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CONFERENCE ON DISARMAMENT

COMMITTEE HISTORY

The Conference on Disarmament (CD) is the fourth type of disarmament body formed under the auspices of the United Nations. The first organization was the UN Disarmament Commission, which was created in 1952 in order to curb the arms race already being foreseen as possible during what would become the Cold War. These next two were both established in 1961: the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament. The current Conference on Disarmament was established by the UN General Assembly's first Special Session on Disarmament in 1978 to succeed the older bodies formed in 1961.

The CD is the single global disarmament-negotiating forum. It convenes three times annually in Geneva, Switzerland to "promote general and complete disarmament under effective international control" (UN Handbook 1995, 47). This negotiating body addresses such pressing issues as the reduction and monitoring of nuclear weapons, chemical weapons, conventional weapons, military expenditures, and armed forces. The CD works under a Presidency, which rotates every four weeks. Much of its mission is fulfilled by the four to five ad hoc committees, which focus on a wide variety of specific topics ranging from the promotion of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty to transparency in armaments.

The CD has an unusual relationship with the UN. While it is funded by the UN's budget and reports to the General Assembly, it enjoys greater autonomy than many other UN affiliated committees because it does not answer to the Security Council. The CD is limited in membership, although its membership was expanded in 1995 from a 39-nation body to its current 63 member states. The most important aspect of the CD is the fact that it is a consensus body, and one where the art of compromise is greatly rewarded.

RULES & PROCEDURES

Welcome to the Conference on Disarmament (CD). Unlike most of the specialized committees of the GA, like UNEP, UNDP, and ECOSOC committees, the CD has a different set of rules by which it operates. We understand that many of you have never participated in the CD with what is commonly known as “treaty style” rules, however, if you have a good working knowledge of general M.U.N. rules and procedures, then you will be able to adapt quickly. Below are the rules by which the CD operates. Please ask questions if you have any because if you don’t understand the rules, then the committee won’t function smoothly.

1) The CD runs on consensus when voting on substantive issues. This means that everyone must either approve or abstain when voting on the treaty and its parts. In other words, every country has veto power.

2) The CD does not write resolutions, but one treaty. The treaty that the CD writes and approves unanimously is a binding document, similar to a Security Council Resolution, but even more so.

3) Treaty format is as follows:

a. Preamble: statement of what the treaty resolves or intends to do – the purpose.

b. Definitions: any technical or subject specific phrases or words that are used in the treaty are defined after the Preamble.

c. Body: this area is similar to the operative clauses of a resolution (there are no perambulatory clauses except for the Preamble).

d. Enforcement Measures: this section of the treaty is very important and needs special consideration because it outlines what sanctions, tariffs, economic, political, or other pressures will be applied to a signatory of the treaty if they fail to uphold the terms of the treaty.

e. Entry into Force: this last section of the treaty before the signatory area states when the treaty will enter into force, or become international law for those nations who signed it.

4) The construction of a treaty may seem complicated, but is actually very effective in making sure that every delegation fully understands each part so unanimous vote in favor of the treaty is possible. Outlined below is a brief synopsis of how a treaty is constructed, and we will be discussing it further in committee.

a. Outline Proposals: These are general ideas that relate to a specific portion of the treaty – almost like “rough drafts” of things that delegations would like to have in the final treaty. An Outline Proposal (OP) is submitted to the Chair with a minimum of 5 signatories. After acceptance by the Chair, the committee will vote as a whole to accept the OP for discussion and evaluation. This vote must be unanimous, however, it is good for delegates to vote in favor of the OP even if they are opposed to certain sections because it stimulates discussion. Without OPs, then discussion has no specific focus.

b. Framework Proposals: these replace OPs and are written in treaty language, so they are very specific, as opposed to OPs, which are very general in nature. A FP replaces either one OP, or can combine many OPs, however, an FP cannot be submitted if it doesn’t replace at least one OP. All OPs must be replaced by FPs, or they must be voted down before final voting of the treaty takes place; otherwise, they automatically become part of the final treaty and thereby lower the quality of the treaty and its overall effectiveness. Like OPs, each FP must have 5 signatories and is accepted first by the Chair and then voted upon by the committee. This is where delegations should vote their position on each FP specifically. Hopefully, if the committee is working together effectively and each delegation is communicating well with other delegations, then last minute objections should be on relatively minor issues. If a FP is not approved, then we will work together and try to amend it so it is acceptable to the group as a whole.

c. Amendments: as in a normal resolution, amendments can be submitted to change OPs or FPs. Generally, they should only be used to change FPs because OPs can be amended by: 1) taking a re-vote and vetoing it, then submitting a new OP, or 2) submitting an FP that replaces the OP, but takes into consideration the objection to the original OP so it is acceptable to the committee.

d. Here is the process of how OPs and FPs work together to form the treaty as a whole visually, step by step:

Step I: OP Submission

Enforcement Measures:
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Step II: FP Submission to Replace OPs
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Step III: Voting on FPs

Enforcement Measures:
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NATIONAL MISSILE DEFENSE SYSTEMS

 “Over the next 15 years the United States and its allies most likely will face ICBM (intercontinental ballistic missile) threats from North Korea, probably Iran, and possibly Iraq in addition to long-standing missile capabilities of Russia and China.”

-U.S. Defense Secretary William Cohen, July 25 2001

INTRODUCTION

Due to rapidly developing technology and a prosperous economic environment, the Cold War notion of US deployment of an international missile defense system reappeared in the late 1990s. George Tenet, Director of the Central Intelligence Agency, testified to Congress that Defense Secretary Cohen was correct in his statement above and cited North Korea as having a serious possibility of testing its Taepo Dong 2 missile this year, noting that it “might be capable of delivering a nuclear payload to the United States” (Forsberg). Although scholars believe that the end of the Cold War has signalled a reduction in the likelihood of global conflict, situations evolving in the Middle East and threats as displayed on September 11 confirm that new types of “war” are being waged the world over and foreign threat is still very much a pertinent issue.

HISTORY AND DESCRIPTION OF THE ISSUE

During the Cold War, the threat of a Russian missile attack on the United States led the U.S. and its allies to explore establishing national missile defense systems. The Anti-Ballistic Missile treaty was signed in 1972 between the United States and the Soviet Union. The treaty was one of two agreements reached during the first Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT I), which were intended to slow and eventually to reverse the nuclear arms race between the United States and Soviet Union. At that time, the provisions stated that each country was permitted to have no more than two ABM deployment areas. In addition to this, the treaty outlined the exact quantity and quality of the ballistic missiles that could be used. In 1976, the treaty was modified to limit the number of deployment areas to one (Gronlund).

The United States publicly stated that it is not interested in upholding the tenets of the ABM treaty. On December 13, 2001, U.S. President George Bush gave Russia formal notice that the United States intended to withdraw from the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty in six months. Bush further explained that the treaty was a hindrance to the government’s ability to develop crucial forms of protection from future attacks. However, Bush gave assurance to the fact that this withdrawal would not undermine the United States’ current relationship with Russia (U.S. State Department).

Specifically, U.S. administration officials claim to be seeking to move beyond the ABM Treaty partially because they fault the treaty for not being conducive to a new strategic relationship between the United States and Russia. On this basis, the United States has proceeded in development of a missile defense system, said to be for sole defensive precaution. The United States further purports that creation of a U.S. missile defense system will also increase the stability of international security.

Improvements in technology have been the main reason deployments of missile defense systems are now a reality. Current proposals would establish a system that could be deployed rapidly, which is an advantage unavailable before. The system would also include advanced X-band radar and upgrades to Early Warning Radar already in use by some. Additionally, an interception system would incorporate a hit-to-kill EKV (exo-atmospheric kill vehicle). The EKV is designed to destroy enemy missiles en route to their targets in space by a direct collision (O’Hanlon).

Other proposals suggest different variations of NMD systems. One variation includes a sea-based system, which includes a boost-phase interceptor that does not yet possess the capability to defend against intercontinental long-range missiles. This system, if successfully deployed, would provide earlier detection, tracking, discrimination and longer time for decisions against certain threats. It would also provide the possibility for layered intercepts of enemy missiles, but provide no protection against intercontinental ballistic missiles or Submarine Launched Ballistic Missiles (Smith).

In current times, the proposed missile defense systems would presumably serve a variety of purposes. In their development of NMD, United States officials have repeatedly pointed out various nations that still pose security threats. “Those countries identified as potential adversaries, principally North Korea and China, oppose U.S.-sponsored missile defense. In the middle are India and Pakistan. Both see some positive, but mostly negative, effects of NMD on their security” (Berry). Before supposedly being hampered by international sanctions, Iraq was pursuing an ambitious long-range missile development program. Development could continue if international sanctions are relaxed in the future. There are strong implications that the program may still exist hidden away from often inadequate international inspections.

However, creation of a national missile defense system by the United States- or any other state- is not a simple matter solely affecting defense and national security. Creation of such a system, especially by a superpower state such as the United States, could effect the balance of security among nations worldwide. One such situation that NMD could have a profound effect upon is the tense relationship between the Northern and Southern halves of the Korean Peninsula. From the perspective of North Korea, the “DPRK does not like to be labeled a rogue, a state sponsor of terrorism, or designated as a rationale for NMD. In addition, the closer that U.S.-South Korean military ties grow, the greater the confidence given to the Southern government, backstopped by American might, to push for reunification on its terms and under its leadership. All this threatens the North's interest in staying in power. However, the closer the U.S.-South Korean relationship becomes, the more the North can accuse Seoul of being a puppet of the United States and win the struggle to represent the Korean nation. U.S.-South Korean ties also allow the North to highlight the threat from the South and use it to maintain its iron grip on the North. Another strange fact is that NMD gives the North diplomatic leverage. If NMD is designed to neutralize the North's Taepo Dong-2, the mere possession of this missile allows the North to agree to a moratorium on its testing in return for aid and the lifting of U.S. economic sanctions. The DPRK successfully made such a deal after negotiations in Berlin in September 1999” (Berry).

The international community is less than enthusiastic about the benefits of a missile defense system. Various political scientists have argued that a missile defense system could dramatically alter the balance of power in global affairs, ultimately having a destabilizing effect on international crises, as highlighted in the Korean situation above. Nations that did not fear retaliation would be less deterred from using powerful weapons of mass destruction against international adversaries. Critics of NMD systems also believe individual systems could foster a decoupling of United States and European security and remove the impetus for improving arms control and disarmament agreements (Heisbourg). If nations felt confidant that they were safe from international missile attacks, how willing would they be to intervene if an ally was attacked that did not possess such sophisticated capabilities? Additionally, nations may also be less willing to sacrifice to reach agreements to disarm their neighbors and less willing to disarm themselves. If a nation with an effective NMD system did not disarm, it could be far less worried about using intercontinental missiles in an aggressive manner against an enemy that did not have a NMD system.

Another reason that NMD is a subject of such controversy is that with the number of dollars required to finance it, there is a great possibility that other, potentially more important priorities, will be put on the back burner. A precise dollar figure for NMD remains elusive due to uncertainty about the final scope of the program and lack of agreement about which costs from earlier missile defense systems should be included. This having been said, preliminary “calculations estimate that since 1983 the U.S. Pentagon has spent $95 billion on Ballistic Missile Defense, and roughly $44 billion on National Missile Defense alone” (Hellman).

As the possibility of nations acquiring and using this technology increasingly develops, the nations of the world must consider NMD as a potent and still unproven force to be reckoned with.

CURRENT STATUS

Criticism is high concerning the costly development and deployment of such defense systems. Another criticism of the plan is that it will have a terrible effect on international relations, and will create a culture of unease and tension. The final verdict in the international arena on NMD is mixed.

There are countries who drastically oppose such a regime, specifically, Russia, China, and North Korea. Especially in light of its rapidly deteriorating military power, Russia views the NMD program as a real threat to its nuclear deterrent forces and thus to its national security. Russian Defense Minister Marshal Sergeyev called the establishment of an American missile defense system “a hostile action against the international community, possibly in violation of the START III agreements” (Grand). Russia will respond to NMD deployment in ways that increase U.S.- Russian nuclear tensions and the risk of accidental nuclear launch. Russians believe that US NMD will increase the net nuclear threat to both nations. The additional danger of an “accidental” Russian launch will outweigh the additional protection from “rogue” state missile attacks that NMD might provide (Grand).

In recent meetings between the United States and China, the Chinese government expressed its dismay that the United States was proceeding to develop NMD systems. The Chinese government strongly expressed their opposition to the sharing of NMD technology with either Japan or Taiwan. Chinese leaders categorically state that “U.S. missile defense would upset the world’s strategic balance” and, with the abrogation of the 1972 ABM treaty, would “shatter the basis of nuclear non-proliferation” (Berry). They have joined with Russian leaders in repeating this position, most recently in the communiqué, after Presidents Jiang Zemin’s and Vladimir Putin’s July 2000 summit in Beijing. In their joint statement, the two leaders charged the United States with “seeking unilateral military and security advantages” (Dawson).

Libya and Iran are two other nations that are actively pursuing long-range missile capabilities. Libya already has a stock of fully functional chemical weapons and, according to intelligence reports, has offered large sums of money to acquire long-range missiles from other nations. Iran recently tested the Shebab-3, a medium-range ballistic missile that is considered to be a derivative of the North Korean NoDong missile. The importance of curbing the countries of largest threat is that these smaller countries such as Libya and Iran feed off of the influence and example of others. Without assistance from North Korea, Russia or China, the missile programs of Iran, Iraq, and Libya will remain primitive for the next five years. By then, if regional security environments stabilize or new governments emerge, these states may also be influenced to rein in their missile activity (Heisbourg).

The strongest criticism of NMD to date has come from the British Parliament's Committee on Foreign Affairs. In an August 2, 2000 report on weapons of mass destruction, the committee questioned the rationale for the system and warned that NMD may spark a new round of nuclear arms race in Asia. However, former US President Clinton began informal negotiations with Prime Minister Tony Blair over the integration of the British installations into the US NMD system. Europe plays an intricate role in NMD – especially in the interest of the US using their land as closer grounds for crucial US radar detection. Without being closer to the nations in question, the US loses the ability to be forewarned of a possible attack (Heisbourg). Prime Minister Blair and Defense Secretary Geoff Hoon are both reported to be supportive of British participation in the U.S. system but the government has so far avoided taking a public stance on Britain's participation in NMD. The ruling Labor Party is split on the issue. Peter Hain, the Foreign Office Minister, denounced NMD as untested and unreliable. The head of the Foreign Office, Foreign Secretary Robin Cook, is also reputed to oppose NMD for its probable impact on arms control treaties with Russia, but has not publicly declared his views. Opposition Conservatives are strongly in favor of British participation in NMD, and have accused the Labor government of "anti-U.S. Cold War attitudes” (Grand).

If successfully deployed, NMD would render a traditional missile attack harmless. Thus, proponents argue that missile defenses would complement overall deterrence by presenting potential aggressors with the prospect that any attacks will ultimately prove futile. Although countries claim these systems to be used strictly for defensive purposes, the concern is that allowing these systems to be developed leaves the opportunity open if a nation would choose to make a move offensively, first.

The first issue to be discussed is the purpose of missile defense systems in the modern world. Who, if anybody, is the enemy? Implementing a missile defense system designed for the sole purpose of repelling attacks would undermine military and political alliances for peace already existing among nations. Yet, there is a justifiable concern about the future of the Russian nation and other former Soviet nations that still have formidable missile capabilities. As the Conference on Disarmament, we must decide to what extent these concerns are justified and reflect this in the allowance for design and implementation of missile defense systems in individual nations. It is inherently difficult to infringe upon an individual nation’s sovereignty when it comes to issues of national security. It is necessary to find grounds for understanding where the line of national security is drawn and when protective measures are required.

BLOC POSITIONS

The following are the positions of some general groups and nations that are major players in debate on NMD. Not all countries are included, but each delegate is responsible for further research on their own country as well as like-minded countries that hold the same position on this debate. The CD treaty must be past unanimously, so it is absolutely essential that we work together to find consensus and a viable compromise for all nations involved.

United States

The United States government possesses the most advanced technology to use in the development of NMD systems and has long been the most vocal proponent of creating agreements that would allow themselves to implement the most advanced NMD system that they could afford. According to the US, the prospects of creating a missile defense system and pursuing arm reductions are not mutually exclusive. As of now, the US has stated their withdrawal from the ABM treaty. The US likes to act alone when it comes to issues of national security, and the United States government would still have a hard time selling its public on any proposal that involved sharing advanced missile technology with the Russian government. As a compromise, the US seems willing to make any NMD system relatively transparent.

Russian Federation

Although the Russians currently use an ABM system to defend Moscow, they have been the most vocal critics of individual NMD systems in recent years. According to Russia, not only do NMD proposals violate the ABM Treaty and other arms reducing measures, they would also destabilize the European region. Indeed, the Russian Federation would see the implementation of individual NMD systems capable of acting against Russian weapons as an aggressive measure. The Russian Federation has shown support between establishing NMD systems jointly with other nations that it feels would increase and not decrease its security. The Russian Federation would also prefer that any future actions be taken in accordance with the ABM Treaty or a modified version of the treaty.

Eastern Europe/Former Soviet Satellites

While this bloc of nations is not strictly opposed to NMD systems, it is not overwhelmingly in support of them either. This bloc of nations would, however, strongly oppose any NMD program from which they were excluded. Instead, it would be most advantageous for these nations to engineer a NMD program, which reaffirmed their strategic and military independence from both the Russian Federation and the United States while simultaneously borrowing more advanced Russian and American technology. Additionally, like the Russian Federation many nations in this bloc would be hard-pressed to raise the capital needed to fun the yet unproven NMD systems.

European Union and United Kingdom

The support of this bloc of nations is essential because any effective NMD system would have to place radar in at least two nations in this bloc. Historically, these nations, especially the United Kingdom, have followed the lead of the United States when it comes to matters of international defense. While these nations have supported the United States rights to develop an NMD system, they have not expressed any significant interest in developing a NMD system of their own. This bloc of nations has also been concerned about an adverse Russian and Chinese reaction to the creation of a NMD system by the United States. The resulting destabilization would very much threaten the security of Western Europe. Indeed, this bloc of nations considers arms reduction agreements such as the ABM Treaty of much higher importance than any NMD system implementation.

COMMITTEE MISSION

As the Conference on Disarmament, there is an urgent need of an outlining and definition of the purpose and goal of NMD systems. Will they be restricted for defensive capabilities and how can we ensure that nations will follow through with any restrictions given. We must decide the best method to implement and manage these systems. We must always bear in mind the concerns of individual nations for their national sovereignty, which is the reason expressed most often for developing NMD systems in the first place.

As technology becomes more effective and more affordable, national missile defense systems will gradually become a reality. Thus, the CD must take this opportunity to set guidelines that prevent these missile defense systems from ultimately having a destabilizing effect on international crises. Inherent in this challenge is an opportunity; the closer the collaboration between individual nations in this endeavor, the more likelihood these nations will be drawn irrevocably farther from a conflict with each other.
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CONFERENCE ON DISARMAMENT

SAMPLE TREATY

ARTICLE I

PREAMBLE

The Conference on Disarmament hereby . . . . . . . .

[This section says what the purpose of the treaty is and is centered on the page and written in complete sentences.]

ARTICLE II

DEFINITIONS

Definition I: Recycling of Weapons - . . . . . . .

[This section lists all the definitions for the treaty. This is where you need to be specific with terms used in the treaty because a term could normally mean one thing, but you want it to mean another. For example, it was necessary at the 2000 conference to define what Recycling of Weapons was because it could be defined in many different ways and was something of great debate between nations.]

ARTICLE III

[BODY CLAUSE I]

[This is the first of the body articles, usually called operative clauses. Each body “clause” is its own article, however, they all must be in complete sentences, so the typical “operative clause” beginnings are not used. You can have as many body clauses as you want.]

ARTICLE IV

[BODY CLAUSE II]

ARTICLE V

ENFORCEMENT MEASURES

[Enforcement measures is also written in complete sentences and centered on the page, just like the Preamble. Even though nations can be highly reluctant to do this, it is REQUIRED that good enforcement measures are stipulated because if none are, then the treaty isn’t binding.]

ARTICLE VI

ENTRY INTO FORCE

[This is the last section, and like the Preamble and Enforcement Measures, it is centered on the page. Entry into Force needs to take into consideration the ratification process of each country and that most treaties can easily take over a year to begin enforcement, if not more.]

ARTICLE VII

SIGNATORIES

[In this section, each country has a signature line with their name underneath it.]
Each submitted and approved


unanimously, then discussion








These are combined into FPs after FPs


are submitted and approved


unanimously by the Committee








FPs have replaced OPs and can then be voted


upon for final approval at the end of the session
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