
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Committee: Disarmament and International Security 

Committee (DISEC) 

 

Hello delegates, 

 

 My name is Dimitris Vezirtzyan, I am 16 years old and I study at 1st High school of 

Kaisariani in the 2nd Grade. My main hobby is basketball, but I like playing all kinds of 

sports. Regarding MUN, I have been in MSKMUN 2 times as a delegate 1 time as chair of 

the DISEC committee and proudly this year I continue in this wonderful committee as 

your main chair. If you have any questions, don’t hesitate contacting me 

dimitrisvezirtzyan@gmail.com I hope we have a fruitful debate and every one of you give 

the best of yourself. 

 

My name is Konstantinos Marios Fakiolas and I will be one of DISEC chairs for this year’s 

MSKMUN. I am 16 years old, and I am a student at the 1st High School of Kaisariani. This 

will be my 3rd conference and 1st time as a chair. I hope we will have a fruitful debate and 

a great time.(please add your email) 

My name is Norman Alqueza and I will be one of the chairs in the DISEC committee for 

MSKMUN 2023.I am 18 years old and I am in my 1st year studying in the American 

college of Greece also known as Deree. MUN is one of my biggest interests these passing 

years. This is my first experience as a chair in the MSKMUN but i have participated 2 

times as a delegate and 2 times as a staff member. If you have any questions about the 

topic don't hesitate to contact me at nor.alqueza@yahoo.com. I am really looking forward 

to meeting you all. 
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Topic: The question of monitoring nuclear weapons 

 

Timeline of events:  

1945: The United States launched the Nuclear Age in July 1945 when it detonated a 

20-kiloton atomic bomb code-named” Trinity“ at its test site in Alamogordo, New 

Mexico. 

 

1949: With the Soviet Union’s first atomic bomb test on 29 August 1949, the “Cold 

War” nuclear arms race between the USSR and the United States was on. 

 

1954: India’s Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru became the first stateman to call for a 

“stand still” agreement on nuclear testing. 

 

1963: The 1963 Partial Test Ban Treaty banned nuclear testing, including testing for 

peaceful purposes, in the atmosphere, underwater and in space … but not 

underground. 

 

1996: Underground nuclear testing was banned by the 1996 Comprehensive Nuclear-

Test-Ban Treaty, which bans all nuclear explosions on Earth. 

 

1998-2009: Some six nuclear tests were conducted between 1998 and 2009: two by India 

and two by Pakistan in 1998, one by the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea in 2006 

and another one by the DPRK in 2009. 

 

2006: The announced nuclear test by the DPRK on 9 October 2006 broke the eight-year-

long de facto moratorium and was against the letter and spirit of the Comprehensive 

Nuclear- Test-Ban Treaty. 

 

Term dictionary: 

IMINT (IMaginary INTeligence): a way to perform the monitoring of nuclear 

weapons. 

SIGINT (SIGnals INTelingence): a way to perform the monitoring of nuclear 

weapons. 
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NTM: National Technical Means photography from satellites—initially the CORONA 

film-return system, as well as electronic intelligence gathered by collection of 

telemetry. 

Non-proliferation Treaty (NPT): The NPT is a landmark international treaty whose 

objective is to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons and weapons technology, to 

promote cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy and to further the goal of 

achieving nuclear disarmament and general and complete disarmament. The Treaty 

represents the only binding commitment in a multilateral treaty to the goal of 

disarmament by the nuclear-weapon States. Opened for signature in 1968, the Treaty 

entered into force in 1970. On 11 May 1995, the Treaty was extended indefinitely.  A 

total of 191 States have joined the Treaty, including the five nuclear-weapon States. 

More countries have ratified the NPT than any other arms limitation and disarmament 

agreement, a testament to the Treaty’s significance. 

CTBT: The CTBT, a Treaty which prohibits "any nuclear weapon test explosion or any 

other nuclear explosion" and establishes an international test monitoring and 

verification system, has not yet entered into force. 

Warhead: the explosive head of a missile, torpedo, or similar weapon. 

AWE:  is a United Kingdom Ministry of Defense research facility responsible for the 

design, manufacture and support of warheads for the UK's nuclear weapons. 

HUMINT: Human Intelligence (HUMINT) is intelligence gathered by means of 

interpersonal contact, a category of intelligence derived from information collected 

and provided by human sources 

IAEA: International Atomic Energy Agency 

Multi-channel analyzers (MCAs): are workhorse instruments in many scientific 

measurements. An MCA analyzes a stream of voltage pulses and sorts them into a 

histogram, or “spectrum” of number of events, versus pulse-height, which may often 

relate to energy or time of arrival. The stored spectrum may then be displayed and 

analyzed. 

Alloy detectors: Its highly precise infrared sensor measures light radiating from 

anything that may come into view, and will send notifications to alert you of 

suspicious activity 

Environmental monitoring instruments: the tools and techniques designed to 

observe an environment, characterize its quality, and establish environmental 
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parameters, for the purpose of accurately quantifying the impact an activity has on an 

environment. 

Digital video surveillance systems: a network of cameras, monitors/display units, 

and recorders. Cameras can be either analog or digital with various features to 

explore, such as resolution, frame rate, color type, and more. 

Satellite imagery: are images of Earth collected by imaging satellites operated by 

governments and businesses around the world. Satellite imaging companies sell 

images by licensing them to governments and businesses such as Apple Maps and 

Google Maps. 

Inspection Database: the information system contributing to the implementation of 

the port State control system within the Community and concerning the data related 

to inspections carried out in the Community and the Paris MOU region. 

Countries of major involvement:  

North Korea: North Korea helped to keep its centrifuge facility secret by using mostly 

black-market or domestically manufactured components. Would-be nuclear states can 

also reduce their networks. North Korea helped to keep its centrifuge facility secret by 

using mostly black-market or domestically manufactured components.  

North Korea has a military nuclear weapons program and, as of early 2020, is 

estimated to have an arsenal of approximately 30 to 40 nuclear weapons and sufficient 

production of fissile material for six to seven nuclear weapons per year. 

Iran: Iran mines uranium domestically and has produced centrifuge rotors with 

carbon fiber, instead of importing special maraging steel which is usually required. 

Iran is also indigenizing its nuclear program, which undermines what network 

analysis can reveal, says Alexander Montgomery, a political scientist at Reed College 

in Portland, Oregon. 

A big computer system to make sense of all this would help, says Miriam John, vice-

chairman of the Pentagon’s Threat Reduction Advisory Committee. Which is why the 

Pentagon is building one, called Constellation. Dr. John describes it as a “fusion 

engine” that merges all sorts of data. For instance, computers can comb through years 

of satellite photos and infra-red readings of buildings to detect changes that might 

reveal nuclear facilities. Constellation aims to increase the value of such nuggets of 

information by joining them with myriad other findings. For example, the 

whereabouts of nuclear engineers who have stopped teaching before retirement age 
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become more interesting if those people now happen to live within commuting 

distance of a suspect building. 

Yet photographs and temperature readings taken from satellites, even in low Earth 

orbit, only reveal so much. With help from North Korea, 

 Syria: With help from North Korea, disguised construction of a nuclear reactor by 

assembling it inside a building in which the floor had been lowered. From the outside 

the roof line appeared to be too low to house such a facility. To sidestep the need for 

a cooling tower, water pipes ran underground to a reservoir near a river. The 

concealment was so good the site was discovered not with remote sensing but only 

thanks to human intelligence, says Dr. Tobey, the former National Security Council 

official. (Israel bombed the building in 2007 before it could be completed.) 

Some chemical emissions, such as traces of hydrofluoric acid and fluorine, can escape 

from even well-built enrichment facilities and, with certain sensors, have been 

detectable from space for about a decade, says Mr. Carlson, the Australian expert. But 

detecting signs of enrichment via radiation emissions requires using different sorts of 

devices and getting much closer to suspected sources. 

France: France possesses approximately 290 nuclear weapons, which it can launch 

from submarines or missiles dropped from aircraft. Its submarines are based at the Île 

Longue peninsula, south of Brest in the Brittany region of France. In 2020, France spent 

an estimated US$5.7 billion to build and maintain its nuclear forces 

UK: It's estimated that the UK has 120 active warheads, BirminghamLive reports. 

However, it's reported that they have 215 warheads in their arsenal in total. The UK's 

arsenal of nuclear warheads is expected to rise to 260 at a maximum cap. This would 

mark the first increase since the Cold War. 
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(Nuclear weapon systems for UK, USA, Russia and France (Image: NATO)) 

 

In comparison to the nuclear chart, Russia has a large percentage of deployed weapons 

compared to the US, UK or France. However, Russia has the most nuclear weapons of 

any country with a total of 6.257 of which only 1,458 are currently active. 

The UK is known for using the Trident. Trident is the name of Britain's nuclear 

weapons program, having had nuclear weapons since the 1950s. 

Operated by the Royal Navy, the program consists of four Vanguard-class submarines 

that are armed with Trident II D-5 ballistic missiles. The Trident programme was 

established in 1980, replacing the Polaris program, and is based at the Clyde Naval 

Base at Faslane. The UK is responsible for building and maintaining Trident's missiles, 

despite being an independent nuclear deterrent. Whilst Britain built the Vanguard 

submarines, the missiles are built in the US. Each submarine can carry up to eight 

Trident missiles, and only one submarine can be deployed at a time, whilst others are 

used for training or are undergoing maintenance. Trident missiles can range up to 

7,500 miles, and the destructive force is equivalent to eight Hiroshimas. 
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In March 2021, the UK government announced it would increase its number of 

warheads by 40%. 

Russia: Russia has more than 1,500 warheads deployed on strategic long-range 

systems and almost 3,000 in reserve, according to an assessment published in the 

Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. Russia's nuclear forces consist of both long-range, 

strategic systems—including intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), submarine-

launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and heavy bombers—and shorter- and medium-

range delivery systems. 

China: China was estimated by the Federation of American Scientists to have an 

arsenal of about 260 total warheads as of 2015, the fourth largest nuclear arsenal 

amongst the five nuclear weapon states acknowledged by the Treaty on the Non-

Proliferation of nuclear weapons, and one of 320 total warheads by the SIPRI Yearbook 

2020, the third largest. According to some estimates, the country could "more than 

double" the "number of warheads on missiles that could threaten the United States by 

the mid-2020s". 

Early in 2011, China published a defense white paper, which repeated its nuclear 

policies of maintaining a minimum deterrent with a no-first-use pledge. China has yet 

to define what it means by a "minimum deterrent posture". This, together with the fact 

that "it is deploying four new nuclear-capable ballistic missiles, invites concern as to 

the scale and intention of China’s nuclear upgrade". 

China is known for having all kinds of weapons such as chemical, biological and 

nuclear. 

India: India has developed weapons of mass destruction in the form of nuclear and 

chemical weapons and is known to possess nuclear weapons currently. Although 

India has not released any official statements about the size of its nuclear arsenal, 

recent estimates suggest that India has 160 nuclear weapons and has produced enough 

weapons-grade plutonium for up to 200 nuclear weapons. In 1999, India was 

estimated to have 800 kilograms (1,800 lb) of separated reactor-grade plutonium, with 

a total amount of 8,300 kilograms (18,300 lb) of civilian plutonium, enough for 

approximately 1,000 nuclear weapons India has conducted nuclear weapons tests in a 

pair of series namely Pokhran I and Pokhran II. 

India is a member of three multilateral export control regimes — the Missile 

Technology Control Regime, Wassenaar Arrangement and Australia Group. It has 

signed and ratified the Biological Weapons Convention and the Chemical Weapons 

Convention. India is also a subscribing state to the Hague Code of Conduct. India has 

signed neither the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty nor the Nuclear Non-
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Proliferation Treaty, considering both to be flawed and discriminatory. India 

previously possessed chemical weapons, but voluntarily destroyed its entire stockpile 

in 2009 — one of the seven countries to meet the OPCW extended deadline 

Pakistan: Pakistan is believed to have a stockpile of approximately 160 warheads, 

making it the 6th largest nuclear arsenal. Pakistan is actively developing nuclear 

weapons, and experts’ project that it may have the 5th largest arsenal by 2025 with 

220-250 warheads. Pakistan, tested its first nuclear weapon in 1998, becoming the 

world’s 7th state to officially test a nuclear weapon. The exact yields of the weapons 

in the country’s current arsenal are not known, but general estimates are between 5-

12 kilotons (kt) for most weapons, with some longer-range ballistic missiles possibly 

reaching 40 kt. 

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. 

 USA:  At the beginning of 2022, the US Defense Department maintained an estimated 

stockpile of approximately 3,708 nuclear warheads for delivery by ballistic missiles 

and aircraft. Most of the warheads in the stockpile are not deployed but rather stored 

for potential upload onto missiles and aircraft as necessary. We estimate that 

approximately 1,744 warheads are currently deployed, of which roughly 1,344 

strategic warheads are deployed on ballistic missiles and another 300 at strategic 

bomber bases in the United States. An additional 100 tactical bombs are deployed at 

air bases in Europe. The remaining warheads — approximately 1,964 — are in storage 

as a so-called “hedge” against technical or geopolitical surprises. Several hundred of 

those warheads are scheduled to be retired before 2030.  
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In addition to the warheads in the Defense Department stockpile, approximately 1,720 

retired — but still intact — warheads are stored under custody of the Energy 

Department and are awaiting dismantlement, giving a total US inventory of an 

estimated 5,428 warheads. Between 2010 and 2018, the US government publicly 

disclosed the size of the nuclear weapons stockpile; however, in 2019 and 2020, the 

Trump administration rejected requests from the Federation of American Scientists to 

declassify the latest stockpile numbers (Aftergood 2019; Kristensen 2019a, 2020d). In 

2021, the Biden administration restored the United States’ previous transparency 

levels by declassifying both numbers for the entire history of the US nuclear arsenal 

until September 2020 — including the missing years of the Trump administration. This 

effort revealed that the United States’ nuclear stockpile consisted of 3,750 warheads in 

September 2020 — only 72 warheads fewer than the last number made available in 

September 2017 before the Trump administration reduced the US government’s 

transparency efforts (State Department 2021a). We estimate that the stockpile will 

continue to decline over the next decade-and-a-half as modernization programs 

consolidate the remaining warheads. 

The US nuclear weapons are thought to be stored at an estimated 24 geographical 

locations in 11 US States and five European countries (Kristensen and Korda 2019, 

124). The location with the most nuclear weapons by far is the large Kirtland 

Underground Munitions and Maintenance Storage Complex south of Albuquerque, 

New Mexico. 

 

Year United States 
USSR/ 

Russia 

United 

Kingdom 
France China India Pakistan 

North 

Korea 
Total 

2012 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

2013 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

2014 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

2015 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

2016 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 

2017 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

2018-

2019 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 1,030 715 45 210 45 3 2 6 2,056 

 

NOTES (inferred for this catalog) 
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1.The total number and yearly listing of U.S. nuclear test explosions listed in this fact 

sheet are based on the figures published in United States Nuclear Tests: July 1945 through 

September 1992 DOE/NV-209 (Rev. 14), December 1994. The Department of Energy has 

since published two revisions of the publication that slightly revise these numbers and 

reassign the purposes originally described for certain nuclear test explosions. 

2.In accordance with the definition of a nuclear test contained in the 1974 Threshold 

Test Ban Treaty And to allow accurate comparison with other countries' figures, 

India's three simultaneous nuclear explosions on May 11 are counted as only one 

nuclear test, as are the two explosions on May 13. Likewise, Pakistan's five 

simultaneous explosions on May 28 are counted as a single test. 

3. In the article "Radionuclide Evidence for Low-Yield Nuclear Testing in North Korea 

in April/May 2010," Lars-Erik De Geer argued that the xenon and barium isotope 

concentrations in air currents from North Korea in April and May of 2010 were 

consistent with two low-yield nuclear tests. However, this theory was largely 

debunked when the Earth Institute at Columbia University measured seismology 

records and determined that no well-coupled explosion larger than one ton could have 

occurred during that time frame. According to the report, such a low yield explosion 

would have been incapable of advancing North Korea's technical understanding of a 

nuclear weapon explosion. 

 

 Background information:  
Monitoring, detection, and verification (MDV) challenges around the world are 

increasing, as many nations actively modernize their nuclear weapon arsenals and as 

technology advances and cross-border illicit networks make proliferation harder to 

detect, the report says. For example, U.S. national security policy documents note that 

Russia and China continue to develop advanced nuclear weapon systems, and reports 

indicate that North Korea is refining and improving its nuclear weapons. 

In addition, nuclear energy programs — including enrichment and reprocessing 

capabilities — are being pursued by states with unclear commitments to 

nonproliferation. Nuclear weapons technology and expertise are widely available and 

easier to disseminate, and technology advancements may create new pathways to 

nuclear weapons. 

 

A nuclear weapon comprises not only the nuclear warhead (or a bomb) but also the 

delivery vehicle which might be an aircraft, cruise missile, or ballistic missile. The 

weapon system includes not only the weapon but also its basing (silo, submarine, or 
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airfield) and the many other subsystems required to make it work—notably, 

command and control. 

 

 Monitoring involves the cooperative or uncooperative determination of location, 

identity, and perhaps readiness of the nuclear weapon. This is perhaps simplest in the 

case of fixed surface-based missiles, with increasing difficulty as one goes to 

submarine-launched missiles, cruise missiles for ships, submarines, or aircraft, silo-

based and land-based cruise missiles. In addition, there are gravity bombs and 

artillery-launched nuclear projectiles, of which I remind you that the United States _ 

 previously deployed thousands in Europe, atomic demolition munitions, nuclear-

armed torpedoes and depth charges, and nuclear-armed anti-aircraft missiles that can 

be launched from the ground, from aircraft, or from ships. 

 

The nuclear weapons can be in deployed status, in transit, or in storage at central or 

dispersed locations. Monitoring can be performed by imagery intelligence (IMINT), 

signals intelligence (SIGINT), and HUMINT (explain). Uncooperative monitoring can 

have a substantial margin of error and for large forces the value of monitoring is not 

very sensitive to small errors. More interesting for this audience is probably the 

monitoring of warheads and especially monitoring and verification of arms limitation 

agreements, including partial or full disarmament. Under those circumstances, the 

monitoring would be done in cooperative fashion, with which the United States and 

Russia (and especially the old Soviet Union) have had a lot of experience. Typically, 

only specific systems or classes of nuclear weapons have been subject to agreement 

and hence to verification. 

 

IAEA nuclear inspectors will have a range of high-tech tools at their disposal as they 

begin arms inspections in Iraq after a four-year absence. Since 1998, there have been 

significant improvements in technology they use, mostly software advances that make 

equipment more powerful and provide faster results. 

Among the main tasks for IAEA inspectors will be to throw a detection system, that's 

like a net, over Iraq. Its mesh has to contain important evidence from slipping through 

it. The approach is known as a broad area search. Within a given net, target areas will 

be selected for closer inspection and fact-finding. 

As they gather evidence, inspectors will use a broad array of technologies, such as 

hand-held radiation detectors and measurement instruments. Some small instruments 

are used to search for nuclear and radioactive materials known to be associated with 
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weapons-making. Others, known as multi-channel analyzers, can identify specific 

radioactive elements in samples that inspectors collect for fuller analysis in 

laboratories. 

Analysis of samples can determine "nuclear fingerprints" and reveal indicators of past 

and current activities in locations handling nuclear materials, particularly those 

associated with uranium conversion, fabrication, and enrichment. Determining such 

cases, however, requires expertise and the right equipment -- the fingerprints of 

different isotopes, for example, can overlap, and an abundant constituent of one 

element can mask a rare one. Reaching conclusions can be tricky, often requiring 

multiple dimensional analytical approaches. The IAEA has its own experts and 

facilities, through its Safeguards Analytical Laboratory in Austria, experienced in 

sample measurement and analysis, including hundreds of samples from the 1990s Iraq 

inspections. Fully operational since then is a "Clean Laboratory" equipped with highly 

sensitive instruments, including electron microscopes and mass spectrometers. 

Experts can precisely measure even tiny nanogram (one-billionth of a gram) particles 

and detect traces of nuclear materials collected in the environment of known or 

suspected nuclear facilities. 

  Monitoring nuclear weapons would be way more difficult and way different if   

specialists hadn’t invented the tools for the safest and trustiest monitoring of them. 

The tools that are being used are: 

• Multi-channel analyzers (MCAs).These standard and portable tools for IAEA 

inspectors register the energy emitted by a radioactive source. MCA´s use 

software that reads the pattern of the energy output, matches it to a signature, 

and displays the result. One portable analyzer is designed for detection of 

gamma radiation from radioisotopes and the presence of neutrons for 

enhanced detection of plutonium, which is produced in a reactor by irradiating 

uranium-238. Unlike typical radiation detectors, the device can be used to 

search for and locate an unknown source of radiation, determine the relative 

dose rate, and isotopically identify the source. Results are displayed on a digital 

screen. Uranium and plutonium isotopes, for example, are a good indication of 

whether nuclear fuel has been reprocessed. Another type, a portable gamma 

spectrometer, is specifically designed to measure uranium and whether it has 

been enriched. It can perform accurate and rapid uranium verification 

measurements in laboratories, at facilities, or in other industrial environments. 

The ratio of certain isotopes can yield valuable information -- for example, the 

type of enrichment that was used. 
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(Multi-channel analyzer) 

 

• Alloy detectors. Faced with a yard filled with metal objects, the inspectors have 

use of another portable device, known as ALEX, short for the brand name "alloy 

expert". Nuclear activities use exotic steels and unusual elements such as 

zirconium. ALEX allows rapid identification in the field and gives the 

opportunity to intensify inspections when something important is discovered. 

For example, UF6 (uranium hexafluoride) is a highly corrosive material used 

in uranium enrichment. The special alloys required in its production apparatus 

would be quickly identified by ALEX. Technically, the device is an x-ray 

fluorescence spectrometer. It generates x-rays to penetrate the material being 

inspected. ALEX matches the response pattern of elements in the alloy to the x-

rays against a library of information in its software and displays the results. 

 
(Alloy detector) 

 

• Environmental monitoring instruments. Monitoring water, air and vegetation 

will form other strands of the search net over Iraq. A nuclear weapons 
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development programme, despite best efforts to conceal it, is likely to leave its 

fingerprints on nature. Water monitoring will be conducted across Iraq, using 

a system that draws raw water through a filter for one hour, the equivalent of 

testing a large volume of water. Laboratory analysis of the filter is able to find 

the minutest traces of materials in the water with pinpoint accuracy. Air 

sampling stations will be set up at various points across Iraq and samples of 

vegetation will be tested for tritium, an isotope of hydrogen. Finding tritium in 

waterways or the air strongly suggests reactor operations, for example. 

 
(Environmental monitoring instruments) 

 

Digital video surveillance systems. Tamper proof and digital video systems 

are used for surveillance and monitoring at facilities. They could include 

factories where dual purpose activities could be conducted - for example, the 

potential use of machine tools to manufacture components for a nuclear 

program. Data is fed into powerful computer systems that inspectors use to 

review and analyze images and related data. 

 
(Digital video surveillance systems) 
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• Satellite imagery. For monitoring purposes, images obtained by commercial 

satellites can help inspectors track activities. A new generation of global 

satellite positioning (GPS) devices will make it easier for the inspectors to 

monitor the large country. 

 
(Satellite imagery) 

 

• Inspection Database. Alongside the full suite of radiation-detection gear and 

other monitoring equipment, a key tool inspectors rely upon is the Action 

Team's confidential database. It contains comprehensive and exceptionally 

detailed information obtained from past inspections, Iraq declarations, defector 

disclosures, intelligence information, and other multiple sources about Iraq's 

nuclear-related activities. Inspectors can find out, for example, that a device has 

been moved from one side of a room to another, and learn why. 

 
(Conceptual design of Inspection database) 
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A monitoring system that accounts for individual weapons under a new arms control 

regime must have two basic characteristics: reliability and trustworthiness. Reliability 

implies that the system will work as intended with little or no downtime and without 

generating false information. While reliability is an important attribute of any 

engineered system, it is especially important in an arms control monitoring system. 

Any unexpected system behavior or relatively long downtime is likely to raise 

suspicion in the treaty partner, and would likely require a host country explanation. 

Trustworthiness is more complex. A system can be trusted by the host if the individual 

components and software can be shown to not interfere with the safety, security, and 

reliability of the nuclear weapons or the facilities that house the nuclear weapons (the 

process of certification). The system can be trusted by the treaty partner if the data it 

generates can be authenticated, it is hard (i.e. expensive) to forge false data, and the 

hardware and software used can be verified to not have hidden functionality (the 

process of authentication). Hardware and software authentication is challenging due to 

the complexity of integrated circuits and modern programming languages. 

Authentication concerns could be eased through either a jointly designed system or 

random sampling of the active monitoring system’s components by the treaty partner 

to inspect, possibly destructively. Data authentication requires the ability to digitally 

sign and verify the signature of the data generated by individual item monitors and 

fixed monitoring nodes, which necessitates the use of cryptographic algorithms to 

greatly increase the difficulty in forging messages. The system must also take into 

consideration the usability of the data from the perspectives of both the host and treaty 

partner to ensure that it is easy to sort and analyze the large quantity of data that will 

inevitably be collected. 

Previous attempts to solve the issue:  
 

Nuclear weapons are the most dangerous weapons on earth.  One can destroy a whole 

city, potentially killing millions, and jeopardizing the natural environment and lives 

of future generations through its long-term catastrophic effects.  The dangers from 

such weapons arise from their very existence.  Although nuclear weapons have only 

been used twice in warfare—in the bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945—

about 13,400 reportedly remain in our world today and there have been over 2,000 

nuclear tests conducted to date.  Disarmament is the best protection against such 

dangers but achieving this goal has been a tremendously difficult challenge. 
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Regional Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones (NWFZ) have been established to strengthen 

global nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament norms and consolidate 

international efforts towards peace and security. 

The United Nations has sought to eliminate such weapons ever since its establishment. 

The first resolution adopted by the UN General Assembly in 1946 established a 

Commission to deal with problems related to the discovery of atomic energy among 

others. The Commission was to make proposals for, inter alia, the control of atomic 

energy to the extent necessary to ensure its use only for peaceful purposes. The 

resolution also decided that the Commission should make proposals for “the 

elimination from national armaments of atomic weapons and of all other major 

weapons adaptable to mass destruction.” 

A number of multilateral treaties have since been established with the aim of 

preventing nuclear proliferation and testing, while promoting progress in nuclear 

disarmament. These include the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 

(NPT), the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests In The Atmosphere, In Outer Space 

And Under Water, also known as the Partial Test Ban Treaty (PTBT), the 

Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT), which was signed in 1996 but has 

yet to enter into force, and the Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons (TPNW), 

which will enter into force on 22 January 2021. 

A number of bilateral and plurilateral treaties and arrangements seek to reduce or 

eliminate certain categories of nuclear weapons, to prevent the proliferation of such 

weapons and their delivery vehicles.  These range from several treaties between the 

United States of America and Russian Federation as well as various other initiatives, 

to the Nuclear Suppliers Group, the Missile Technology Control Regime, The Hague 

Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile Proliferation, and the Wassenaar 

Arrangement. 

The United Nations Secretariat supports efforts aimed at the non-proliferation and 

total elimination of nuclear weapons. “Securing Our Common Future:  An Agenda for 

Disarmament” considers nuclear weapons in the framework of “disarmament to save 

humanity.” In the agenda, the Secretary-General calls for resuming dialogue and 

negotiations for nuclear arms control and disarmament. He also supports extending 

the norms against nuclear weapons, and in that regard appeals to States that possess 

nuclear weapons to affirm that a nuclear war cannot be won and must never be fought. 

Finally, the agenda proposes preparing for a world free of nuclear weapons through 
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a number of risk -reduction measures, including transparency in nuclear-weapon 

programs, further reductions in all types of nuclear weapons, commitments not to 

introduce new and destabilizing types of nuclear weapons, including cruise missiles, 

reciprocal commitments for the non-use of nuclear weapons and reduction of the role 

of nuclear weapons in security doctrines. To further the agenda, concrete actions are 

proposed.  

The situation today:   

Today, the Twelfth Conference on Facilitating the Entry into Force of the 

Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) will take place. It is a unique 

opportunity to draw attention to the importance of the prohibition of nuclear test 

explosions. The Twelfth Conference on Facilitating the Entry into Force of the CTBT, 

also known as “CTBT Article XIV Conference”, aims to assess needs and take stock of 

the progress made in the universalization process of the Treaty, and to strengthen 

commitments to its entry into force. 

 

Only China, Egypt, India, Iran, Israel, North Korea, Pakistan and the US have not yet 

ratified the CTBT, while India, North Korea and Pakistan have yet to sign and ratify 

it. North Korea is the only country to have carried out nuclear tests in the 21st century. 

 

The EU is one of the largest providers of voluntary funds to the CTBTO. Since 2006, 

the European Council has adopted six Decisions in support of the CTBTO: 3 Joint 

Actions in 2006, 2007 and 2008 and 4 Council Decisions in 2010, 2012, 2015 and 2018, 

committing over 22 million Euros. This commitment was renewed last year with an 

additional contribution of 6,3 million Euro for the upcoming three years.  

The EU also provides financial support to the CTBTO for training and education 

activities aimed at building up and maintaining the necessary capacity in the technical, 

scientific, and legal and policy aspects of the Treaty and its verification regime 

focusing on States that have not signed or ratified the Treaty. States that require this 

type of capacity building can benefit from such assistance. 

 

The problem, oversimplified:  

Active monitoring of all nuclear weapons by a system coordinated across all staging, 

storage, maintenance, and deployment sites may be a key step in building confidence 

in such an agreement and reducing the need for on-site inspections to the point where 

the agreement is realizable. While 100% confidence in verification will be difficult, a 
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system can be engineered to increase confidence that an agreement is being upheld by 

identifying the location and status of each TAI in an assured and trusted way to the 

monitoring partner, as well as providing layers of evidence of monitoring activities 

using various sensors and imagers. A flexible system will allow weapons to be 

accounted for and actively monitored through various phases of their lifecycle, thus 

enabling verification and increased confidence in weapons reductions. Research into 

the concept of an active monitoring system, including the operational impacts of such 

a system – and technology to support the concept – should be an element of a research 

agenda to support future negotiations for a new bilateral or multilateral arms control 

agreement. 

Possible solutions:  

1. Why is nuclear disarmament necessary and desirable? 

2. International cooperation on nuclear disarmament verification – do we need it 

and what can it do? 

3. How can the countries that haven’t signed the treaties sign them?  

4. Are the existing international experience and mechanisms sufficient for 

multilateral verification of nuclear disarmament? 

5. what happens to the warheads once they have been removed to centralized 

storage facilities.? 

6. should a verification system for nuclear (or any other) disarmament meet 

certain criteria? 

Treaties on the matter: 

>1963 Partial Test Ban Treaty The Partial Test Ban Treaty (PTBT) is the abbreviated 

name of the 1963 Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer 

Space and Under Water, which prohibited all test detonations of nuclear weapons 

except for those conducted underground. It is also abbreviated as the Limited Test 

Ban Treaty (LTBT) and Nuclear Test Ban Treaty (NTBT), though the latter may also 

refer to the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT), which succeeded the 

PTBT for ratifying parties. 

 



 

                                                                  DISEC COMMITTEE 

 

Page 20 of 59 
 

> 1972 Ballistic Missile Defence Treaty and the accompanying Limited Offensive 

Agreement, strategic nuclear weapons—those with a range >5500 km were subject to 

the Agreement. An integral part of the agreement was the permissibility of National 

Technical Means—NTM (photography from satellites—initially the CORONA film-

return system, as well as electronic intelligence gathered by collection of telemetry). 

Indeed, the agreements specified that a party should not interfere with these NTM or 

conceal the treaty-limited items 

 

>1974 Threshold Test Ban Treaty the Treaty on the Limitation of Underground 

Nuclear Weapon Tests, also known as the Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT), was 

signed in July 1974 by the United States and Soviet Union. It establishes a nuclear 

"threshold" by prohibiting nuclear tests of devices having a yield exceeding 150 

kilotons after March 31, 1976. 

 

>1991 START treaty between the Soviet Union and the United States, ingenious 

means were instituted for counting deployed warheads. For instance, arrangements 

were made for on-demand removal of the shroud of a silo-based missile, and the 

demonstration that no more than the permitted number of multiple warheads was 

mounted on that missile. This could be done without any detection of the warheads 

themselves, but simply by the use of “soft covers” over vacant portions of the “bus” 

that was to be used to deliver the Multiple Independently targeted Reentry Vehicles 

(MIRVs) to their individual targets. Instruments for verification that needed to operate 

in proximity to the verified items were not “NTM” and needed to be revealed in detail 

to the other side and perhaps jointly built. Even a gravity gradiometer was developed 

to determine the number of MIRVs in a payload, from just outside the missile shroud. 

For instance, in support of the: 

 

> INF Treaty banning intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles possessed by the 

U.S. or the USSR, the United States had the right for 13 years after entry into force of 

the Treaty to inspect the facility at Votkinsk which was used to manufacture the SS-25 

ICBM to ensure that the missiles emerging from the portal of the plant at Votkinsk 

were SS-25s and not the shorter SS-20 IRBM previously manufactured there. Similarly, 

the USSR and then Russia maintained a permanent presence at the Hercules plant in 

Magna, Utah, which had earlier manufactured the Pershing II IRBM. This portal 

monitoring was part of a perimeter and portal monitoring system, which is a 

traditional way of monitoring a finite number of points. 
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>The Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) bans nuclear explosions by 

everyone and everywhere: on the Earth's surface, in the atmosphere, underwater and 

underground. CTBT is an important element in the global disarmament and non-

proliferation architecture that contributes to our collective security and enjoys strong 

global legitimacy. 

 

Chairs’ personal message to the delegates: 

Hello dear delegates! 

Here you will find all the important things about our topic but also the links to the 

sites that can help you understand it better and create a completed image in your 

heads. Remember to not get carried away with the searching for nuclear wars etc. but 

try and stick to the question which is for the monitoring of the nuclear weapons. Read 

the BGP carefully and visit the links for more information. 

Dimitris Vezirtzian 

 

  Sources: 

https://decisionsciences.com/monitoring-nuclear-weapons/ 

https://rlg.fas.org/11_03_2013MonitoringandVerificationofNuclearWeapons.pdf 

https://nap.nationalacademies.org/read/11265/chapter/2 

https://ourworldindata.org/nuclear-weapons-risk 

https://www.iaea.org/newscenter/news/tools-nuclear-inspection 

https://www.armscontrol.org/treaties 

https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/nucleartesttally 

https://www.un.org/disarmament/wmd/nuclear/ 

 

 

 

 

                

  

https://decisionsciences.com/monitoring-nuclear-weapons/
https://rlg.fas.org/11_03_2013MonitoringandVerificationofNuclearWeapons.pdf
https://nap.nationalacademies.org/read/11265/chapter/2
https://ourworldindata.org/nuclear-weapons-risk
https://www.iaea.org/newscenter/news/tools-nuclear-inspection
https://www.armscontrol.org/treaties
https://www.un.org/disarmament/wmd/nuclear/
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Topic: The use of Lethal Autonomous Weapons 

Timeline of events: 

 

1600s: The oldest automatically triggered lethal weapon used is the land mine. 

 

1997: The Ottawa Treaty bans anti-personnel mines in most countries, except the 

United States, Russia, most of Asia and the Middle East. 

 

2013: The group Campaign to Stop Killer Robots is formed. 

 

July 2015: Over 1,000 experts in artificial intelligence signed a letter warning of the 

threat of an artificial intelligence arms race and calling for a ban 

on autonomous weapons. 

 

October 2016:  President Barack Obama stated that early in his career he was wary of 

a future in which a US president making use of drone warfare could "carry on 

perpetual wars all over the world, and a lot of them covert, without any accountability 

or democratic debate" 

 

2017: Israeli Minister Ayoob Kara stated that Israel is developing military robots, 

including ones as small as flies. 

 

2018:  The autonomy of current systems was restricted in the sense that a human gives 

the final command to attack—though there are exceptions with certain "defensive" 

systems. 

 

2018: The US Nuclear Posture Review stated that Russia was developing an undersea 

autonomous weapon capable of travelling between continents, armed with nuclear 

weapons and powered by nuclear energy, named Status 6. 

 

2019: US defense secretary Mark Esper stated that China is selling drones that can take 

life with no human oversight. 

 

2019: The British Army deployed new unmanned vehicles and military robots. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Barack_Obama
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Unmanned_combat_aerial_vehicle
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29 March, 2019: The majority of governments represented at an UN meeting to discuss 

the matter favored a ban on LAWs. A minority of governments, including those of 

Australia, Israel, Russia, the UK, and the US, opposed a ban. 

 

October 31, 2019: The United States Department of Defense's Defense Innovation 

Board published the draft of a report outlining five principles for weaponized AI and 

making 12 recommendations for the ethical use of artificial intelligence by the 

Department of Defense that would ensure a human operator would always be able to 

investigate the 'black box' and understand the kill-chain process. 

 

2020: Kargu 2 drone hunted down and attacked a human target in Libya.  

 

2021: The United States Department of Defense requested a dialogue with the Chinese 

People’s Liberation Army on AI-enabled autonomous weapons but was refused. 

 

2021: A report by the American Congressional Research Services states that ‘’there are 

no domestic or international legal prohibitions on the development of LAWS’’. 

 

2021: The Geneva 2021 meeting was held. 

 

Term dictionary: 

 

LAWs: Lethal Autonomous Weapons. 

 

Unmanned Vehicles: A vehicle without a person on board. 

 

Arms race: The situation of rivalry between two or more countries, with the aim of 

having “more and stronger weapons than each other”. 

 

law of armed conflict (LOAC): A branch of international law, the law that States have 

agreed to accept as binding upon them in their dealings with other States. As well as 

governing relationships between States, international law applies to the conduct of 

hostilities within a State. 
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Arms Trade Treaty (ATT): An international treaty that regulates the international 

trade in conventional arms and seeks to prevent and eradicate illicit trade and 

diversion of conventional arms by establishing international standards governing 

arms transfers. 

 

Intercontinental: Relating or traveling between continents. 

 

Autonomous: A machine’s ability to operate without human involvement. 

 

Active Protection Systems: a system designed to prevent anti-tank 

missiles/projectiles from acquiring and/or destroying a target. 

 

Close-in weapon system (CIWs): It is a point-defense weapon system for detecting 

and destroying short-range incoming missiles and enemy aircraft which have 

penetrated the outer defenses. 

 

Drone: An unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) that is used for intelligence, surveillance, 

target acquisition, and reconnaissance and carries aircraft ordnance such 

as missiles, ATGMs, and/or bombs in hard points for drone strikes. 

 

Jus in bello: The law of war, which is the component of international law that 

regulates the conditions for initiating war and the conduct of warring parties. 

 

Slaughterbots: Different way to say LAWs. 

 

Killer robots: Another way LAWs are also known as. 

 

Artificial Intelligence (AI):  Intelligence demonstrated by machines, as opposed to 

the natural intelligence displayed by animals including humans. 

 

UAV (Unmanned aerial vehicle):   commonly known as a drone, is an aircraft without 

any human pilot, crew, or passengers on board.  

 

ATGM (Anti-tank guided missile): Anti-tank guided missile primarily designed to hit 

and destroy heavily armored military vehicles. 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anti-tank_missile
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anti-tank_missile
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Target_acquisition
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Point-defense
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Weapon_system
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Missile
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Unmanned_aerial_vehicle
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Intelligence,_surveillance,_target_acquisition,_and_reconnaissance
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Intelligence,_surveillance,_target_acquisition,_and_reconnaissance
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Aircraft_ordnance
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Missile
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ATGM
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bomb
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hardpoint
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Drone_strike
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_law
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Intelligence
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Machine
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Animal_cognition
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Human_intelligence
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Aircraft
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Aircraft_pilot
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CCW (Certain Conventional Weapons): The United Nations Convention on Certain 

Conventional Weapons, concluded at Geneva on October 10, 1980, seeks to prohibit 

or restrict the use of certain conventional weapons which are considered excessively 

injurious or whose effects are indiscriminate. 

 

IHL(International Humanitarian Law): The International Humanitarian Law is a set 

of rules that seek to limit the effects of armed conflict. 

 

ΝΑΜ (Non-Aligned Movement): The Non-Aligned Movement is a forum of 120 

countries that are not formally aligned with or against any major power bloc. 

 

Countries of major involvement: 

The USA: 

The United States is known to be researching, developing and testing fully 

autonomous weapons. 

They have stated that existing international humanitarian laws are sufficient to 

govern LAWS; the U.S. Defense Department’s policy is that they must be designed to 

ensure “appropriate levels of human judgment over the use of force.”  

 

China: 

Just like the United States, China has been researching and developing lethal 

autonomous weapons. 

However, China has remained ambiguous, stating the importance of “full 

consideration of the applicability of general legal norms” while insisting on a narrow 

definition of LAWS. China has also shown interest in developing and producing lethal 

autonomous weapons but isn’t in favor of their usage. 

 

Russia: 

Like China and the USA, Russia has been developing and fully testing LAWs, but 

refuses to even consider the issue, using diplomatic procedural tools to stall and 

reduce the time the United Nations devotes to debating the subject. As of May 11, 

2022, Russia is 1 out of 4 countries that are known to have deployed weapons with 

autonomous capabilities. 

 

Argentina: 

https://reachingcriticalwill.org/images/documents/Disarmament-fora/ccw/2018/gge/statements/10April_US.pdf
https://www.esd.whs.mil/portals/54/documents/dd/issuances/dodd/300009p.pdf
https://www.cnas.org/publications/commentary/chinas-strategic-ambiguity-and-shifting-approach-to-lethal-autonomous-weapons-systems-1
https://www.cnas.org/publications/commentary/chinas-strategic-ambiguity-and-shifting-approach-to-lethal-autonomous-weapons-systems-1
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Compared to the USA, China and Russia, Argentina has called for a ban on fully 

autonomous weapons, because they believe that banning fully autonomous weapons 

means prohibiting weapons systems that lack meaningful human control.  

 

Chile: 

Chile has openly recommended launching negotiations on a legally binding 

instrument to ensure meaningful human control over the critical functions of weapon 

systems. 

 

Switzerland: 

Switzerland as the depositary state of the Geneva Conventions is a strong advocate 

for enforcement of international humanitarian law. In 2012, together with the 

International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), it launched a diplomatic initiative 

aimed at creating mechanisms for better observation of international humanitarian 

law. In the framework of the CCW talks, it has advocated the implementation and 

strengthening of existing laws. Switzerland has a standardized process for monitoring 

compliance with international humanitarian law in its arms procurement planning. 

Before purchasing a new weapons system, a circle of experts drawn from various 

departments in the federal administration verifies whether this system could be in 

violation of prevailing rules, in which case limitations on the weapon’s use would 

have to be defined. By sharing such proven practices, the importance of international 

humanitarian law could be promoted at the global level, too. The notion of creating 

“best practice guides” for the evaluation of new weapons systems appears feasible. In 

the summer of 2014, it was reported that the Swiss armed forces aim to purchase 

Hermes-900 type reconnaissance drones from Israel as part of its 2015 arms 

procurement program. However, purchasing armed drones is not on the table for the 

foreseeable future. According to these reports, Swiss companies are participating in 

the further development of the Hermes 900 as part of a defense offset agreement. Not 

least due to such involvement, dual-use issues will be relevant for Switzerland, too. 
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(Countries’ legislation on LAWs 

https://www.google.com/search?q=lethal+autonomous+weapons+countries&tbm=isch&ved=

2ahUKEwiUj7i60cX4AhU6wwIHHa7bA1IQ2-

cCegQIABAA&oq=lethal+autonomous+weapons&gs_lcp=CgNpbWcQARgBMgQIIxAnMgQ

IIxAnMgUIABCABDIGCAAQHhAHMgQIABAYMgQIABAYMgQIABAYMgQIABAYMgQ

IABAYMgQIABAYUABYAGDDDmgAcAB4AIABgQGIAYEBkgEDMC4xmAEAqgELZ3dzL

Xdpei1pbWfAAQE&sclient=img&ei=P3G1YtTzObqGi-

gPrrePkAU&bih=937&biw=1920&rlz=1C1SQJL_enGR869GR869#imgrc=NJJskPZexDlrZM&i

mgdii=Yz07zet2vb0POM) 
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(The percentage that somewhat or strongly oppose lethal weapons systems in war, 

by country. 

https://www.google.com/search?q=lethal+autonomous+weapons+countries&tbm=isch&ved=

2ahUKEwiUj7i60cX4AhU6wwIHHa7bA1IQ2-

cCegQIABAA&oq=lethal+autonomous+weapons&gs_lcp=CgNpbWcQARgBMgQIIxAnMgQ

IIxAnMgUIABCABDIGCAAQHhAHMgQIABAYMgQIABAYMgQIABAYMgQIABAYMgQ

IABAYMgQIABAYUABYAGDDDmgAcAB4AIABgQGIAYEBkgEDMC4xmAEAqgELZ3dzL

Xdpei1pbWfAAQE&sclient=img&ei=P3G1YtTzObqGi-

gPrrePkAU&bih=937&biw=1920&rlz=1C1SQJL_enGR869GR869#imgrc=4w97nE6AXOSL9M) 
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(The position on lethal autonomous weapons systems for every major country of 

the world. 

https://www.google.com/search?q=lethal+autonomous+weapons+countries&tbm=isc

h&ved=2ahUKEwiUj7i60cX4AhU6wwIHHa7bA1IQ2-

cCegQIABAA&oq=lethal+autonomous+weapons&gs_lcp=CgNpbWcQARgBMgQIIx

AnMgQIIxAnMgUIABCABDIGCAAQHhAHMgQIABAYMgQIABAYMgQIABAYM

gQIABAYMgQIABAYMgQIABAYUABYAGDDDmgAcAB4AIABgQGIAYEBkgED

MC4xmAEAqgELZ3dzLXdpei1pbWfAAQE&sclient=img&ei=P3G1YtTzObqGi-

gPrrePkAU&bih=937&biw=1920&rlz=1C1SQJL_enGR869GR869#imgrc=NJJskPZexDl

rZM) 
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Background information:  

 

 

 
(How many countries have called for a ban and how many are researching and 

developing LAWs 

https://www.google.com/search?q=lethal+autonomous+weapons+countries&tbm=isc

h&ved=2ahUKEwiUj7i60cX4AhU6wwIHHa7bA1IQ2-

cCegQIABAA&oq=lethal+autonomous+weapons&gs_lcp=CgNpbWcQARgBMgQIIx

AnMgQIIxAnMgUIABCABDIGCAAQHhAHMgQIABAYMgQIABAYMgQIABAYM

gQIABAYMgQIABAYMgQIABAYUABYAGDDDmgAcAB4AIABgQGIAYEBkgED

MC4xmAEAqgELZ3dzLXdpei1pbWfAAQE&sclient=img&ei=P3G1YtTzObqGi-

gPrrePkAU&bih=937&biw=1920&rlz=1C1SQJL_enGR869GR869#imgrc=vfQr7i3_cCD

KxM) 

 

Various people have many definitions of what constitutes a lethal autonomous 

weapon. Heather Roff, a writer for Case Western Reserve University School of Law, 

describes autonomous weapon systems as "armed weapons systems, capable of 

learning and adapting their functioning in response to changing circumstances in the 

environment in which deployed, as well as capable of making firing decisions on their 

own." This definition of autonomous weapon systems is a high threshold compared 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Case_Western_Reserve_University_School_of_Law
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to the definitions of scholars such as Peter Asaro and Mark Gubrud's definitions seen 

below. 

Scholars such as Peter Asaro and Mark Gubrud are trying to set the threshold lower 

and judge more weapon systems as autonomous. They believe that any weapon 

system that can release a lethal force without the operation, decision, or confirmation 

of a human supervisor can be deemed autonomous. According to Gubrud, a weapon 

system operating partially or wholly without human intervention is considered 

autonomous. He argues that a weapon system does not need to be able to make 

decisions completely by itself in order to be called autonomous. Instead, it should be 

treated as autonomous as long as it actively involves in one or multiple parts of the 

"preparation process", from finding the target to finally firing.  

Other organizations, however, are setting the standard of autonomous weapon 

systems in a higher position. The British Ministry of Defense defines autonomous 

weapon systems as "systems that are capable of understanding higher level intent and 

direction. From this understanding and its perception of its environment, such a 

system can take appropriate action to bring about a desired state. It can decide a course 

of action, from several alternatives, without depending on human oversight and 

control - such human engagement with the system may still be present, though. While 

the overall activity of an autonomous unmanned aircraft will be predictable, 

individual actions may not be."  

As a result, the composition of a treaty between states requires a commonly accepted 

labeling of what exactly constitutes an autonomous weapon.  

The oldest automatically triggered lethal weapon is the land mine, used since at least 

the 1600s, and naval mines, used since at least the 1700s. Anti-personnel mines are 

banned in many countries by the 1997 Ottawa Treaty, not including the United States, 

Russia, and much of Asia and the Middle East. 

Systems with a higher degree of autonomy would include drones or unmanned 

combat aerial vehicles, e.g.: "The unarmed BAE Systems Taranis jet-propelled combat 

drone prototype may lead to a Future Combat Air System that can autonomously 

search, identify, and locate enemies but can only engage with a target when 

authorized by mission command. It can also defend itself against enemy aircraft". 

The Northrop Grumman X-47B drone can take off and land on aircraft carriers; it is 

set to be developed into an Unmanned Carrier-Launched Airborne Surveillance and 

Strike system. 

According to The Economist, as technology advances, future applications of unmanned 

undersea vehicles might include mine clearance, mine-laying, anti-submarine sensor 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Automatic_target_recognition
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ministry_of_Defence_(United_Kingdom)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Land_mine
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Naval_mine
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anti-personnel_mine
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ottawa_Treaty
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Unmanned_combat_aerial_vehicle
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Unmanned_combat_aerial_vehicle
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Unmanned_combat_aerial_vehicle
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/BAE_Systems_Taranis
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Future_Combat_Air_System
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Northrop_Grumman_X-47B
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Unmanned_Carrier-Launched_Airborne_Surveillance_and_Strike
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Unmanned_Carrier-Launched_Airborne_Surveillance_and_Strike
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Economist
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networking in contested waters, patrolling with active sonar, resupplying manned 

submarines, and becoming low-cost missile platforms. In 2018, the U.S. Nuclear 

Posture Review alleged that Russia was developing a "new intercontinental, nuclear-

armed, nuclear-powered, undersea autonomous torpedo" named "Status 6". 

The Russian Federation is actively developing artificially 

intelligent missiles, drones, unmanned vehicles, military robots and medic robots.  

Israeli Minister Ayoob Kara stated in 2017 that Israel is developing military robots, 

including ones as small as flies.  

In October 2018, Zeng Yi, a senior executive at the Chinese defense firm Norinco, gave 

a speech in which he said that "In future battlegrounds, there will be no people 

fighting", and that the use of lethal autonomous weapons in warfare is "inevitable".  

In 2019, US Defense Secretary Mark Esper lashed out at China for selling drones 

capable of taking life with no human oversight. Mark Esper warned of the danger of 

China as it vies for global dominance in artificial intelligence. “As we speak, the 

Chinese government is already exporting some of the most advanced military aerial 

drones to the Middle East, as it prepares to export its next-generation stealth 

UAVs when those come online,” Esper said. “In addition, Chinese weapons 

manufacturers are selling drones advertised as capable of full autonomy, including 

the ability to conduct lethal targeted strikes.” 

The British Army deployed new unmanned vehicles and military robots in 2019.  

The US Navy is developing "ghost" fleets of unmanned ships.  

In 2020 a Kargu 2 drone hunted down and attacked a human target in Libya, 

according to a report from the UN Security Council’s Panel of Experts on Libya, 

published in March 2021. This may have been the first time an autonomous killer robot 

armed with lethal weaponry attacked human beings. 

Since 2013, a total of 97 countries have publicly elaborated their views on fully 

autonomous weapons in a multilateral forum. They have expressed a wide array of 

serious ethical, legal, operational, proliferation, moral, and technological concerns 

over removing human control from the use of force. 

Two-thirds are among the 125 High Contracting Parties to the Convention on 

Conventional Weapons. Most participated in CCW meetings on lethal autonomous 

weapons systems in 2014-2019.  

Their active engagement in the CCW talks on killer robots demonstrates growing 

awareness of and concerns about removing human control from the use of force. There 

is widespread acknowledgment that technological developments are enabling 

militaries to incorporate autonomy into weapons systems. China, Israel, Russia, South 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nuclear_Posture_Review
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nuclear_Posture_Review
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Status-6_Oceanic_Multipurpose_System
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Russian_Federation
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Artificially_intelligent
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Korea, the United Kingdom, and the United States are investing heavily in the 

development of various autonomous weapons systems, while Australia, Turkey, and 

other countries are also making investments. 

Despite this development, most countries that have spoken to date regard human 

decision-making, control, or judgment as critical to the acceptability and legality of 

weapons systems. There is now widespread agreement about the need to retain some 

form of human control over the use of force, including over individual attacks. In 2018, 

Austria, Brazil, and Chile recommended launching negotiations on a legally binding 

instrument to ensure meaningful human control over the critical functions of weapons 

systems. 

Stuart Russell, professor of computer science from University of California, 

Berkeley stated the concern he has with LAWS is that his view is that it is unethical 

and inhumane. The main issue with this system is it is hard to distinguish between 

combatants and non-combatants.  

There is concern by some economists and legal scholars about whether LAWs would 

violate International Humanitarian Law, especially the principle of distinction, which 

requires the ability to discriminate combatants from non-combatants, and 

the principle of proportionality, which requires that damage to civilians is 

proportional to the military aim. This concern is often invoked as a reason to ban 

"killer robots" altogether - but it is doubtful that this concern can be an argument 

against LAWs that do not violate International Humanitarian Law.  

A 2021 report by the American Congressional Research Service states that "there are 

no domestic or international legal prohibitions on the development of use of LAWs," 

although it acknowledges ongoing talks at the UN Convention on Certain 

Conventional Weapons (CCW).  

The UN CCW’s debate highlights at least five severe challenges to a comprehensive 

understanding of the risks of LAWS and AT.  

(1) To date, states have not agreed on a definition of LAWS or the concept of 

autonomy, or on whether increasingly autonomous weapons systems, or 

precursor technologies, already exist. Moreover, national as well as 

international policy debates on LAWS have lacked precise terminology.  

 

Bearing in mind the above-described thoughts on the technological concept of 

‘autonomy’, this is no surprise. However, it is claimed that definitions will 

most likely play a key role in the international deliberation on the issue of 

LAWS. In order to comprehensively discuss, and reach agreement on, a topic, 
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it is crucial to base the debate on a common understanding of the issue. It is 

also important in light of the fact that there exists a not negligible movement 

of some states and NGOs to ban LAWS. However, since AT and the concept of 

‘autonomy’ for technological artefacts may be a proxy term for an ongoing 

trend in human technological endeavours to give away control to technological 

agents thereby relinquishing human responsibility for outcomes of 

autonomous systems, a premature agreement on a definition of ‘autonomy’ in 

weapons systems by the GGE on LAWS would probably hide this trend. 

Therefore, instead of pressing for a definition of LAWS and ‘autonomy’ within 

the GGE, it would be advisable to locate these challenges within a bigger 

picture of the general relationship between humans and technology and focus 

on the question whether we want to continue to regard technology as a 

controllable tool. In this sense, the GGE framework could be deemed as 

unfitting. Surely, principles for responsible AI research are both a first 

reflection of this underlying and ongoing paradigm change, as well as a first 

step in the direction of responsibly addressing the seriousness of this risk.  

 

(2) States are generally unwilling to share information on their capacity to develop 

LAWS. However, in order to gain a better understanding of the lessons learned 

from already existing weapons with certain levels of autonomy, the sharing of 

information is vital.  

(3) The GGE’s mandate comprises the discussion of ‘… emerging technologies in 

the area of lethal autonomous weapons systems (LAWS) in the context of the 

objectives and the purposes of the convention …’. However, the misuse of 

technology, e.g., by nonstate actors, does not fall within the scope of this 

mandate.  Certainly, though, a holistic analysis and discussion of the peace and 

security implications of AT and new technologies requires the international 

community to address also the use of such by non-state actors. 

(4) LAWS represent a new category of weapons, in that their novelty lies in a 

formless technological capacity to recognize patterns from a continuous inflow 

of data. The difference between a currently existing remotely controlled drone 

and a ‘fully autonomous’ drone does not lie in the casing, but in the fact that the 

latter is controlled by a software with autonomous capacities. The UN CCW, 

established in 1983, seeks to prohibit the use of certain conventional weapons. 

Its protocols currently prohibit the use of weapons whose primary effect is to 

injure by fragments that, once within the human body, escape X-Ray detection, 
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as well as the use of mines, booby-traps and incendiary weapons against 

civilians. One may argue that the UN CCW’s GGE on LAWS is not capable to 

fully understand the technological complexity of current (not to mention future) 

AT.  

(5) In addition, the CCW is a framework underpinned by IHL, which narrows the 

debate’s focus on weapons and their use during armed conflict. However, 

increasingly autonomous weapons systems can be and are used during peace 

time in law enforcement operations (e.g. crowd control, hostage situations), 71 

where IHRL represents the legal benchmark. 

(https://ict4peace.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/2018_RSurber_AI-AT-LAWS-

Peace-Time-Threats_final.pdf) 

LAWs are said by some to blur the boundaries of who is responsible for a particular 

killing. Philosopher Robert Sparrow argues that autonomous weapons are causally 

but not morally responsible, similar to child soldiers. In each case, he argues there is a 

risk of atrocities occurring without an appropriate subject to hold responsible, which 

violates jus in bello. Thomas Simpson and Vincent Müller argue that they may make it 

easier to record who gave which command. Likewise, Steven Umbrello, Phil Torres 

and Angelo F. De Bellis argue that if the technical capacities of LAWs are at least as 

accurate as human soldiers, then given the psychological shortcomings of human 

soldiers in war warrants that only these types of ethical LAWs should be used. 

Likewise, they propose using the value sensitive design approach as a potential 

framework for designing these laws to align with human values and International 

Humanitarian Law. Further, potential IHL violations by LAWs are – by definition – 

only applicable in conflict settings that involve the need to distinguish between 

combatants and civilians. As such, any conflict scenario devoid of civilians’ presence 

in space or the deep seas – would not run into the obstacles posed by IHL.  

Political economists Christopher Coyne (professor) and Yahya Alshamy state 

concerns about LAWS incentivizing militarism and undermining peaceful solutions. 

They emphasize that humans are uniquely capable of engaging in the dynamic search 

for peace due to their morality and mortality. They also express concern over a 

potential arms race and the establishment of a precedent for acquiring LAWS. 

Whereas many scholars see proliferation as conducive to mutual deterrence 

by Mutual assured destruction, they state that for proliferation to be effective in 

deterring aggressive behaviors, refraining from using weapons must have some 

positive probability of breaking down. If there were no chance the weapons would be 
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used, they would not serve to deter anyone, and there would be no point having them 

in the first place.  

 

Previous attempts to solve the issue: 

The possibility of LAWs has generated significant debate, especially about the risk of 

"killer robots" roaming the earth - in the near or far future. The group Campaign to 

Stop Killer Robots formed in 2013.  

In July 2015, over 1,000 experts in artificial intelligence signed a letter warning of the 

threat of an artificial intelligence arms race and calling for a ban 

on autonomous weapons. The letter was presented in Buenos Aires at the 

24th International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence and was co-signed 

by Stephen Hawking, Elon Musk, Steve Wozniak, Noam Chomsky, Skype co-

founder Jaan Tallinn and Google DeepMind co-founder Demis Hassabis, among 

others.  

Since 2013, 30 countries have called for a ban on such fully autonomous weapons: 

Algeria, Argentina, Austria, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, 

Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ghana, Guatemala, Holy See, Iraq, Jordan, 

Mexico, Morocco, Namibia, Nicaragua, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, State of Palestine, 

Uganda, Venezuela, and Zimbabwe. China has called for a treaty to ban the use of 

lethal autonomous weapons systems, but not their development or production, which 

is unsurprising given that it is also among the nations most advanced in pursuing such 

weapons. 

There are websites protesting the development of LAWs by presenting undesirable 

ramifications if research into the appliance of artificial intelligence to designation of 

weapons continues. On these websites, news about ethical and legal issues are 

constantly updated for visitors to recap with recent news about international meetings 

and research articles concerning LAWs.  

The Holy See has called for the international community to ban the use of LAWs on 

several occasions. In November 2018, Archbishop Ivan Jurkovic, the permanent 

observer of the Holy See to the United Nations, stated that “In order to prevent an 

arms race and the increase of inequalities and instability, it is an imperative duty to 

act promptly: now is the time to prevent LAWs from becoming the reality of 

tomorrow’s warfare.” The Church worries that these weapons systems have the 

capability to irreversibly alter the nature of warfare, create detachment from human 

agency and put in question the humanity of societies.  

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Campaign_to_Stop_Killer_Robots
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Campaign_to_Stop_Killer_Robots
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Artificial_intelligence_arms_race
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Autonomous
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Buenos_Aires
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_Joint_Conference_on_Artificial_Intelligence
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Stephen_Hawking
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Elon_Musk
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Steve_Wozniak
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Noam_Chomsky
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Skype
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jaan_Tallinn
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Google_DeepMind
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Google_DeepMind
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Google_DeepMind
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Demis_Hassabis
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Holy_See
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ivan_Jurkovic


 

                                                                  DISEC COMMITTEE 

 

Page 38 of 59 
 

Several groups of states have endorsed statements calling for a ban on killer robots. 

The Non-Aligned Movement (NAM), which is comprised of approximately 125 

member states, has called for a “legally binding international instrument stipulating 

prohibitions and regulations on lethal autonomous weapons systems” several times 

since 2018. Benin spoke in April and August 2018 on behalf of a group of African states 

to recommend launching negotiations on a legally binding instrument on fully 

autonomous weapons “at the earliest” as weapons systems “that are not under human 

control should be banned.”  

All CCW meetings on killer robots in 2014-2019 saw strong interest or convergence on 

the importance of retaining human control over weapons systems and the use of force. 

This is reflected in a principle on human-machine interaction that CCW states agreed 

to in 2019. Human-machine interaction attracted the greatest interest by far during the 

virtual Berlin Forum on lethal autonomous weapons systems attended by more than 

60 countries on April 1-2, 2020. There was widespread recognition at the Rio Seminar 

on autonomous weapons on February 20, 2020, that human control is where states 

should focus their collective work.  

The United Nations Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons debated the 

question of banning autonomous weapons at its once-every-five-years review meeting 

in Geneva Dec. 13-17, 2021, but didn’t reach consensus on a ban. Established in 1983, 

the convention has been updated regularly to restrict some of the world’s cruelest 

conventional weapons, including land mines, booby traps and incendiary weapons. 

A third approach focuses on regulating the use of autonomous weapon systems in lieu 

of a ban. Military AI arms control will likely require the institutionalization of new 

international norms embodied in effective technical specifications combined with 

active monitoring and informal diplomacy by communities of experts, together with 

a legal and political verification process. 

In 2021, the United States Department of Defense requested a dialogue with the 

Chinese People's Liberation Army on AI-enabled autonomous weapons but was 

refused. 

 

The situation today: 

As of 2018, the autonomy of current systems was restricted in the sense that a human 

gives the final command to attack—though there are exceptions with certain 

"defensive" systems. 

Some current examples of LAWs are automated "hardkill" active protection systems, 

such as a radar-guided CIWS systems used to defend ships that have been in use since 
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the 1970s. Such systems can autonomously identify and attack oncoming missiles, 

rockets, artillery fire, aircraft and surface vessels according to criteria set by the human 

operator. Similar systems exist for tanks, such as the Russian Arena, the 

Israeli Trophy, and the German AMAP-ADS. Several types of stationary sentry guns, 

which can fire at humans and vehicles, are used in South Korea and Israel. 

Many missile defense systems, such as Iron Dome, also have autonomous targeting 

capabilities. Automatic turrets installed on military vehicles are called remote weapon 

stations. 

The main reason for not having a "human in the loop" in these systems is the need for 

rapid response. They have generally been used to protect personnel and installations 

against incoming projectiles. 

In November 2021, a new form of autonomous weapon got its first military contract: 

Australian robot vehicle maker GaardTech announced a contract Thursday to supply 

its Jaeger-C uncrewed combat vehicle to the Australian Army for demonstrations in 

2022. 

The wheeled Jaeger-C is a small machine with a low profile designed to attack from 

ambush. In some ways, it might be seen as a mobile robotic mine. This is especially 

true because the makers note it can be remote-controlled or operate “autonomously 

with image analysis and trained models linked to robotic actions,” according to a 

report in Overt Defense. 
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The Jaeger-C 

https://www.google.com/search?q=jaeger+c&rlz=1C1SQJL_enGR869GR869&sxsrf=A

LiCzsbYSgmCThoz8XZbcPkOSYdXWhXv7A:1656059108862&source=lnms&tbm=isc

h&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwjbpaT31MX4AhWeQvEDHexdA2AQ_AUoAXoECAIQAw&

biw=1920&bih=937&dpr=1#imgrc=AK1K_WH8uyCRjM 

 

The problem oversimplified:  

Defensive at its first decades, autonomous systems have now become offensive. 

It involves the making of autonomous military systems that can independently search 

for and engage targets based on programmed constraints and descriptions. 

The present debate over the creation and potential deployment of lethal autonomous 

weapons, or ‘killer robots’, is garnering more and more attention. Much of the 

argument revolves around whether such machines would be able to uphold the 

principle of noncombatant immunity. However, much of the present debate fails to 

take into consideration the practical realties of contemporary armed conflict, 

particularly generating military objectives and the adherence to a targeting process. 

The use of LAWs threatens human lives because the main issue with these systems is 

that it is hard to distinguish between combatants and non-combatants. Also, many 

states are concerned about the unethical and inhumane issues of the subject. 

Possible solutions:  

● What is the crucial legislation needed? 

● Is the usage of these machines profitable enough that it is worth ignoring the 

ethical issues that they raise? 

● Should the solution focus on cooperation or individual actions of the UN 

members? 

● Do LAWs pose a threat to human life or humans may be benefited? 

● Are LAWs dangerous to the environment and to any type of life of this planet? 

Treaties on the matter:  

Current US policy states: 

● "Autonomous weapons systems shall be designed to allow commanders and 

operators to exercise appropriate levels of human judgment over the use of 

force." However, the policy requires that autonomous weapon systems that 

kill people or use kinetic force, selecting and engaging targets without further 

human intervention, be certified as compliant with "appropriate levels" and 
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other standards, not that such weapon systems cannot meet these standards 

and are therefore forbidden.  

● "Semi-autonomous" hunter-killers that autonomously identify and attack 

targets do not even require certification. 

 

International Humanitarian Law, set of rules implemented in order to limit the effects 

of armed conflict. 

 

Ottawa Treaty -1997-, banned anti-personnel mines in many countries. 

 

There are no other domestic or international legal prohibitions on the development 

and use of LAWs; however there are ongoing talks at the UN Convention on Certain 

Conventional Weapons. 

Chairs’ personal message to the delegates: 

Honorable delegates, while preparing your resolutions you must be very aware of 

your countries policies and alliances. In order to find as much information as possible 

you must read the BGPs very carefully and for you to find more specific information 

about your country you must do your own personal research as well. I hope we will 

have an interesting debate and a great time. Looking forward to meeting you all! 

Konstantinos Fakiolas 

Sources: 

https://www.foxnews.com/us/china-lethal-drones-middle-east-mark-esper-pentagon-

warning 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Close-in_weapon_system 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Non-

Aligned_Movement#:~:text=The%20Non%2DAligned%20Movement%20(NAM,Non%2D

Aligned%20Movement%20(NAM) 

https://futureoflife.org/2021/11/30/an-introduction-to-the-issue-of-lethal-autonomous-

weapons/#:~:text=What%20are%20lethal%20autonomous%20weapons,human%20targets%

20without%20human%20intervention. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lethal_autonomous_weapon 

https://theconversation.com/un-fails-to-agree-on-killer-robot-ban-as-nations-pour-

billions-into-autonomous-weapons-research-173616 

https://civil-protection-humanitarian-aid.ec.europa.eu/what/humanitarian-

aid/international-humanitarian-law_en 
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Topic: Ways to prevent Drug Wars 

Timeline of events :  

1875: Banning of smoking opium  

 

December 17, 1914:  Approval of the Harrison Tax act 

 

1920:  Enforcement of the Dangerous Drugs Act 

 

 July 1, 1930: The Federal Bureau of Narcotics (FBN) was established 

 

1937: Marijuana Tax Act  

 

June 1, 1971: First declaration of "war on drugs" 

 

Mar 16, 1972: The Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs proposes restricting the 

use of barbiturates on the ground 

 

July 1, 1973: Creation of the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) department 

against war on drugs 

 

September 16, 1985: Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Substances Act 

 

October 27, 1986: Reagan signs the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1986 

 

1991: Imprisonment of Pablo Escobar, one of the biggest drug lords in his own 

personal prison 

 

May 1995: Suggestion by the commission reducing the discrepancy after 

acknowledging the report about racial disparities for prison sentencing for cocaine.  

 

April 30, 2003: The Illicit Drug Anti-Proliferation Act is enacted which targets ecstasy 

predatory drugs and methamphetamine 
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January 2006: Authorities announce the discovery of the longest cross-border tunnel 

in U.S. history, the work of what they call a well-organized and well-financed drug-

smuggling group. 

 

 November 1, 2008: Formation of the International Network of People Who Use Drugs 

(INPUD) 

 

Term dictionary:  

Drugs: Any substances (other than food) that are used to prevent, diagnose, treat, or 

relieve symptoms of a disease or abnormal condition. Drugs can also affect how the 

brain and the rest of the body work and cause changes in mood, awareness, 

thoughts, feelings, or behavior. 

 

Narcotics: A drug or other substance that affects mood or behaviour and is 

consumed for non-medical purposes, especially one sold illegally. 

 

Smoking opium: A reddish-brown heavy-scented addictive drug prepared from the 

juice of the opium poppy, used illicitly as a narcotic and occasionally in medicine as 

an analgesic. 

 

War on drugs: The War on Drugs is a phrase used to refer to a government-led 

initiative that aims to stop illegal drug use, distribution and trade by dramatically 

increasing prison sentences for both drug dealers and users. 

 

Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA): The Drug Enforcement Administration is 

a United States federal law enforcement agency under the U.S. Department of Justice 

tasked with combating drug trafficking and distribution within the U.S. 

 

Illegal drug trade: A global black market dedicated to the cultivation, manufacture, 

distribution and sale of prohibited drugs. 

 

United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC): An agency that focuses the 

trafficking and abuse of illicit drugs, crime prevention and criminal justice, 

international terrorism, and political corruption. 
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Psychoactive drug: A chemical substance that changes nervous system function, and 

results in alterations in perception, mood, consciousness, cognition, or behavior. 

 

Stimulant drug: These increase the activity in the central nervous system. 

 

Drug addiction: A neuropsychological disorder characterized by persistent use of a 

drug, despite substantial harm and other negative consequences 

 

Barbiturates: A barbiturate is a drug that acts as a central nervous system 

depressant. 

 

Anti-Drug Abuse Act: A law enforced on the War on drugs, which charges 

increased penalties for people in possession of illegal substances  

 

Illicit Drug Anti-Proliferation Act: A bill to prohibit an individual from knowingly 

opening, maintaining, managing, controlling, renting, leasing, making available for 

use, or profiting from any place for the purpose of manufacturing, distributing, or 

using any controlled substance, and for other purposes. 

 

International Network of People who Use Drugs (INPUD): A global peer-based 

organization that seeks to promote the health and defend the rights of people who 

use drugs 

 

Drug abuse problem: Substance abuse is the medical term used to describe a pattern 

of using a substance (drug) that causes significant problems or distress. 

 

Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP): An establishment evaluates, 

coordinates, and oversees both the international and domestic anti-drug efforts of 

executive branch agencies and ensures that such efforts sustain and complement 

State and local anti-drug activities.  

 

American Medical Association (AMA): An organization that promotes the science 

and art of medicine for the betterment of public health. 

 

American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU): The ACLU works in the courts, 

legislatures, and communities to defend and preserve the individual rights and 
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liberties guaranteed to all people in this country by the Constitution and laws of the 

United States. 

 

Federal Bureau of Narcotics (FBN): An agency responsible for protecting the public 

health by combating the illegal use and trafficking of prescription controlled 

substances. 

 

Dangerous Drug Act:  The Act established that medical practitioners were allowed 

to prescribe morphine, cocaine and heroin. 

 

Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Substances Act (NPDS): An Act to consolidate 

and amend the law relating to narcotic drugs, to make stringent provisions for the 

control and regulation of operations relating to narcotic drugs and psychotropic 

substances , to provide for the forfeiture of property derived from, or used in, illicit 

traffic in narcotic drugs. 

 

Drug rehabilitation:  The process of medical or psychotherapeutic treatment for 

dependence on psychoactive substances such as alcohol, prescription drugs, and 

street drugs such as cannabis, cocaine, heroin or amphetamines. 

  

 
Basic picture of most used illicit drugs used and way of receiving them 
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https://www.legacyhealing.com/top-10-illegal-drugs-and-their-effects/ 

 

  

 
A picture showing packed illegal drugs ready for transportation 

https://www.eurojust.europa.eu/news/international-drug-trafficking-network-

dismantled 
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Countries of major involvement:  

Portugal and Czech Republic are primarily involved in the war on drugs, however 

there are other countries whose role is crucial as well and have taken the first step to 

preventing this war on drugs. Specifically: 

 

Portugal: Although Portugal decriminalized the use of all illicit drugs in small 

amounts in 2001, including heroin and cocaine, that’s different from making them 

legal. And it did not decriminalize drug trafficking, which would typically involve 

larger quantities. 

Portugal’s law removed incarceration, but people caught possessing or using illicit 

drugs may be penalized by regional panels made up of social workers, medical 

professionals and drug experts. The panels can refer people to drug treatment 

programs, hand out fines or impose community service. 

 

Czech Republic: The Czech Republic today boasts the most liberal drug policy in 

Europe. Czech drug policy sets achievable goals and offers  programs of prevention, 

harm reduction, treatment, and rehabilitation. The transition from large-scale 

repression to decriminalization over the past 25 years has become an important step 

towards solving the main drug-related problems in the country.  

 

USA: One of the places where the first declaration of " war on drugs" was announced. 

The USA has been attempting for many years to enforce laws to discriminate against 

illicit drug use, drug trade and even the possession of any illegal substance trying to 

reduce the number of drug users and eventually put an end to illicit drug use.   

 

Ecuador: In the ’80s and ’90s, this country could do little to stop America’s war on 

drugs from wreaking havoc in their nation. Recently, though, Ecuador has moved to 

decriminalize drugs in an effort to combat cartel activity. The sale of drugs remains 

illegal. There is current legislation to put into place a system for treatment and 

rehabilitation for addicts.  

 

Argentina: The Argentinean Supreme Court unanimously ruled that punishment for 

the personal consumption of drugs should be considered unconstitutional. While this 

country is still experiencing cartel activity, it is moving more toward addiction as a 

public health issue and not criminal activity. 
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Croatia: This country decriminalized marijuana in 2012 and has liberal policies 

regarding harder drugs. Croatians don’t get an entirely free ride, though. If they’re 

caught in possession of drugs, they may face fines, rehab, community service or a 

combination of all three. There is, however, no jail time. 

 

Sweden: The drug policy is based on zero tolerance focusing on prevention, 

treatment, and control, aiming to reduce both the supply of and demand for illegal 

drugs. 

 

India: Under the NDPS Act, it is illegal for a person to produce/manufacture/cultivate, 

possess, sell, purchase, transport, store, and/or consume any narcotic drug or 

psychotropic substance. Under one of the provisions of the act, the Narcotics Control 

Bureau was set up with effect from March 1986. 

 

Mexico: Mexico has been at the center of many problems associated with the illicit 

drugs market as the country serves as the major corridor for drug trafficking between 

North and South America, and is the home of several of the largest drug trafficking 

organizations in Latin America. High rates of drug-related violence, chronic 

institutionalized corruption, a dysfunctional justice administration and the powerful 

presence of large drug trafficking organizations have made of Mexico one of the most 

violent countries in the region. 
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Here is a chart which shows the number of countries of  what kind of an offense 

drugs use is. 

https://www.unaids.org/en/resources/presscentre/featurestories/2020/march/202003

03_drugs 
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Chart that shows the most used drugs in the year 2016 

https://www.statista.com/chart/9566/prevalence-of-drug-use-worldwide-in-2016/ 
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Background information:  

Humans have been using various substances in medical fields to create medicines and 

various treatments in order to save lives. The first drug that was ever discovered was 

Cannabis which was used for medical purposes especially for anesthesia during 

surgeries. 

 

Doctors who are legally licensed, use drugs for treatment which are called medical 

drugs or medicines and the drugs used by people for personal use and without the 

supervision of doctors which is illegal are called narcotic drugs or narcotics. 

   

During the 18th century more and more substances were used for medical purposes. 

The first drug law enforced was in 1875 which stating the banning of smoking opium 

in opium dens. 

 

Furthermore, drug control originated in the 19th century. In 1956, the American 

Medical Association (AMA) declared alcoholism an illness, and in 1987, the AMA and 

other medical organizations officially termed “addiction” as a disease (Leshner). The 

American Nurses Association estimates that 6% to 8% of nurses have alcohol or drug 

abuse problems serious enough to impair their judgment, meaning that the disease of 

addiction profoundly affects the nursing profession.  

 

Starting from 1956, more and more people started using either psychoactive drugs or 

stimulant drugs for personal and recreational use leading to people doing 

unspeakable acts. 

 

On June 18, 1971 at a press conference the first declaration of the "war on drugs" was 

announced. The war on drugs is a global campaign of drug prohibition, military aid, 

and military intervention, with the aim of reducing the illegal drug trade. The 

initiative includes a set of drug policies that are intended to discourage the production, 

distribution, and consumption of psychoactive drugs that the participating 

governments and the UN have labelled as illegal.  

 

The term was popularized by the media shortly after a press conference given on June 

18, 1971, by President Richard Nixon—the day after publication of a special message 

from President Nixon to the Congress on Drug Abuse Prevention and Control—

during which he declared drug abuse "public enemy number one". That message to 
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the Congress included text about devoting more federal resources to the "prevention 

of new addicts, and the rehabilitation of those who are addicted" but that part did not 

receive the same public attention as the term "war on drugs". Two years prior to this, 

Nixon had formally declared a "war on drugs" that would be directed toward 

eradication, interdiction, and incarceration. 

 

In 1973, the Drug Enforcement Administration was created to replace the Bureau of 

Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs. The Nixon Administration also repealed the federal 

2 to 10-year mandatory minimum sentences for possession of marijuana and started 

federal demand reduction programs and drug-treatment programs. Robert DuPont, 

the "drug czar" in the Nixon Administration, stated it would be more accurate to say 

that Nixon ended, rather than launched, the "war on drugs". DuPont also argued that 

it was the proponents of drug legalization that popularized the term "war on drugs". 

 

In 1980 the number of imprisonments for drug offenses was nearing 5.000 and in total 

offenses reached over 22.000. Since the year 1980, the number kept escalating and the 

number of imprisonments due to drug offenses was gradually increasing affecting 

other countries with drug offenses. The number of imprisonments due to drug 

offenses had reached its peak in the year of 2010-2018 reaching 98.000. In 2019 the 

number dropped to a number close to 73.000. 

 

The presidency of Ronald Reagan saw an expansion in the federal focus of preventing 

drug abuse and for prosecuting offenders in the USA. In the first term of the 

presidency, Ronald Reagan signed the Comprehensive Crime Control Act of 1984, 

which expanded penalties towards possession of cannabis, established a federal 

system of mandatory minimum sentences, and established procedures for civil asset 

forfeiture. From 1980 to 1984, the federal annual budget of the FBI's drug enforcement 

units went from 8 million to 95 million. According to a historian, Reagan was a strong 

proponent of criminalizing drug users during his presidency in the 1980s; she wrote 

that "he led Congress in criminalizing drug users, by concentrating and stiffening 

penalties for the possession of the crystalline rock form of cocaine, known as "crack", 

rather than the crystallized methamphetamine that was recognized as much of a 

problem among low-income". Though he was a Republican, support for Reagan's 

crime legislation was bipartisan. According to Hinton, Democrats supported his 

legislation as they had since the Johnson administration.  
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The Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) was originally established by 

the National Narcotics Leadership Act of 1988, which mandated a national anti-drug 

media campaign for youth, which would later become the National Youth Anti-Drug 

Media Campaign. The director of ONDCP is commonly known as the drug czar, and 

it was first implemented in 1989 raised to cabinet level status in 1993. These activities 

were subsequently funded by the Treasury and General Government Appropriations 

Act of 1998. 

 

Over time, states in the US have approached the matter of drug liberalization at 

various paces. For example, as of December 2020, Oregon became the first U.S. state 

to decriminalize all drugs. The state government's response has shifted from a 

criminal approach to a public health approach. 

 

Based on ideology from modern political scientists and economic theorists, some 

contend the war on drugs has persisted as a way to facilitate the deregulation of free 

economic markets through its methods of mass incarceration. 

 

Mexican citizens, unlike American citizens, support the current measures their 

government is taking against drug cartels in the War on Drugs. A Pew Research 

Center poll in 2010 found that nearly 80% supported the current use of the army in the 

War on Drugs to combat drug traffickers with about 55% saying that they have been 

making progress in the war. 

 

China's anti-drug movement can be traced back to 1909 in Shanghai with the 

International Opium Commission. From 1991 to approximately 1999, China has 

uncovered 360 cases which involved illegal drug abuse and trafficking. In 2009, a 

British drug dealer was sentenced to death in China for smuggling 4kg of heroin into 

China. Today, it is illegal to use, possess or plant cannabis in China. The punishment 

can be from 10-15 days detention to life sentence according to the severity of the crime. 

 

From the year 2000 and onward many countries took action in order to help in the war 

against drugs. Some countries started enforcing different laws in order to reduce the 

drug users with the hope of one day making the number of drug users drop to 0%.  
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Chart of people imprisoned due to drug offenses in comparison to all offenses 

from 1980 

https://kipuhealth.com/resources/can-we-finally-agree-that-drug-abuse-is-a-

public-health-issue/ 

 

Previous attempts to solve the issue:  

The Defense of the Realm Act 1914, passed at the onset of the First World War, gave 

the government wide-ranging powers to requisition the property and to criminalize 

specific activities. A moral panic was whipped up by the press in 1916 over the alleged 

sale of drugs .The Army Council quickly banned the sale of all psychoactive drugs to 

troops, unless required for medical reasons. However, shifts in the public attitude 

towards drugs—they were beginning to be associated with prostitution, vice and 

immorality—led the government to pass further unprecedented laws, banning and 

criminalizing the possession and dispensation of all narcotics, including opium and 

cocaine. After the war, this legislation was maintained and strengthened with the 

passing of the Dangerous Drugs Act 1920. Home Office control was extended to 

include raw opium, morphine, cocaine, ecgonine and heroin. 

 

The Harrison Act was passed in 1914 and required sellers of opiates and cocaine to get 

a license. While originally intended to regulate the trade, it soon became a prohibitive 

law, eventually becoming legal precedent that any prescription for a narcotic given by 

a physician or pharmacist – even in the course of medical treatment for addiction – 
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constituted conspiracy to violate the Harrison Act. In 1919, the Supreme Court ruled 

in Doremus that the Harrison Act was constitutional and in Webb that physicians 

could not prescribe narcotics solely for maintenance. 

 

Later, Marijuana Tax Act in 1937 was enforced. Soon, however, licensing bodies did 

not issue licenses, effectively banning the drugs. 

 

The Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1986 provided for increased penalties for violations of 

the Controlled Substances Act, raised authorization ceilings for spending on drug 

enforcement by $1.7 billion and instituted mandatory minimum sentences for some 

drug users (Teasley 2001). It is perhaps most notable for establishing minimum 

sentences for possession of crack cocaine at a much higher level than possession of 

powder cocaine. 

 

Illicit Drug Anti-Proliferation Act of 2003 - Amends the Controlled Substances Act to 

prohibit knowingly leasing, renting, or using, or intentionally profiting from, any 

place (as well as opening, maintaining, leasing, or renting any place, as provided 

under current law), whether permanently or temporarily, for the purpose of 

manufacturing, storing, distributing, or using a controlled substance. Subjects 

violators to:  a civil penalty of the greater of $250,000 or twice the gross receipts 

derived from each violation; and declaratory and injunctive remedies. 

 

Consequently, reforms were enacted during that time, such as the legalization of 

recreational marijuana in an increasing number of states and the passage of the Fair 

Sentencing Act of 2010 that reduced the discrepancy of crack-to-powder possession 

thresholds for minimum sentences from 100-to-1 to 18-to-1. Prison reform legislation 

enacted, further reduced the sentences for some crack cocaine–related convictions. An 

international group called the Global Commission on Drug Policy composed of former 

heads of state and government released a report on June 2, 2011, stating that "The 

global war on drugs has failed." The commission was made up of 22 self-appointed 

members including a number of prominent international politicians and writers 

released the first-ever National Prevention Strategy, a framework towards preventing 

drug abuse and promoting healthy, active lifestyles. On May 21, 2012, the U.S. 

Government published an updated version of its drug policy. The director of ONDCP 

stated simultaneously that this policy is somewhat different)   The U.S. Government 

sees the policy as a "third-way" approach to drug   control;    
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    i) The U.S. Government sees the policy as a "third-way" approach to drug control; 

an approach that is based on the results of a huge investment in research from some 

of the world's preeminent scholars on the disease of substance abuse. 

 

ii) The policy does not see drug legalization as the "silver bullet" solution to drug 

control. 

 

iii) It is not a policy where success is measured by the number of arrests made or 

prisons built 

 

In March 2016 the International Narcotics Control Board stated that the International 

Drug Control treaties do not mandate a "war on drugs". 

 

On December 4, 2020, a marijuana reform bill, the Marijuana Opportunity 

Reinvestment and Expungement Act (also known as the MORE Act), was enforced 

which decriminalized marijuana. Additionally, according to the ACLU, it "expunges 

past convictions and arrests, and taxes marijuana to reinvest in communities targeted 

by the war on drugs". However, cannabis remains a Schedule I drug under the 

Controlled Substances Act. 

Since the first declaration of "War on drugs" was announced, many countries have 

tried to contribute to this great effort to fully discriminate against illicit drug use 

worldwide. Many countries tried to achieve that goal, though the different laws and 

laws that seem to have minimal effect throughout the countries or no effect at all.  

Portugal is one of the countries that is closest to achieving the goal of a drug free 

country. Instead of punishing people without really helping them reconsider their life 

decisions, Portugal offers drug addicts counseling, needle exchange programs, and 

access to hospitals. Since starting this approach, Portugal has gone from arresting 

14,000 people per year for drug offenses to just around 6,000. It went from having a 

heroin epidemic to having the lowest drug usage rate in the European Union. Not 

only are the jails and prisons less full, but people are also using less dangerous drugs.  

 

A country that has a similar approach to Portugal is Switzerland. Instead of just 

rounding up the drug users and putting them in straightjackets, the country began 

offering housing, job programs, needles exchanges, methadone programs, and 

supervised injection rooms for drug addicts. Many clinics are letting people bring 
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heroin in so they can do use it under a doctor's supervision, or they're actually giving 

the addicts heroin so they're not getting sick from a bad batch. Thanks to this program, 

less people are dying on the streets because of their drug problems.  

 

The Czech Republic also offers harm reduction programs like needle exchange 

programs, counseling, and free tests for infectious diseases. They even offer aluminum 

foil to drug users for heroin smoking. 

 

Other countries took the matter seriously and enforced really harsh penalties towards 

illicit drug use. In China, if you are caught with drugs, you could be forced to attend 

drug rehabilitation in a facility run by the government. Penalties for drug possession 

in Turkey include large fines and long prison sentences. Penalties for selling drugs can 

be even stricter. Indonesian drug laws are harsh. If you are caught with marijuana, 

you can get up to twenty years in jail. Other drugs carry jail terms of up to twelve 

years, and the sale of drugs is punishable by death. In Malaysia, those who sell drugs 

can be punished with death. Just for having drugs in your possession, you can be 

fined, jailed, or deported. There are many more countries that enforce the same harsh 

laws as these countries for example. 

 

The situation today:  

Since the first declaration of war on drugs was announced on June 18, 1971 a number 

of acts, policies and different measures were enforced in order to reduce the illicit drug 

abuse users worldwide and discriminate against the use of illicit drugs. Many people 

who use drugs or have in their hands on illicit substances are now forced to pay a 

large fine depending on the quality and the quantity of the substance they have in 

their property or face judgment and face imprisonment and in rare cases they are 

treated with anti-drug abuse programs in order to help people detoxify from drugs. 

The country which tries its best to set an example is the USA which enforced many 

acts and laws in order to put this war on drugs to a full stop. Many countries enforced 

many of those acts and laws quite similar with the original ones. And since 2019 there 

has been a sudden drop of illicit drug users and the number of imprisonment due to 

drug offenses.   
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Chart for the estimated number of drug users and those with drug disorders 

 

The problem oversimplified:  

The use of illegal substances throughout the decades has been revolutionary in the 

medical field.  

However, people who use those substances are led to drug addictions which can lead 

to uncontrollable behavior, crimes and also can lead to a lethal end. Though with all 

the acts, declarations and laws that were enforced it has a small impact on humanity. 

Even though the number of drug users due to imprisonment, fines and special anti-

drug programs has decreased, this war on living in a world free of illicit drug abuse 

is far from over. 

 

Possible solutions:  

 

-Should all drugs be banned? 

-Could the media help in tackling the issue? 

-Should the solution derive from the co-operation of all UN members? 

-Should the solution be based on individual actions of the UN members? 

-Are the punishments that are already enforced enough? 

-Should more agencies help tackle this issue? 

-Should people allow possession of small amounts of drugs for personal use? 

-Should there be programs that help people with drug abuse? 
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Treaties on the matter:  

-Defense of the Realm Act 1914 

- Dangerous Drugs Act 1920 

- Harrison Narcotics Tax Act December 17, 1914 

-Marijuana Tax Act in 1937 

-The Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Substances Act in 1985 

-Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1986 

-Illicit Drug Anti-Proliferation Act of 2003 

 

Chairs’ personal message to the delegates:  
Delegates, 

The increasing number of illicit drug users worldwide has caused a huge damage to 

humanity; it surely is a crucial matter that concerns us in our day and age. This 

problem, if not tackled in the near future, can affect next generations and grow more 

serious in the next centuries. This is a very common matter these days but also a very 

serious one. We believe that you can effectively tackle this problem and put an end to 

this war on drugs. So, we urge the delegates to come up with ideas with each other, 

debate with each other in order to make this procedure as fruitful as possible. We hope 

that the goal of this topic will be achieved and for all ideas and statements to be 

expressed and discussed equally.  

Norman Alqueza 

 

Sources: 

-https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/War_on_drugs 

-https://www.history.com/topics/crime/the-war-on-drugs 
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-https://drugpolicy.org/issues/brief-history-drug-war 

-https://civilrights.org/edfund/resource/the-war-on-drugs-has-failed-commission-says/# 

-https://www.npr.org/2021/06/17/1006495476/after-50-years-of-the-war-on-drugs-what-

good-is-it-doing-for-us 

-https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Prohibition_of_drugs 

-https://www.aclu.org/other/against-drug-prohibition 

-https://www.inspiremalibu.com/blog/drug-addiction/10-countries-that-ended-their-war-on-

drugs/ 

-https://www.insidermonkey.com/blog/top-10-drug-free-countries-in-the-world-612485/ 

 


