." Iran said the "hasty and undue" resolution would 

"jeopardize the conducive environment vitally needed" for successful negotiations. 

Israel : 

The State of Israel is widely believed to possess nuclear weapons. Estimates of Israel's 

stockpile range between 80 and 400 nuclear warheads, and the country is believed to possess 

the ability to deliver them in several methods, including by aircraft, as submarine-launched 

cruise missiles, and via the Jericho series of intermediate to intercontinental range ballistic 

missiles. Its first deliverable nuclear weapon is thought to have been completed in late 1966 

or early 1967; which would make it the sixth country in the world to have developed them. 

However, Israel maintains a policy of deliberate ambiguity, never officially denying nor 

admitting to having nuclear weapons, instead repeating over the years that "Israel will not be 

the first country to introduce nuclear weapons to the Middle East". Israel has also declined to 

sign the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), despite international 

pressure to do so, saying that would be contrary to its national security interests. 

Additionally, Israel developed the Begin Doctrine of counter-proliferation and preventive 

strikes, denying other regional actors the ability to acquire their own nuclear weapons. The 

Israeli Air Force conducted Operation Opera and Operation Orchard, destroying the Iraqi and 

Syrian nuclear reactors in 1981 and 2007, respectively, and the Stuxnet malware that severely 

damaged Iranian nuclear facilities in 2010 is thought to have been developed jointly by the 

United States and Israel. As of 2019, Israel remains the only country in the Middle East 

believed to possess nuclear weapons. The Samson Option refers to Israel's deterrence strategy 

of massive retaliation with nuclear weapons as a "last resort" against a country whose military 

has invaded and/or destroyed much of Israel. 

Israel began to investigate the nuclear field soon after it declared independence in 1948 and, 

with French co-operation, secretly began building the Negev Nuclear Research Center, a 

facility near Dimona housing a nuclear reactor and reprocessing plant in the late 1950s. The 

first extensive details of the weapons program came on October 5, 1986, with media coverage 

of revelations from Mordechai Vanunu, a technician formerly employed at the center. Vanunu 

was soon kidnapped by the Mossad and brought back to Israel, where he was sentenced to 18 

years in prison for treason and espionage. 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 


