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Dear Delegates,  
 
We are pleased to welcome you to the 2015 National Model United Nations Conference New York 
(NMUN•NY)! This year’s General Assembly First Committee staff is: Directors Clara Demon (Conference A) 
and Stephan Berberich (Conference B), and Assistant Director Auric Kaur (Conference A). Clara Demon has 
completed a B.A. in Politics and International Relations at the University of Kent, United Kingdom, and is now 
finishing her Master of Science in Public Policies Management. She is focused on the field of consulting in 
health policies and the development sector. Stephan Berberich holds a B.A. in Political Science and a Master’s 
Degree in International Relations with a focus on peace, security, and conflict. This will be his fourth time on 
staff. Auric is completing her senior year at the University of Washington, Seattle. She is majoring in 
International Studies, specializing in international political economy and foreign policy, diplomacy, and peace 
and security. 
 
The topics under discussion for the First Committee are: 

I. Prohibiting Lethal Autonomous Weapons Systems  
II. The Control of Biological Weapons in Today’s Modern Era  

III. Confidence-Building Measures in a Regional and Subregional Context  
 
The General Assembly First Committee is one of six Main Committees of the UN General Assembly, which is a 
primary organ of the United Nations. The General Assembly First Committee is mandated to address questions 
related to Disarmament and International Security. As the only principal organ with universal membership and 
equal voting, the General Assembly is the UN’s main forum of discussion and holds a unique role as a norm-
setter within the UN system. As such, delegates simulating this committee will have the opportunity to work 
towards consensus on critical issues concerning global peace and security.  
 
We hope you will find this Background Guide useful as it serves to introduce you to the topics for this 
committee.  It is not meant to replace further research and we highly encourage you explore in-depth your 
countries’ policies as well as use the Annotated Bibliography and Bibliography to further your knowledge on 
these topics.  
 
In preparation for the conference, each delegation will be submitting a position paper. Please take note of the 
NMUN policies on the website and in the Delegate Preparation Guide regarding plagiarism, codes of 
conduct/dress code/sexual harassment, awards philosophy/evaluation method, etc. Adherence to these guidelines 
is mandatory. 
 
The NMUN Rules of Procedure are available to download from the NMUN website. This document includes the 
long and short form of the rules, as well as an explanatory narrative and example script of the flow of procedure. 
It is thus an essential instrument in preparing for the conference, and a reference during committee. 
 
If you have any questions concerning your preparation for the Committee or the Conference itself, feel free to 
contact the Under-Secretaries-General for the General Assembly, Kristina Getty (Conference A) and Cara 
Wagner (Conference B). You can reach either USG by contacting them at: usg.ga@nmun.org. 
 
We wish you all the best for your preparation for the Conference and look forward to seeing you at the 
conference! 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Conference A 
 

Clara Demon, Director 

Conference B 
 

Stephan Berberich, Director 
Auric Kaur, Assistant Director  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.nmun.org/ny_position_papers.html
http://www.nmun.org/policies_codes.html
http://www.nmun.org/ny_preparations.html
http://www.nmun.org/downloads/NMUNRules.pdf
mailto:usg.ga@nmun.org
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United Nations System at NMUN•NY 

This diagram illustrates the UN System simulated at NMUN•NY. It shows where each committee “sits” within the system, to help understand the reportage and 
relationships between the entities. Examine the diagram alongside the Committee Overview to gain a clear picture of the committee's position, purpose and 
powers within the UN System. 
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Committee Overview 

Introduction  

The United Nations (UN) General Assembly (GA) is one of the six 
principal organs of the UN established by the Charter of the United 
Nations (1946).1 The GA is divided into six Main Committees, and 
each has a specific purpose.2 Each of the Main Committees reports 
their work to the GA Plenary, which as a principal organ, does not 
report to any other organ but requests and receives reports, including 
from the Secretary-General.3 GA First Committee considers all matters related to disarmament and international 
security.4 Two bodies report directly to GA First, the Conference on Disarmament (CD) and the United Nations 
Disarmament Commission (UNDC), and several other disarmament related entities and other organizations report to 
the General Assembly through the First Committee, such as the regional centers on disarmament and the 
Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty Organization.5 
 
As the only main body with universal membership, the GA is a unique forum for discussion within the UN system.6 
As such, it represents the normative center of gravity of the UN and its main role in the maintenance of international 
peace and security can essentially be summarized in three principal aspects: a generator of ideas, a place of 
international debate, and the recommendation of new concepts or practices.7 All these points will be further 
developed in the following sections of this overview. First, a brief history of the GA will be presented followed by 
an explanation of its mandate, structure, and powers. Before concluding, two sections about current efforts and 
recent activities will offer a more contemporary perspective of GA First. 

History 

The GA has existed since the creation of the UN and its first session convened in 1946 in London.8 After the 
devastation of the Second World War and the shock of the atomic bomb, the desire to build a permanent system of 
security and peace that initiated with the League of Nations, grew even stronger.9 In this context, disarmament 
played a crucial role in the very founding of the UN and has featured as one of the most prominent issues discussed 
on the international agenda in the last few decades.10 Indeed, the first resolution adopted by the GA addressed the 
issue of atomic energy and its potential threats.11 Additionally, Resolution 14/1378 of 20 November 1959 on 
“General and Complete Disarmament” was the first resolution co-sponsored by all Member States and considered 
the question of disarmament the most important question facing the world at the time.12 Subsequently, the GA 
established the UNDC in 1952 with a general mandate to discuss questions related to disarmament.13 Furthermore, 
in its 26th session, the GA declared the 1970s as a Disarmament Decade.14 During this time additional essential 
institutions were established; in 1979 the CD was created as the international community’s multilateral negotiation 
forum on disarmament and in 1980 the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR) was created 
with the purpose of undertaking independent research on questions related to disarmament.15 

                                                           
1 Charter of the United Nations, 1945, Art. 7. 
2 New Zealand, United Nations Handbook 2013-2014, 2013, p. 24. 
3 Charter of the United Nations, 1945, Art. 98. 
4 UN General Assembly, Disarmament and International Security, 2014. 
5 Switzerland, The PGA Handbook: A practical guide to the United Nations General Assembly, 2011, p. 63. 
6 UN General Assembly, Homepage, 2014. 
7 Thakur, The United Nations, Peace and Security. Cambridge: University Press, 2006, pp. 91,162. 
8 Sciora & Stevenson, Planète ONU, Geneva: Editions du Tricorne, 2009, p. 36. 
9 Weis, The United Nations and Changing World Politics, Boulder: Westview Press, 2004, p. 9. 
10 Thakur, The United Nations, Peace and Security. Cambridge: University Press, 2006, p. 101. 
11 UN General Assembly, Establishment of a Commission to Deal with the Problem Raised by the Discovery of Atomic Energy 

(A/1/1), 1946. 
12 UN General Assembly, General and Complete Disarmament (A/RES/14/1378), 1959. 
13 UN General Assembly, Regulation, Limitation and Balanced Reduction of all Armed Forces and all Armaments; International 

Control of Atomic Energy (A/RES/6/502), 1952. 
14 UN General Assembly, Question of General Disarmament (A/RES/2602 E), 1969; UN General Assembly, Final Document of 

the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly (S-10/2), 1978. 
15 Ibid. 

The General Assembly First Committee 
(GA First Committee) is one of the six 
Main Committees. A report is issued to 
the General Assembly Plenary for each 

item allocated to a Main Committee. 
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Additionally, the ratification of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) in 1968 was a 
fundamental cornerstone in the field of nuclear disarmament.16 Efforts leading to this vital agreement started a 
decade earlier, and an important element in its development took place in the First Committee.17 In 1958, when 
nuclear non-proliferation was on the agenda for the first time, the First Committee recommended the creation of an 
ad hoc committee studying the dangers of nuclear dissemination, but this resolution failed to pass in the GA 
Plenary.18 Over subsequent years, this subject was recurrent, and the First Committee adopted a series of resolutions 
recognizing its central role in pushing negotiations on non-proliferation forward.19 
 
More recently, extremism and the potential for extremist groups to obtain and use nuclear weapons or other weapons 
of mass destruction (WMD) has become a significant matter of concern for the UN as demonstrated by the adoption 
of the United Nations Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy on 20 September 2006.20 The role of GA First in this 
regard can be seen with the adoption of Resolution 59/80 of 16 December 2004 on “Measures to Prevent Terrorists 
from Acquiring Weapons of Mass Destruction”.21 This is further stressed with the subsequent adoption of the 
International Convention for the Suppression of Acts of Nuclear Terrorism (ICSANT) (2005).22 While only a brief 
overview, it demonstrates the significance this subject matter has had within the UN and further shows the ongoing 
efforts dedicated to this important challenge in the 21st century. 

Mandate 

The mandate of the GA is set in Chapter IV of the Charter of the United Nations (1945); Article 11 mandates the 
GA to address questions of international peace and security and in particular disarmament.23 This mandate has 
evolved over the years as GA First was formerly the Political and Security Committee.24 The growing range of 
issues facing the international community, however, led to a restructuring of the roles of the six Main Committees; 
this ultimately gave the First Committee its focus on disarmament and international security.25 The question of 
disarmament is organized in seven clusters: nuclear weapons, other WMD, disarmament aspects in outer space, 
conventional weapons, regional disarmament and security, other disarmament measures and security, and the 
disarmament machinery.26 Translated into reality, the mandate of the GA is of a norm setter and a conduit for ideas 
that can become the driver of new policies and shared norms through discussion and debate.27 This can be regarded 
as one of the main differences with the Security Council (SC).28 The SC is more concerned with concrete threats to 
security such as ongoing conflicts whereas the GA aims to create peace by forming habits of cooperation.29 In other 
words, while the SC can allow the use of force in the fight against terrorism and freeze assets to prevent illicit arms 
trade, GA First will work towards the development of international conventions to prevent terrorists from acquiring 
nuclear weapons and other WMDs.30 It is important to note, however, the GA considers matters of international 
security only when the issue is not under the consideration by the SC.31 

Governance, Structure and Membership 

Outlined in the Charter, the GA is comprised of all 193 UN Member States.32 However, observer status can also be 
granted to intergovernmental organizations, such as the African Union, and states without full UN membership; 

                                                           
16 Sciora & Stevenson, Planète ONU, Geneva: Editions du Tricorne, 2009, pp. 77-78. 
17 UN Audiovisual Library of International Law, Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, 1968, 2012, p. 1. 
18 Ibid. 
19 UN Audiovisual Library of International Law, Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, 1968, 2012, p. 3. 
20 UN General Assembly, The United Nations Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy (A/RES/60/288), 2006. 
21 UN General Assembly, Measures to Prevent Terrorists from Acquiring Weapons of Mass Destruction (A/RES/59/80), 2004. 
22 International Convention for the Suppression of Acts of Nuclear Terrorism, 2005. 
23 Charter of the United Nations, 1945, Art. 11. 
24 UN General Assembly, Revitalization of the Work of the General Assembly (A/RES/47/233), 1993. 
25 Ibid. 
26 Switzerland, The PGA Handbook: A practical guide to the United Nations General Assembly, 2011, p. 63. 
27 Thakur, The United Nations, Peace and Security, Cambridge: University Press, 2006, p. 10. 
28 Ibid, p. 32. 
29 Ibid. 
30 Weis, The United Nations and Changing World Politics, Boulder: Westview Press, 2004, p. 95. 
31 Switzerland, The PGA Handbook: A practical guide to the United Nations General Assembly, 2011, p. 13. 
32 Charter of the United Nations, 1945, Art. 9. 
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currently the Holy See and the State of Palestine are the only two non-Member States with permanent Observer 
status.33 In the GA, each Member State has one equal vote.34 
 
Since its 44th session in 1989, the GA is considered in session the entire year, but the most important time is the 
General Debate, which takes place from mid-September to the end of December and is called the “main part of the 
GA”.35 The remainder of the year it is called the “resumed part of the GA;” during this time working group meetings 
take place and thematic debates are held.36 Except decisions on important matters, votes in the GA require a simple 
majority and the majority of resolutions are adopted without a vote, illustrating well the consensual nature of the 
GA.37 Elaborated by the GA Fifth Committee, the budget allocated to disarmament for the period 2014-2015 is 
$23.6 million and is mainly attributed to the UN Office for Disarmament Affairs (UNODA) and UNIDIR.38  
 
GA First receives substantive and organizational support from three important entities: the General Committee, 
UNODA, and the Department for General Assembly and Conference Management.39 
 
The General Committee is comprised of the President of the General Assembly and the 21 Vice-Presidents of the 
GA as well as the Chairpersons of all the six GA Committees; all positions are elected every session on a non-
renewable basis.40 The General Committee’s main duty, besides making recommendations on organizational issues, 
is to deal with the agenda of the GA Plenary and its six Main Committees.41 After receiving a preliminary list of 
agenda items from the UN Secretariat, the General Committee allocates the different items to each of the six GA 
Committees.42 The agenda items which correspond to one of the seven aforementioned clusters are allocated to the 
First Committee, which in turn votes upon its agenda.43  
 
Within the UN Secretariat, UNODA provides “objective, impartial and up-to-date” information and promotes the 
implementation of practical measures on nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation, disarmament in the field of 
conventional weapons, and the general strengthening of mechanisms and frameworks bolstering disarmament.44 It 
further encourages norm-setting at the GA, the CD, and the UNDC.45 Further, the Department for General Assembly 
and Conference Management also provides valuable technical secretariat support and acts as the intersection 
between the GA and the Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC).46 

Functions and Powers 

The GA and its six Main Committees are the center of the UN system and represent its main deliberative, 
policymaking, and representative organs; their outcomes thus define new norms that can become treaties or 
conventions among UN Member States.47 The GA provides a forum for multilateral discussions on a range of issues 
outlined in the Charter, specifically within Articles 10 – 22 which detail the functions and powers of the body as 
follows: 
 

 The General Assembly is tasked with initiating studies and making recommendations to promote 
international cooperation in the political field, encouraging the development of international law, 
promoting the implementation of cultural, social, and human rights, and promoting fundamental freedoms 

                                                           
33 UN DPI, Permanent Observers, 2014. 
34 Charter of the United Nations, 1945, Art. 18. 
35 Switzerland, The PGA Handbook: A practical guide to the United Nations General Assembly, 2011, p. 14. 
36 Ibid, p. 14. 
37 Ibid, p. 63. 
38 UN General Assembly, Proposed Programme Budget for The biennium 2014-2015 (A/68/6 (Sect. 4)), 2013, p. 3. 
39 Ibid, p. 17. 
40 Ibid, p. 18. 
41 Ibid, p. 17. 
42 Ibid, p. 36. 
43 Ibid. 
44 UN Office for Disarmament Affairs, About Us, UNODA, 2014. 
45 Ibid. 
46 UN Department for General Assembly and Conference Management, Functions of the Department, 2014. 
47 UN General Assembly, Functions and Powers of the General Assembly, 2014. 
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free from discrimination (Article 13).48 
 

 The General Assembly “receives and considers reports” issued by “the other principal organs established 
under the [Charter of the United Nations] as well as reports issued by its own subsidiary bodies” (Article 
15).49 The General Assembly Plenary receives recommendations from the six Main Committees.50 Once the 
recommendations are sent to the Plenary Committee, the Plenary then votes on whether to adopt the 
resolutions as presented.51 Any decisions reached by the Assembly are non-binding in international law; 
however, their decisions have enacted actions that have affected millions of people around the world.52 
 

 The General Assembly can recommend the GA Plenary to address the functions or priorities of UN funds 
and programs.53 
 

 The General Assembly can request the Secretary-General or other UN organs to issue a report to be 
presented to one of the Main Committees on a specified question such as the implementation of 
recommendations made by the GA.54 

 
GA First is capable of introducing resolutions initiating new negotiations on arms control and disarmament which, 
in turn, can lead to the creation and funding of agencies or meetings as well as ad hoc committees or working groups 
that consider a particular question with the purpose of reporting to the GA.55 The GA Plenary must ratify resolutions 
adopted in the First Committee before they are put into effect. It is important, thus, to remember that even when 
ratified by the Plenary, GA resolutions are not legally binding.56 Only SC resolutions enacted under Article 7 of the 
Charter are legally binding.57 Nonetheless, the consensus reached in the First Committee often leads to more 
concrete initiatives at the UN.58 
 
GA First works in close cooperation with the UNDC and the CD.59 The CD has a crucial role in addressing issues of 
disarmament and has been central to negotiations of international agreements such as the NPT.60 Unlike the CD, the 
UNDC is a subsidiary organ of GA First composed of all 193 Member States.61 Essentially making 
recommendations to the GA, it has been important in the formulation of principles and guidelines that have 
subsequently been endorsed by GA First in their own reports.62 Both bodies report either annually or more 
frequently to the First Committee.63 Additionally, though less institutionalized than with ECOSOC, civil society 
organizations, and more specifically non-governmental organizations, have an important relationship with the GA.64 
As such, they can be and often are invited to speak at the GA.65 

Current Priorities 

On a biannual basis, the UN agrees upon and approves the Priorities of the Organization; among the current eight 
priorities, disarmament is included.66 The strategic framework of the Biennial Programme Plan for this priority, 
                                                           
48 Charter of the United Nations, 1945, Art. 12; UN General Assembly, Functions and Powers of the General Assembly, 2013; 

UN General Assembly, Statement by the Chairperson of the Fourth Committee (7 May), 2013. 
49 Ibid, Art. 15. 
50 Ibid, Art. 4 
51 UN General Assembly, About the General Assembly, 2013. 
52 Ibid; Switzerland, The PGA Handbook: A practical guide to the United Nations General Assembly, 2011, p. 13. 
53 Ibid, p. 20. 
54 Ibid, p. 36 & 47. 
55 Weis, The United Nations and Changing World Politics, Boulder: Westview Press, 2004, p. 161. 
56 UN General Assembly, About the General Assembly, 2013. 
57 Charter of the United Nations, 1945, Ch. VII. 
58 UN General Assembly, About the General Assembly, 2013. 
59 UN General Assembly, Disarmament and International Security, 2014. 
60 UN Office at Geneva, An Introduction to the Conference, 2014. 
61 UN Office for Disarmament Affairs, United Nations Disarmament Commission, 2014. 
62 Ibid. 
63 UN General Assembly, Disarmament and International Security, 2014. 
64 Switzerland, The PGA Handbook: A practical guide to the United Nations General Assembly, 2011, p. 31. 
65 Ibid. 
66 Ibid., p. 37. 
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adopted on 13 February 2012, covers the period 2014-2015 and consists of five subprograms: multilateral 
negotiations on arms limitation and disarmament, WMDs, conventional arms, information and outreach and, 
regional disarmament.67 In this regard, the main objectives of GA First are to: support efforts on agreements towards 
disarmament, promote non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and other WMDs, facilitate mutual confidence among 
Member States and the regulation of conventional weapons, increase understanding of Member States and the public 
on disarmament issues, and promote regional disarmament as a fundamental mean towards global disarmament.68 

Recent Sessions 

During its 68th session, GA First adopted a total of 47 resolutions and five decisions.69 All of them can be allocated 
to one of the aforementioned seven clusters with nuclear disarmament being the most discussed cluster.70 The 
priorities laid out in the Biennial Programme Plan continue to be priority topics each session, in addition to 
emerging security issues reflective of the complex security environment we are confronted with today, such as 
nuclear terrorism and the relationship between gender and disarmament.71 
 
Issues relating to nuclear weapons are a cornerstone of the recent First Committee work. GA First held a high-level 
meeting on countering nuclear terrorism on 28 September 2012 focusing on strengthening the legal framework, 
especially universal adherence and implementation of the ICSANT.72 Moreover, GA First held a historic high-level 
one-day plenary meeting of the GA focused on total nuclear disarmament on 26 September 2013 during which 74 
statements were made by Head of States and other state representatives.73 The gathering initiated the adoption of 
Resolution 68/32 of 10 December 2013 on “Follow-up to the 2013 High-Level Meeting of the General Assembly on 
Nuclear Disarmament,” which called for the convening of a high-level conference in 2018 to identify ways to 
eliminate nuclear weapons and review progress made to that point.74 
 
Equally important, the entry into force of the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban-Treaty (1996) continues to be a 
priority for GA First and resolution 68/68 of 11 December 2013 on “Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban-Treaty” 
reiterates the need for its universal ratification.75 Earlier, a group comprising internationally recognized experts in 
the fields of disarmament, WMDs, and nuclear proliferation as well as political personalities was formed.76 This 
Group of Eminent Persons promotes the treaty’s entry into force.77 Finally, in relation to nuclear security, one of the 
most important upcoming events will be the Review Conference of the Parties to the NPT in 2015.78 
 
More recently, negotiations in the CD slowed down, which moved Member States to intensify efforts on 
disarmament questions at the 67th session of the GA.79 The outcome of this led to the establishment of an open-
ended working group to develop proposals for the achievement of a nuclear weapon free world and the development 
of recommendations by governmental experts on possible aspects that could contribute to a treaty banning the 
production of fissile material for nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices.80 
 
Finally, gender issues in relation to disarmament have also become a priority for the GA as can be seen with the 
adoption of resolution 68/33 of 5 November 2013 on “Women, Disarmament, non-proliferation and arms control.”81 
                                                           
67 UN General Assembly, Proposed Strategic Framework for the Period 2014-2015: Programme 3, Disarmament (A/67/6 

(Prog.3)), 2012. 
68 Ibid. 
69 UN General Assembly, Resolutions and Decisions Adopted by the General Assembly During its Sixty-Eight Session (A/68/49 

(Vol.1)), 2014, p. 155. 
70 UN Office for Disarmament Affairs, The United Nations Disarmament Yearbook, Vol. 38 (Part I), 2013. 
71 Ibid. 
72 Ibid., p. 27. 
73 UN Office for Disarmament Affairs, The United Nations Disarmament Yearbook, Vol. 38 (Part II), 2013, pp. 57-58. 
74 UN General Assembly, Follow-up to the 2013 High-Level Meeting of the General Assembly on Nuclear Disarmament 

(A/68/32), 2013. 
75 UN General Assembly, Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban-Treaty (A/68/68), 2013. 
76 Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty Organization, Group of Eminent Persons, 2014. 
77 UN Office for Disarmament Affairs, The United Nations Disarmament Yearbook, Vol. 38 (Part II), 2013, p. 16. 
78 UN Office for Disarmament Affairs, The United Nations Disarmament Yearbook, Vol. 37 (Part II), 2012, p. 3. 
79 Ibid, p. 4. 
80 Ibid. 
81 UN Office for Disarmament Affairs, The United Nations Disarmament Yearbook, Vol. 38 (Part I), 2013, pp. 40-41. 
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This resolution was the third of its kind since 2010 when it was first debated in GA First.82 It encourages the equal 
representation of women on matters related to disarmament and the empowerment of women’s participation in the 
design and implementation of disarmament and arms control efforts.83 

Conclusion 

Disarmament has been an important issue for the UN and for the achievement of international peace since its 
founding. With the continuously growing complexity of the question of disarmament, for instance with the new 
threat of nuclear terrorism, it has become even more important. Efforts, such as those made in the field of nuclear 
disarmament or non-proliferation are a testimony of the GA’s dedication towards a nuclear weapons free world. As 
a place where new ideas are shaped, the GA has the ability to introduce standards and norms to promote 
disarmament and eventually a more peaceful world.84 Nevertheless, it has been argued that GA First has not been 
able to tap its full potential and has only been reaffirming its resolutions year after year with no induction of new or 
improved substantive work.85 It is, therefore, the responsibility of GA First to continue progress, to achieve new 
advancements while continually seeking consensus in collaboration with the whole of the international community 
towards the pursuit of international peace and security. 
 

  

                                                           
82 UN Office for Disarmament Affairs, The United Nations Disarmament Yearbook, Vol. 38 (Part I), 2013, pp. 40-41. 
83 Ibid. 
84 Thakur, The United Nations, Peace and Security, Cambridge: University Press, 2006, p. 162. 
85 Reaching Critical Will, UN General Assembly First Committee, 2014. 
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I. Prohibiting Lethal Autonomous Weapons Systems 
“While technology enables us to delegate a number of tasks, and even sometimes to avoid making mistakes, it in no 

way allows us to delegate our moral and legal responsibility to comply with the applicable rules of law.”86 

Introduction  

The topic of Lethal Autonomous Weapons Systems (LAWS) does not have a long history within the international 
arena because LAWS have only become a policy issue over the last few years as technology has evolved.87 Thus, 
because of the burgeoning nature of the topic, there are no binding agreements specifically targeting LAWS.88 
Current international and regional frameworks relevant to the use of LAWS, such as the Geneva Conventions and 
their Additional Protocols, focus on international humanitarian law (IHL) and international human rights law.89 
However, in the past three years, treaty bodies such as the one which oversees the Convention on Certain 
Conventional Weapons (CCW), have held meetings of experts on LAWS to begin discussions on pre-emptive moves 
to address LAWS.90 Moreover, numerous civil society organizations (CSOs) have been working together and in 
conjunction with the United Nations (UN) to promote awareness of the potential impact of LAWS and to take 
definitive action in prohibiting their manufacture and implementation.91 
 
LAWS go by many names, such as Lethal Autonomous Robotics (LARs), Fully Autonomous Weapon Systems 
(FAWS), remotely piloted aerial systems, or even “Killer Robots,” and their definition is just as ambiguous.92 
Experts note, “there is no clear or accepted international legal definition of partially or fully autonomous systems.”93 
However, the UN Special Rapporteur on extrajudicial, summary or arbitrary executions presented a widely used 
definition of LAWS as “robotic weapon systems that, once activated, can select and engage targets without further 
intervention by a human operator,” distinguishing them from drones, which are controlled by human operators.94 
Experts also disagree on the technical, legal, and ethical implications, as well as what sort of, if any, action is 
required before the use of LAWS becomes a reality.95 
 
Though some level of automation in weapon systems is distinguishable in current military and law enforcement 
applications, no state actors have implemented lethal fully autonomous systems yet.96 In fact, some governments are 
already concerned with the use of existing technology and have tried to curb its use.97 The debate on LAWS 
currently centers on three main aspects: technical specifications and functions, legal implications, and moral, ethical, 
and humanitarian concerns.98 These three main aspects as well as the challenges to prohibition will be further 
developed after a presentation of the international framework as well as the role of the international community. 

International and Regional Framework 

                                                           
86 Bernard, Editorial: Science Cannot be Placed Above its Consequences, 2012, p. 464. 
87 UN Human Rights Council, Report of the Special Rapporteur on extrajudicial, summary or arbitrary executions, Christof 

Heyns, 2013. 
88 Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed to Be 

Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effects as amended on 21 December 2001, 1980. 
89 Geneva Convention relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War (2nd part), 1949; Protocol Additional to the 

Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949, and relating to the Protection of Victims of International Armed Conflicts 
(Protocol 1), 1977 ; Protocol Additional to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949, and Relating to the Protection 
of Victims of Non-International Armed Conflicts (Protocol II), 1977. 

90 UN Office at Geneva, Meeting of the High Contracting Parties to the Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of 
Certain Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate Effects 
(CCW/MSP/2013/10), 2013. 

91 Campaign to Stop Killer Robots, Urgent Action Needed to Ban Fully Autonomous Weapons, 2013. 
92 UN Institute for Disarmament Research, Experts Meeting on Armed Drones and Robots Under International Law, 2013, p. 1. 
93 Ibid. 
94 UN Human Rights Council, Report of the Special Rapporteur on extrajudicial, summary or arbitrary executions, Christof 

Heyns, 2013, Art. 38. 
95 Chatila, On the Concept of Autonomy, 2014. 
96 United States, Unmanned Systems Integrated Roadmap FY2011-2036, 2011; United States, Directive 3000.09: Autonomy in 

Weapon Systems, 2012. 
97 Auner, Congress Resists Pentagon Drone Oversight as U.S. and Partners Continue Targeted Killings, 2014. 
98 Altmann, Arms control for armed uninhabited vehicles: an ethical issue, 2013. 
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Currently, no treaties or resolutions specifically target the development and use of LAWS and international and 
regional agreements which would concern LAWS, such as the fourth Geneva Convention and Additional Protocols I 
and II, only deal with the issue indirectly, focusing on the protections afforded to combatants and civilians that 
LAWS may violate.99 In addition to these historical documents the CCW, part of the Conference on Disarmament 
(CD), focuses among other things on banning weapons that may indiscriminately harm civilians.100 In the context of 
LAWS, this could lead to attempting to implement a ban if scientists and governments cannot demonstrate LAWS 
ability to distinguish civilians from combatants.101 The High Contracting Parties to the CCW agreed to convene a 
meeting in May 2014, “to discuss the questions related to emerging technologies in the area of lethal autonomous 
weapons systems, in the context of the objectives and purposes of the Convention.”102 Among the outcomes, the 
meeting emphasized the necessity of achieving universal adherence to the Convention.103 Now, the UN General 
Assembly (GA) First Committee may follow-up on work done by the CCW and CSOs in order to make progress on 
this issue in a forum representative of all Member States. 

Role of the International System 

The UN has initiated discussions on the topic of LAWS in the past few years.104 Because of the abilities granted to 
the First Committee by the Charter of the United Nations (1945), LAWS fall under its mandate not only due to their 
nature as weapons, but also for their potential to threaten international peace and security in certain circumstances.105 
LAWS could affect the decision-making process of whether to enter into conflicts as the risks of casualties can be 
reduced, thereby leading to increased violations of international laws on peace and security.106 Thus, the First 
Committee works with the UN Disarmament Commission (UNDC) and the CD in discussing how international 
disarmament issues relate to LAWS.107 Additionally, GA resolution 61/55, adopted on 6 December 2006, 
“[e]ncourages United Nations bodies to contribute, within existing mandates, to promoting the application of science 
and technology for peaceful purposes,” which is in direct opposition to the development of LAWS.108 
 
In a report presented to the Human Rights Council (HRC) in 2013, the Special Rapporteur on extrajudicial, 
summary or arbitrary executions presented a report that focused on several debatable aspects, including the 
protection of civilians from these types of weapon systems, the legal responsibilities, and implications for states 
lacking the technology.109 A report on talks sponsored by the CCW remarked, “[a]s this was the first meeting ever 
organized on the issue of LAWS, a number of delegations underlined the very preliminary stage of the discussions 
and the need to assess the current state of play and the future trends in robotics.”110 Additionally, the UN Institute for 
Disarmament Research (UNIDIR) has published a series of documents considering legal and ethical issues of the 
development and use of LAWS, as well as the application of international human rights, humanitarian, and criminal 
law on LAWS.111 Suggestions for considerations to help frame discussions on this relatively new topic, such as 
ensuring consideration of all assessment variables, as well as switching the focus from technology to addressing 
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acceptability have also been made by UNIDIR.112 Although these UN bodies have acknowledged the need and have 
begun to discuss LAWS within international and regional fora, CSOs have been far more active in promoting the 
topic.113 

Civil Society Organizations 
The majority of work done by CSOs has included calls for action from national governments and regional and 
international organizations to ban LAWS, as well as publishing material to explain the many complex facets of 
LAWS and their potential impact.114 Many organizations active in advocating for the prohibition of LAWS operate 
in conjunction with other CSOs and alongside UN bodies.115 As early as 2009, the International Committee for 
Robot Arms Control (ICRAC) proposed discussions on arms control in its original mission statement.116 ICRAC has 
worked through numerous advocacy avenues promoting arms control and reducing the threat of LAWS, including 
by developing working papers to propose updating the Arms Trade Treaty to ensure autonomous weapons are 
included within its scope, and offering definitions and standards on which to operate during debates.117 The 
Campaign to Stop Killer Robots called for urgent, pre-emptive action on the topic in London in 2013.118 Similar to 
UNIDIR’s publication, a memorandum issued by the organization Article 36 to the CCW suggests factors such as 
“meaningful human control” and that autonomous targeting must be included in any debate on LAWS.119 Human 
Rights Watch has also published two extensive works providing detail on the struggles LAWS face in complying 
with international law and focusing on their implications for human rights.120 These publications cover a multitude 
of facets inherent in the debate, but the most relevant include just a few overarching areas of debate. Even though 
debate on LAWS has emerged only recently at the UN in light of evolving technology, it is clear that there are many 
organizations interested in bringing awareness to LAWS and which have already done much study on the subject.121  

Technical Aspects 

There are several technical aspects of LAWS currently under scrutiny, including their targeting systems and the 
amount of human control present and deciding what exactly constitutes autonomy in weapon systems.122 
Determining the level of autonomy in weapons systems often means considering a spectrum with remote-controlled 
systems on one side and fully autonomous systems on the other.123 The closer one gets to the fully autonomous end; 
the less human presence there is in system operations, to the point where human control is not necessary for the 
system to carry out its intended functions.124 In a presentation during the 2014 Informal Meeting of Experts on 
LAWS, one expert illustrated a distinction between operational and decisional autonomy, the difference between 
simply maneuvering autonomously to making decisions about its actions autonomously.125 That expert, Raja Chatila, 
states that while operational autonomy is, “[w]idely present in today’s deployed system,” decisional autonomy 
relates to reasoning and is currently possible only in simple settings.126 According to Chatila, simple settings imply 
the complexity of the environment and that the tasks are low.127 However, a statement from the International 
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Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) points out that a system needs not be complex to select and attack targets.128 In 
another presentation during the same meeting, experts clarified differences between automatic, automated, and 
autonomous machines, and the human role in the computational loop.129 Determining where to draw the line 
between automation and autonomy is a divisive point in the debate, particularly in discussions on where LAWS fit 
the current legal framework.130 ICRAC Working Paper #2 offers a more complex discussion of definitions for 
‘automatic’ and ‘autonomous’ weapons, differentiating between the two by suggesting that autonomous systems 
exhibit more complexity, not only in their role, but in their ability to collect and process information.131 
 
Considering the various functions a weapon system could be programmed to perform clouds debate on the topic, as 
illustrated by the suggestion that performing any one function from a list such as, “acquisition, tracking, 
identification, grouping, selection, prioritization, or engagement of targets,” without human input, could classify a 
weapon as autonomous.132 Performing all functions without human input would then qualify the system as fully 
autonomous.133 Moreover, it is important to note that autonomous weapons do not simply follow a predetermined 
path programmed by humans, but rather they acquire, interpret, and react to data on their own, according to the 
algorithms on which their systems operate.134 
 
Tantamount to the decision, then, on what full autonomy entails is the quality of human presence in the system.135 
UNIDIR remarked that some experts argue human ‘on’ or ‘in’ the loop does not necessarily ensure ‘meaningful 
human control,' a term that often arises in the debate on LAWS.136 Some argue that because robots can react to a 
situation far more quickly than humans can, the human-on-the-loop is meaningless as they would be unable to 
cancel an attack deemed disproportionate or indiscriminate before the robot executes the attack.137 Finally, 
regardless of the amount of human control within a weapon system, there is a question of where to place blame for 
law violations if or when they occur.138 

Legal Aspects 

The most pressing question concerning the legality of LAWS is whether they will violate IHL or Human Rights 
Law.139 Critics argue that the use of LAWS would violate IHL, but others suggest existing international laws 
adequately cover them.140 Article 36 points out that there is an expectation implicit in international law that humans 
control when, where, and how weapons are used.141 However, they advise creating, “an explicit legal requirement 
that there be meaningful human control over individual attacks.”142 
 
Debates on accountability furthermore permeate discussions on the legal implications of LAWS.143 While it is true 
that some existing legal structures cover the use of LAWS, the ICRC suggests that if manufacturers cannot 
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guarantee the weapon system will completely comply with IHL it will be unlawful.144 This statement correlates with 
Article 36 of Protocol I Additional to the Geneva Conventions, obliging contracting parties to ascertain whether 
implementation of a new weapon would violate the Protocol or any other international law in or any or all 
circumstances.145 Asaro, a founding member of ICRAC, also doubts that LAWS will satisfy the principles of 
distinction and proportionality laid out in the Geneva Conventions, as well as, “whether [or not] it will be possible to 
hold anyone responsible for any wrongful harm the system might cause.”146 
 
As illustrated, there is a clear delineation between the two sides of the legal argument on LAWS. Special Rapporteur 
Cristof Heyns suggests the introduction of LAWS could create international division, weaken the role of 
international law, and undermine international security.147 In this regard, the First Committee offers a forum for 
Member States to divise the necessary framework to prevent this, including making recommendations for a 
complete ban on LAWS should they see fit to do so. 

Ethical and Humanitarian Aspects 

The debate on LAWS also considers ethical and humanitarian concerns alongside the existing legal framework as 
illustrated by a remark from the Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom to the CCW: “[b]eyond the 
law, giving machines power to target and kill human beings crosses a moral line.”148 Bernard adds, “[h]aving 
machines commit programmed acts of violence means delegating our capacity for judgment, the key element in the 
attribution of responsibility.”149 In addition to the issue of proper judgment, the use of LAWS creates the problem of 
where to place blame in the case of an accident or technical failure.150 
 
Another concern in the debate on ethics is that while unmanned weapons open the possibility to attack an enemy 
who cannot fight back, the enemy will often compensate their inability to attack appropriate targets by attacking 
innocent people.151 Additionally, the possibility of terrorist organizations obtaining the technology poses a threat to 
international peace and security, thus highlighting humanitarian aspect of LAWS.152 Because legislation most often 
develops in response to new technology, it is important to create an ethical structure on which to base the legal 
framework now, while the use of unmanned robots is still nascent and their implications are uncertain.153 The 
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights states, “[e]very human being has the inherent right to life. This 
right shall be protected by law. No one shall be arbitrarily deprived of his life.”154 Allowing robots to make the 
decision to kill makes those deaths arbitrary because robots lack the capacity to judge and interpret their targets the 
way humans can interpret and review subjects in consideration of existing laws.155 

Challenges to Prohibition 

Proponents of LAWS proclaim the beneficial nature of LAWS, suggesting they will protect civilians from the 
harmful effects of war.156 Some experts argue that proper design and use of LAWS could potentially prevent loss of 
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life to civilians.157 However, the CSO PAX counters the argument, reiterating that the same was said of smart bombs 
in the past, and the reality now is that locations and targets of smart bombs have become closer to civilians, leading 
to a possible increase in civilian casualties.158  
 
States already operating unmanned vehicles, and weapons systems suggest some level of human control will remain 
for the foreseeable future.159 Official statements from governments with the capability to manufacture LAWS 
indicate their implementation is not currently envisioned and rather the choice to apply lethal force through 
unmanned weapons will remain with humans.160 The United States Department of Defense proactively authored a 
policy establishing guidelines for weapon systems autonomy that would minimize the probability and consequences 
of failures.161 Furthermore, in terms of the benefits of implementing LAWS on the battlefield, “[p]ublic opinion 
demands that soldiers avoid dangerous situations (…) Allowing robots to do the most dangerous work helps keep 
Western soldiers out of harm’s way.”162 Thus, it can be argued that allowing LAWS to be used lawfully would 
benefit countries that already possess the technology.163 Finally, some experts propose alternatives to a complete ban 
on LAWS, such as proposing a moratorium on LAWS, suggesting, “[a] ban ignores the moral imperative to use 
technology to reduce the persistent atrocities and mistakes that human warfighters make.”164 

Conclusion 

The nature of disagreements currently present in this nascent discussion makes it difficult to reach a compromise on 
the topic of prohibiting LAWS, but regardless of the outcome, it is important to continue the pre-emptive work 
started by the CCW and CSOs to ensure protection of civilians from this new technology. Research of existing 
treaties, conventions, and other documents will shed light on the current regional and international frameworks that 
can be adapted to include LAWS into their scopes and mandates.165 The current framework concerning humanitarian 
law and human rights addresses the protection of civilians, but drafting official language on LAWS will help make 
clear their position for future work on the issue. Without careful review and control, horizontal and vertical 
proliferation is a likely possibility.166 Allowing the use of LAWS could lead to a lowered threshold in deciding to go 
to war, and states capable of employing them could develop technological disproportion, thus threatening 
international peace and security.167 The First Committee, in utilizing its abilities presented in the Charter, should 
now lead an open discussion on the aspects of LAWS. Member States should use the forum to discuss the legality of 
LAWS, share ethical stances, and coordinate to create a framework for the future of LAWS. 

Further Research 

Because this is a new topic, and relevant data might be scarce, it will be helpful to understand the different stances 
on drones and other unmanned vehicles to understand the potential for action surrounding LAWS. During their 
research, delegates should consider the following questions: Can LAWS be considered legal? In what manner do 
LAWS fit current legal and ethical frameworks? How should LAWS be utilized? What constitutes autonomy in 
weapon systems? Becoming familiar with the legality of LAWS, as well as other implications of their development 
and utilization, will aid delegates in developing realistic and feasible recommendations. Further, delegates should 
consider their Member State’s position on the use of LAWS. Seeking statements from states capable of 
manufacturing LAWS, as well as those lacking the capability, will also provide insight and detail on arguments for 
and against LAWS, as well as providing further knowledge of the legal, ethical, and humanitarian aspects in respect 
to individual Member States. Although the topic is the prohibition of LAWS, delegates should also research 
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alternatives to prohibition, such as a moratorium as has been suggested by some experts.168 Finally, delegates should 
consider the role of the UN. How might the UN incorporate the control of LAWS into existing frameworks? What 
role can the First Committee play in moving the discussion of LAWS at the UN forward? 
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II. The Control of Biological Weapons in Today’s Modern Era 
“To manage the full spectrum of biological risks, you need a cohesive, coordinated network of activities and 

resources. Such a network will help to ensure that biological science and technology can be safely and securely 
developed for the benefit of all.”169 

Introduction 

The ancient Greeks were among the first to employ bioweapons against vast enemy populations as a defense 
mechanism.170 Present day examples of successful attempts to unleash biological weapons upon the public include 
the “Amerithrax” incident in the United States (US) in 2001 when anthrax spores were sent through the mail and use 
of salmonella by Rajneeshees’ cult in Oregon during 1984.171 These bioweapons attacks were the work of terrorist 
groups with the intentions of causing large-scale suffering.172 Biological weapons pose a grave threat; small and 
invisible to the naked eye, they are highly efficient at killing large populations.173 Moreover, bioweapons attacks can 
theoretically self-replicate and become an epidemic.174 Epidemics are problematic as there can be no quick cure and 
it is difficult to track and contain them.175 New innovative advances in biotechnology can mean agents such as 
viruses (disease generating), bacteria, and toxins can be modified with more devastating effects and easier 
deployment which increases the chances of devastating biological warfare in the 21st century.176 
 
Beyond their direct application, biological agents can be used as instruments of terror by a wide range of groups, 
both state and non-state actors.177 While there is no current evidence suggesting future attacks by state-sponsored 
programs, around a dozen countries situated in the Middle East and Asia are known to hold offensive biological 
weapons programs existing today.178 In worst-case scenarios, large organizations might have the resources, such as 
funding, state-support, and scientific knowledge, to initiate a bioterror attack or to lead bioterrorism.179 While these 
scenarios sometimes seem far-fetched, biological agents can be weaponized quickly and capitalize on today’s 
globalized international community.180 This threat to international peace and security can disturb daily 
communication and people’s ability to function.181 However, biological agents can also potentially be used in new, 
beneficial ways, particularly with advances in science and technology.182  
 
The General Assembly First Committee should address this topic as it relates to security and disarmament and to 
secure technology on a global scale.183 In order to maintain peace and security, the First Committee follows the 
“principles on governing disarmament and the regulation of armaments; promotion of cooperative arrangements and 
measures aimed at strengthening stability through lower levels of armaments.”184 

Definition of Biological Weapons 
In order to discuss the disarmament of biological weapons, it is important to understand exactly what they are. As 
such, below follows a brief explanation of biological weapons and their capabilities to better understand 
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bioterrorism. Biological weapons “use microorganisms and natural toxins to produce disease in humans, animals, or 
plants,” derived from “bacteria (anthrax, plague, tularemia); viruses (smallpox, viral hemorrhagic fevers); rickettsia 
(Q fever and epidemic typhus); biological toxins (botulinum toxin, staphylococcus enterotoxin B); and fungi (San 
Joaquin Valley fever, mycotoxins).”185 The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) categorizes 
biological agents according to several variables.186 This categorization helps provide beneficial information to health 
agencies that consult with first responders and public health personnel to identify which biological agents pose 
higher risks and threats for use in bioterrorism.187 The categories include the “ease of dissemination or transmission 
from person to person”, the degree to which they “result in high mortality rates and have the potential for major 
public health impact,” and the degree to which they might “cause public panic and social disruption, and require 
special action for public health preparedness.”188 Pathogens and other diverse agents can be utilized as biological 
weapons if paired with a form of a delivery system such as missiles or aerosol devices.189 This is how agents can be 
enhanced for the purposes of bioterrorism.190 Bioterrorism is defined as “the use by non-state actors of 
microorganisms (pathogens) or the products of living organisms (toxins) to inflict harm on a wider population.”191  

International and Regional Framework 

The initial framework banning the use of biological weapons is grounded in the Protocol for the Prohibition of the 
Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, which is also 
referred to as the 1925 Geneva Protocol.192 The Protocol prohibits the use of biological and chemical weapons in 
war, and was the first to do so.193 It was signed on 17 June 1925 during a Geneva conference by the League of 
Nations, the precursor of the United Nations, and entered into force on 8 February 1928.194 Following the 1925 
Geneva Protocol, the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of 
Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on their Destruction, also called the Biological Weapons 
Convention (BWC) or Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention (BTWC), entered into force on 26 March 1975.195 

Upon signing on 10 April 1972, this legally binding treaty encourages Member States to exemplify proper behavior 
in regards to biological weapons.196 The updated version includes 165 States Parties and 12 Signatory States.197 The 
Convention is the “first multilateral disarmament treaty banning the development, production and stockpiling of an 
entire category of weapons of mass destruction.”198 
 
The Convention serves as an international guideline for all Member States to restrict the development and 
production of any biological weapons, banning “the development, stockpiling, acquisition, retention, and production 
of biological agents and toxins of types and in quantities that have no justification for prophylactic, protective or 
other peaceful purposes.”199 This also includes, but is not limited to, “weapons, equipment, and delivery vehicles 
designed to use such agents or toxins for hostile purposes or in armed conflict.”200 In addition, Member States are 
not allowed to participate in any transferring/trading or assisting others with any biological tools.201 Biodefense 
programs are still permissible, as they allow for technological advancements through testing which increases 
knowledge and can help develop new medication.202 However, existing biological equipment is required to be 
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destroyed in compliance to the treaty.203 Member States were given nine months after the convention came into force 
to clean and eradicate all biological weapons materials.204 To oversee the compliance with the terms of the 
Convention, the Special Conference of the States Parties to the Convention established in September 1994 an Ad 
Hoc Group open to all States Parties to consider the development of verification measures.205  
 
At the 1996 Fourth Review Conference of the Parties to the Convention, States Parties recognized again the 
importance of effective verification.206 The most recent Review Conference, held in January 2012, reiterated its call 
to enforce the Convention through confidence-building measures (CBMs) to promote biosafety, as agreed at the 
Second and Third Review Conferences.207 This will help promote transparency and promote biological science and 
technology transfer for peaceful purposes through cooperation and technology transfer.208 Such measures include a 
code of conduct to prevent the misuse of bioscience and biotechnology.209 Despite progress made, no legally binding 
system has the capacity to inspect compliance with the terms of the Convention, which limits the effectiveness of 
these measures.210 According to the United States’ Department of State, China, Iran, North Korea, Russia and Syria 
are “suspected of continued offensive biological warfare programs in violation of the BWC,” and this does not 
account for considerable uncertainty for the potential of other programs.211 In looking forward to the Eighth Review 
Conference in 2016, the Chair for the 2014 Biological Weapons Convention Meeting of Experts, Ambassador Urs 
Schmidt, highlighted the necessity for promoting effective action to improve implementation in practical terms.212 

Role of the International System 

Various institutions take on important roles in relation to bioweapons.213 In general, while Member States are 
responsible for their destruction, organizations help in monitoring and technical expertise, and regional 
organizations, as exemplified by the Organization of American States (OAS), support important global norms by 
combating trafficking and monitoring compliance with international norms at the regional level.214 The UN 
Secretary-General is authorized to initiate investigations of Member States who have been reported to illegally 
possess these banned weapons, reporting any violations of the Geneva Protocol, or any other applicable rule of 
international treaty or customary law.215 Several organs of the United Nations also relate to the issue of bioweapons 
and require coordination from the General Assembly First Committee.  

UN Office of Disarmament Affairs and the Implementation Support Unit to the Biological Weapons Convention 
The Implementation Support Unit (ISU) was established after the Sixth Review Conference to provide 
administrative support to ensure universalization of the Biological Weapons Convention through confidence-
building measures.216 States Parties fund the ISU to the Convention where it forms the core of the Secretariat of 
meetings of the BWC, supports the work of the annual Chair and Vice-Chairs, maintains and develops the BWC 
Website, and interacts with relevant international organizations and non-governmental organizations such as 
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scientific and academic institutions.217 Specifically, in these roles, the ISU provides the following: administrative 
support and assistance; national implementation support and assistance; support and assistance for confidence-
building measures; support and assistance for obtaining universality; administration of the database for assistance 
requests; offers and facilitated associated exchanges of information; and support to States Parties to implement the 
decisions and recommendations of the review conference.218 The ISU plans to take on new and revised tasks up until 
the Eighth Review Conference 2016.219 The ISU exists within the Geneva Branch of the United Nations Office of 
Disarmament Affairs (UNODA).220 Established in January 1998, UNODA is responsible for the increasing 
disarmament towards all weapons of mass destruction including biological weapons.221 

NGO Committee on Disarmament 
It is essential to discuss the NGO Committee on Disarmament, Peace, and Security as the committee stresses the 
necessity of providing a variety of services and specific facilities to help different groups address security threats.222 
This Committee is responsible for effective communication between NGOs worldwide, including on the status of 
negotiations, Member States’ positions, and major obstacles and opportunities to guide other NGOs with appropriate 
decision-making.223 Essentially, the Committee is charged with ensuring worldwide continuity and sharing 
knowledge on actions and positions related to disarmament.224 

UNMOVIC 
The Security Council, in resolution 1284, adopted on 17 December 1999, established the United Nations 
Monitoring, Verification and Inspection Commission (UNMOVIC).225 Though it was terminated in 2007, it is an 
important example of an actor that can be designed to, as its name implies, monitor and verify systems to eliminate 
bioweapons.226 To continue monitoring in Iraq and possible supplies of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD), 
UNMOVIC replaced the United Nations Special Commission (UNSCOM).227 UNMOVIC’s initiative monitored 
Iraq’s agreement to dispose of its entire long-distance biological and chemical weapons.228 Ultimately, the efforts of 
UNMOVIC prove how essential commissions are in the process of implementation concerning the use and 
prevention of biological weapons.229 

Production, Development, and Detection of Bioweapons 

Publicly available evidence on bioweapons is necessary to the international community to maintain peace and 
security. For example, after voluntarily destroying their stocks, the United States opened their biological facilities 
and held public inspections with international visitors to act as an example and have other states follow its lead.230 
However, sovereignty concerns and issues around engagement limit the international community’s ability to know 
about, and monitor existing programs.231 The level of engagement with the international system in regards to 
weapons by a Member State can help determine further steps towards ensuring the reduction in risk for attacks.232 
Though the BWC does not obligate declarations about existing bioweapons, it does outlaw them for “hostile 
intentions,” which can never be fully known.233 This means that all existing laboratories, which engage in the 
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research and development of substances that could be used as agents in warfare, can remain undeclared.234 As such, 
many Member States reserve the right to privacy for in-state military matters.235 This is a security threat as these 
hidden facilities can advance biotechnology and generate large quantities of potent toxic substances in a short period 
of time.236 Tracking these facilities would be difficult if a biological warfare attack were to be unleashed.237 The 
manufacturing and storage of these substances is one problem, but another is their ability to be camouflaged within 
other weapons such as missiles, bombs, or spray systems.238 Moreover, the detection of diseases caused by 
biological weapons can prove to be inconclusive due to the fact these diseases can be caused naturally and such 
investigations require an extensive amount of data that UN Member States have to obtain (not individuals or non-
governmental organizations).239 This means the identity of the aggressor would be difficult to determine due to the 
amount of significant evidence that is supportive.240 

Bioweapons and Terrorism 

Bioterrorism receives widespread attention because one of the international community’s greatest fears is having 
biological weapons in the hands of terrorists groups.241 Most conventional terrorism requires sufficient training, 
financing, and communications capabilities, and most terrorists have access to a variety of small arms and 
explosives.242 A terrorist’s capacity to use biological weapons depends on their ability to access them.243 Up until the 
past decade, the deployment of biological weapons was considered difficult and only possible with the capable 
hands of biowarfare experts.244 However, with improvements in science and networks in the field, it now is 
becoming easier to obtain such weapons.245  
 
Two examples in the last 25 years demonstrate the potential for bioweapons to be used for bioterrorism. In 1995, 
sarin was inflicted on the Tokyo subway system by the Japanese cult, Aum Shinrikyo.246 This event brought the 
dangers of bio-weaponry to the attention of policymakers and counterterrorism experts as they began to examine the 
possibilities of other terrorist attacks executed in this manner.247 In 2001, a bioterrorist attack was carried out in the 
United States, when violent non-state actors used biological agents as a scare tactic, when weapons-grade Bacillus 
anthracis (the organism that causes anthrax) was sent through the mail to two US Senators.248 This occurred shortly 
after the events of 11 September 2001; media outlets covered this news as 22 people became infected with anthrax 
and five fatalities occurred.249 Hundreds of millions of people were befallen with anxiety as letters sent to Senators 
Tom Daschle and Patrick Leahy promising more attacks were quoted, “You cannot stop us. We have this 
anthrax.”250 No attacks followed as many months and years passed.251 In 2008, the FBI concluded that the anthrax 
letters served as a method to prompt fear, rather than kill on a large-scale using biological weapons.252 This 
inference shows how vulnerable the public is to “potential threats” that can cause instability.253  
Another aspect to address is public health preparedness in the aftermath of a bioweapon attack.254 To avoid hysteria 
during an epidemic, medical communities should invest in the education of prevention and vaccination during an 
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outbreak if such an event were to occur.255 Reasonable responses can lead to less havoc at clinics during these 
instances.256 Strategic measures can be formulated if clinics and hospitals have assessed biological weapons 
proliferation.257 Overall, recognizing the threat of biological weapons helps achieve a timeline of how soon samples 
can be tested against a cure and its effects.258 Treating the disease as soon as it is detected in victims that could have 
been infected can help relay the amount of vaccinations needed.259 A key responsibility of the medical community is 
to report on alleged use of biological weapons to better inform the public on which areas to avoid.260 As part of 
secondary prevention measures, improving surveillance and developing immunization campaigns for vaccine-
preventable diseases plays a critical role in response to biological weapons.261 The announcement and understanding 
of symptoms will improve surveillance of the disease.262 With the potential for this information to be perceived 
negatively, increasing public education on the subject of bioweapons to combat hysteria can help alleviate different 
security issues.263 Ultimately, what these response tactics demonstrate is that “primary prevention rests on creating a 
strong global norm that rejects the development of such weapons.”264 

Priorities for Action 

Ultimately, international conflicts and the potential for biological terror continue to beg certain key questions and 
illustrate where further action is needed. In particular, the main question is whether it is necessary to verify on a 
regular basis the development and production of biological agents and toxins for hostile purposes.265It is important to 
highlight the lack of compliance with the BWC and its limitations.266 No specific measures have been set forth for 
restricting the development, production, stockpiling, or the acquisition of biological agents or toxins for “hostile 
purposes” in the BWC.267 Therefore, the largest issue with enforcing the BWC lies in the definition given to hostile 
activities.268 The Convention is not legally binding and therefore any Member State could violate it with little 
repercussion.269 Member States are also not required to be transparent about their stock of banned weapons prior to 
joining the Convention, nor to provide proof of their destruction.270 Further developing verification measures and 
CBMs can change how the use of biological agents is monitored and managed.271 The ways in which the Convention 
can be broken attest to why it should be reformed to enhance peace in the international community.272 
 
In order to address these issues, the BWC Review Conference (RevCon) is mandated by article XII of the treaty and 
plays a critical role in reviewing the treaty and charting next steps.273 The purpose of the RevCons is to review the 
operation of the BWC.274 Delegates consider scientific and technological developments that have taken place along 
with progress in the negotiation of the Convention itself.275 Annual inter-sessional meetings of States Parties and 
Meetings of Experts are held between RevCons to review a varying set of diplomatic and technical topics before 
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dealing with them more formally at the RevCons.276 In regards to the Eighth Review Conference, focus needs to 
shift towards oversight mechanisms and ensuring State Parties adherence to BWC.277 With the increasing volume of 
text related to the BWC, tools should be developed for future conferences that foster common understanding; this 
would align with the goals of simplifying commitment to the principles of the Convention.278 

Conclusions 

In today’s modern era, biowarfare is not too far removed from reality.279 Although the BWC can provide assistance 
to Member States who have been victimized by biological weapons use, only preparedness can help during these 
unfolding and unthinkable scenarios.280 Increasingly, preparedness must address concerns around the dual-use 
dilemma of biological weapons, which highlights the complex debate in which scientific innovation and knowledge 
can also lead to misuse of scientific agents as lethally weapons.281 Specifically, scientific research has the dual-use 
of being used for harmful purposes, possibly causing large amounts of destruction to mankind, but also of gearing 
scientific knowledge towards the development of new vaccines or possible treatments.282 Currently much work is 
being conducted in the fields of biology and biotechnology without any association to the military.283 Activities 
intended to detect biological warfare agents can further enhance defense programs against them.284 This also creates 
a market for developing new pharmaceuticals and responses to vaccine-preventable diseases.285 Biological weapons 
deterrence needs to be carefully outlined, as a gray area exists between distinguishing offensive and defensive 
research.286Addressing existing and future biological warfare agents requires differentiating defensive and offensive 
characteristics, which can require evaluating genetically modified variants.287  

Further Research 

According to the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), many new biotechnologies, including synthetic 
biology, have been misused. The ICRC asks for universal adherence to be included in the BWC, with further 
methods for implementation. Delegates are encouraged to interact with questions such as, how can the international 
community monitor biological weapons use without violating national sovereignty? How can agencies and 
frameworks best be coordinated throughout the GA First Committee? What oversight mechanisms need to be set up 
in order to ensure compliance with the BWC? How can the international community promote scientific innovation 
and technological transfer without compromising biosafety to prevent them from being turned into weapons? 
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Biological Weapons Convention. Similarly there is coinciding work towards preventing terrorists 
in obtaining weapons of mass destruction. This link also provides the Secretary-General’s best 
practices towards investigation in alleged uses of biological and chemical weapons. It is 
important to assess the status of the convention to ensure progress as to what solutions work and 
do not.  
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III. Confidence-Building Measures in a Regional and Subregional Context  

Introduction 

Confidence-building measures (CBMs) are broadly defined as actions implemented to prevent or resolve 
uncertainties among states.288 There are four main types of measures: communication channels between conflict-
prone states; constraints measures, which aim to keep certain types and levels of different states’ military forces at a 
distance from one another; transparency measures, including data exchanges and pre-notification requirements; and 
verification measures to confirm or verify a state's compliance with a particular treaty or statement.289 “Measures” 
must be adapted to each circumstance and broadly fall into two categories: military and non-military.290 Non-
military CBMs cover the political, economic, environmental, social, and cultural fields.291 Mainly used in the context 
of politically complex situations, their goal is to reduce the level of instability between conflicting or conflict-prone 
parties, by making the conduct of parties more predictable in order to clarify intentions and activities.292  
 
While each individual CBM might not greatly contribute to peace and security, combined, their potential is great 
through a spillover effect into other domains.293 Designed and implemented at a regional level to lower tensions, 
they are part of a global strategy towards international peace and security.294 They play an important role in 
supporting a “culture of prevention,” meaning “diplomatic action taken, at the earliest possible stage to prevent 
disputes from arising between parties, to prevent existing disputes from escalating into conflicts and to limit the 
spread of the latter when they occur.”295 The United Nations (UN) prioritizes this action because prevention is less 
costly than civil war, which makes preventive measures the ones with the highest return on investment.296 Preventive 
action and promotion of pacific settlements of conflict has resulted in a decrease in the number of low-intensity 
conflicts and the number of new high-intensity conflicts.297 During the sixty-seventh session in 2013, the First 
Committee of the General Assembly (GA) stressed the importance of CBMs within the context of promoting 
multilateralism.298 In this regard, CBMs contribute to maintaining peaceful relationships among people.299 Even if 
predominantly viewed as regional tools, in a broader perspective, CBMs create confidence in the international 
security system, and multilateralism within the field of disarmament and non-proliferation.300  

International and Regional Framework 

Current frameworks reflect the role of CBMs as tools of conflict prevention and resolution.301 These frameworks are 
often used to make parties to a conflict recognize boundaries.302 CBMs have their origins in the Cold War period: 
when on the verge of a nuclear catastrophe, the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis led to the establishment of a direct hotline 
to improve communication between the United States and the Soviet Union, a measure understood as the first formal 
CBM to prevent a nuclear crisis and contribute to de-escalation.303  
 
The first generation of CBMs was codified by the 1975 Helsinki Final Act, which created the Organization for 
Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE).304 This document built upon the acknowledgement of political will to 
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improve relations between peoples and to “contribute in Europe to peace, security, justice and cooperation.”305 The 
preamble details the importance of solidarity, mutual understanding, and overcoming past relations, which are key 
principles and values constituting the basis for the implementation of CBMs.306 The first generation of CBMs mainly 
included political arrangements that were extremely modest in terms of their area of application.307 For example, the 
first generation of CBMs included prior notification of military maneuvers and movement, exchange of observers, 
and exchange by invitation of military personnel and delegations.308 The main characteristic of these measures is the 
fact that they had to be determined on a voluntarily and bilateral basis.309 
 
In 1986, the Stockholm Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building Measures and Disarmament reaffirmed 
the principle of the peaceful settlements of disputes, issuing the first binding document on verifiable Confidence- 
and Security- Building Measures (CSBMs), which constitutes what is referred to as the second generation of 
CBMs.310 The second generation of CBMs are more comprehensive than first generation CBMs and meet four 
criteria: they are politically binding, military significant, verifiable, and extended on a wider geographical scope 
covering all Europe.311 They are also more substantial in terms of prior notifications, and extend to new activities 
such as parachute drops.312  
 
The 1990s saw the elaboration of binding documents encompassing the goals of the Helsinki Final Act, referred to 
as the Vienna Documents. These documents were revised periodically in 1990, 1992, 1994, and 1999.313 The Vienna 
Documents overcome the weakness of measures that were implemented from 1975 to 1986, which took into account 
the former bloc division, by extending the area of application to all participating states.314 These CBMs stress 
transparency through inspections and data exchanges.315 The most recent iteration of the of the Vienna Document 
was updated in 2011, demonstrating that the Vienna Documents are not only historically relevant, but how they also 
continue to inform UN work on military CBMs.316 Various types of CBMs are included in the Vienna Document, 
including the annual exchange of military information and defense planning.317 The 2011 Vienna Document also 
details the mechanisms for consultation regarding unusual military activities and hazardous incidents, such as air 
bases and military facilities, by encouraging contact and visits between states in the application phase of CBMs.318 
Despite being focused on the participating states of the OSCE, the Vienna Documents provide groundwork for the 
global analysis of CBMs. 
 
Over time, the documents elaborating the various types of CBMs and the recommendations on how to employ them 
have multiplied, emphasizing the role of the international system in promoting such tools of international peace and 
security. However, despite several attempts, UN Member States continue to encounter great difficulty agreeing on 
the definition and implementation of CBMs to enhance international peace and security at a global level. As a first 
assessment of the situation, in 1982, the United Nations Department of Political and Security Council Affairs 
conducted research culminating in a report, “Comprehensive Study on Confidence-Building Measures.”319 
Following up on this report, in 1996, the United Nations Disarmament Commission (UNDC) tried to define CBMs 
and regrouped around a formal document, the Guidelines for Appropriate types of CBMs and for the Implementation 
of such measures on a global or regional level.320 Nearly 20 years later, various failures and the persistence of 
instability in regions trying to implement CBMs demonstrate the necessity of defining CBMs to understand the 
conditions for their success. In 2013, the UNDC Working Group II worked on a text focusing on the definition of 
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“Practical Confidence-Building measures in the Field of Conventional Weapons,” categorizing CBMs into three 
categories: Transparency and Information Exchange Measures, Observation and Verification Measures, and Military 
Constraint Measures.321 This represented a first step in having a common understanding of military CBMs in various 
areas of the world.322 As the UNDC formulates recommendations to the GA, it is now up to this body to confirm 
such a definition.323 

Role of the International System 

The General Assembly has authority in terms of conflict prevention pursuant to Articles 10 and 11 of the Charter of 
the United Nations.324 As such, General Assembly resolution 66/38 of 12 January 2012 on “Confidence-building 
measures in the regional and subregional context” builds upon the conclusion of the 66th session, during which 
CBMs were specifically discussed for their role in maintaining international peace and security and promoting arms 
control and disarmament.325 Resolution 66/38 reaffirms the necessity of negotiations and of a peaceful settlement of 
dispute, “avoiding actions that may hinder, or impair such a dialogue.”326 The role of the GA within the UN system 
also includes the dissemination of tools designed to increase transparency, especially in the field of disarmament.327 
These transparency measures provide an understanding of potential patterns in military budgets and therefore relate 
to CBMs.328 Member States are encouraged to report their military expenditures through the United Nations Report 
on Military Expenditures, formerly the UN Standardized Instrument for Reporting Military Expenditures, which was 
developed in 1981.329 Supplementing the GA’s work on transparency is the UN Register of Conventional Arms, 
which is overseen by a Group of Governmental Experts (GGE) that report to the General Assembly, and which helps 
identify excessive or destabilizing accumulations of arms.330 Many improvements to the UN Register have been 
made thanks to review led by the GGE; one example is a more comprehensive approach to arms that are being 
reported.331 
 
The GA serves as a multilateral forum to gather good practices and encourage their sharing among the 193 Member 
States of the UN; its work is supported by a variety of departments. The GA created UNDC in 1952, with a mandate 
that covers the broad topic of disarmament.332 As demonstrated by its work on practical CBMs above, UNDC 
formulates recommendations that are then endorsed by the GA.333 Another department, the UN Conference on 
Disarmament (UNCD) was established in 1979 and reports annually to the GA on the topics of nuclear proliferation 
and disarmament and weapons of mass destruction.334 Lastly, the UN Office for Disarmament Affairs (UNODA) 
was established in 1998 to promote disarmament in areas in which CBMs are mainly used, such as nuclear 
disarmament, disarmament in respect to chemical and biological weapons, and conventional weapons.335 Through 
the work of the GA First Committee, UNODA provides substantive support for norm-setting, fostering the 
implementation of dialogue and military CBMs and encouraging regional disarmament efforts.336 Under the 
direction of the First Committee, these three departments represent the main committees mandated to deal with 
CBMs. 
 
Because of the importance of external support to ensure the success of CBMs, the GA also builds and maintains 
partners with a wide variety of regional actors as well as UN offices. The GA resolution 65/283, adopted on 22 June 
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2011, reaffirmed the role of mediation in the peaceful settlement of disputes and conflict prevention and provided a 
framework for productive collaboration between all mediation actors.337 Stressing this objective, the Secretary-
General in his report on “Confidence-building measures in the regional and subregional context” (A/67/114) asserts 
the importance of regional cooperation when implementing CBMs.338 The role of mediation within the framework of 
preventive diplomacy is reinforced through the Mediation Support Unit established in 2006 to enable the UN and 
regional organizations to enhance their mediation capacities.339 In this regard, the Organization of American States 
(OAS) and the UN have developed a joint mediation partnership including joint funding, joint training for Member 
State officials, and support for the development of an OAS expert roster on the methodologies used to review and 
sustain the results of actions undertaken and to promote gender strategy.340 This illustrates the role of regional 
organization like OSCE and the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) in mediation to build a 
supportive external environment for conflict resolution within a regional dimension.341 Regional offices are also key 
platforms on a regional and a subregional scale, promoting actions undertaken according to a principle of 
subsidiarity, understood as the fact that decisions are taken as closely as possible to their effective results.342 The 
offices facilitate reconstruction, recovery, and elections in the country, and mediate the reconciliation between 
political leaders and civil society representatives.343 For example, after the 2010 outbreak of inter-ethnic violence in 
Kyrgyzstan, the UN Regional Center for Preventive Diplomacy in Central Asia immediately provided support.344 

Implementing Confidence-Building Measures 

CBMs are most effective at achieving one of their primary goals, enhancing trust, when implemented in either the 
active conflict prevention phase or the post-conflict rehabilitation phase after crisis management, to avoid any 
resurgence of violence.345 The crisis management phase, which takes place right in between these two phases, when 
conflict parties are engaged in a conflict, is not the ripe moment to introduce such measures.346 Within the 
appropriate times, the main limits to the success of CBMs are the lack of political will and financial and human 
resources, the prevailing mindsets of the conflict-prone parties, and the level of confidence between parties.347 This 
ultimately means that parties should use CBMs to develop sustainable results, not to please the international 
community, or to reinforce their own interests.348 Lastly, strongly administering justice helps reduce tensions 
because it ensures all parties will be held accountable if they disturb the process of CBMs’ implementation.349 The 
following case studies highlight these key challenges and elements of success that underpin CBMs. 

India-Pakistan: the Nuclear Deterrent Strategy 
Stabilizing the South Asia environment is fundamental to preventing tensions from escalating into a nuclear 
exchange between nuclear powers.350 As such, CBMs in India-Pakistan demonstrate the possibility of establishing a 
climate of trust thanks to determining factors, including political will and local participation and ownership.351 That 
these factors are key is clear as successful CBMs emerged after wars in 1947-8, 1965, and 1971 and military 
exercises in 1986 and 1991.352 Because these instances of violence show that the two countries have been more 
reactive, rather than proactive, in developing successful CBMs, this highlights the necessity of political will to 
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implement them.353 One of the most important CBMs which demonstrates this political will is the Prohibition of 
Attack Against Nuclear Facilities, signed by India and Pakistan in 1988, ratified in 1991, and implemented in 
1992.354 This contrasts with a failed CBM in how Pakistan suggested joining the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons (NPT) (1968) if India did so, but India refused.355 Despite the failure of this measure, several 
documents have put forward the “no first use” doctrine of India, which states that India will never initiate a nuclear 
strike, but will only respond to a former attack, as part of a deterrence strategy; by communicating conditions for 
force, this politically supported measure set up a climate of trust and prediction as regard to India’s use of its nuclear 
power.356 In this way, the one failed CBM has lead to the creation of a type of CBM based on communication. 
Communication mechanisms, such as the exchange of information about security concepts, have strengthened the 
two countries’ responsibility in the avoidance of conflict, emphasizing the political will of the two parties in trying 
to reduce mistrust.357 Still, declaratory measures have proved inefficient in a climate lacking greater trust and 
missing key elements, like the compliance with some international instruments such as the NPT.358  

The Taiwan Straits: Between Deterrence and Reassurance359  
The success of CBMs in strengthening cross-straits relations between China and Taiwan highlights the importance 
of a larger political framework and of political leadership, as well as the role of psychological capital within 
negotiations. Mistrust between the People’s Republic of China (PRC) and Taiwan dates back to the conflict between 
the Nationalists led by Chiang Kai-shek and the Chinese Communist Party in the 1920s.360 Despite increasing 
economic ties and integration between Taiwan and the PRC since the last military clash in 1958, tensions remain 
high between China and Taiwan because of outstanding disagreements over the independence of Taiwan and 
territorial claims to the Taiwan Strait.361 To mitigate these tensions, the two parties have engaged in CBMs over the 
years, often leading to cooperative agreements like the 1990 Kimen Agreement or the 1993 Koo-Want meetings, 
which concluded with an exchange of information on arms procurement policies.362 In addition to reinforced 
transparency, the Taiwanese President Chen brought forward the Taiwan Strait “Code of Conduct.”363 It included a 
force reduction and a military buffer zone banning aircrafts and ships, except with advance notification discussed in 
a Taiwan Strait consultation mechanism.364 CBMs between these two states also demonstrate the crucial role of 
psychological capital to the process of confidence-building because so much of establishing these CBMs relied on 
the specific individuals involved and their opinions and resources.365 Specifically, implementing CBMs must 
consider the importance of human resources and political leadership to overcome the main obstacles to CBMs: in the 
case of China and Taiwan, the lack of transparency and a hard line from Chinese leadership on the principle to 
acknowledge the “one China” policy.366  

The Middle East: Egyptian-Israeli CBMs and the Importance of Leadership  
In the Middle East environment, the existence of a “concert of power” works to increase tension within the region 
and the skepticism of all parties.367 Such instability lays the basis for great potential for mediation processes and 
regionally implemented solutions, taking into account the specificity of each party within the region.368 The military 
agreements between Israel and Egypt over the last half of century represent such a case in terms of successful 
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military CBMs in the region.369 It highlights the importance of some form of leadership and accountability, basic 
characteristics of good governance of the security sector, in establishing a relevant climate for the implementation of 
CBMs.370 In the wake of the Suez crisis, and in exchange for the Israeli withdrawal from Sinai, Egypt permitted the 
deployment of a UN peacekeeping force in the region, which was demilitarized of Egypt forces.371 The Camp David 
agreement in the 1978 laid the foundation for the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty a year later.372 This demonstrates the 
importance of mediation, through the role played by the US in the negotiations, as well as the importance of political 
leadership and goodwill from Anwar El-Sadat, the Egyptian President, who made a trip to Jerusalem.373 This 
exchange of gestures was seen as facilitating the diplomatic process.374 The peace treaty formalized the CBMs 
previously mentioned in the agreements (hotlines, demilitarization and prior notification of military activity) and 
their monitoring within the region.375  

The Potential of CBMs for New Challenges  

In today’s context, military CBMs have many possibilities in new areas, such as outer space, going even beyond the 
extension of applications that led with the second generation of CBMs. Following up on GA resolution 45/55 of 4 
December 1990, on the “Prevention on an arms race in outer space” and “confidence-building measures in outer 
space,” the Group of Governmental Experts on Transparency and Confidence-Building measures in Outer Space 
Activities delivered a report acknowledging the dependence of the world on space-based systems and 
technologies.376 These systems are a major contributor to economic growth and improved quality of life, yet our 
reliance on these systems has not lead to finding a sustainable political agreement on outer space activities.377 The 
report highlights the importance of collaborative efforts to reduce and eliminate misunderstandings, mistrust, and 
miscalculations regarding outer space activities and to prevent an arms race in outer space.378 The group 
recommends that the existing international framework on the matter, especially the 1967 Treaty on the Principles 
Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and Other 
Celestial Bodies, be complemented by non-legally binding measures and instruments relevant to space environment 
to contribute to arms limitation.379 Several measures are mentioned such as information exchange on major military 
expenditure for outer space, notifications of outer space activities, and inspections of space launch sites and 
facilities.380 In this field, coordination is required between UN entities and the Office for Outer Space Affairs.381 
These lessons of universal cooperation in a new area can be of great help to consider how to implement CBMs at 
regional levels.  
 
The Internet is another key arena in which CBMs have great potential given the dependence of the civil, military, 
and commercial sectors upon cyber technologies and the fear of potential attacks and conflict through cyber 
resources.382 The 2011 London Conference on Cyberspace was a milestone in defining cyberspace and developing 
the practical steps to develop secure cyberspace in the long term through the development of CBMs such as the 
promotion of the free-flow of information and cooperation in the fight against cybercrimes.383 Cyberspace can also 
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be an opportunity for CBMs as it enables various forms of communication as demonstrated by the emergence of the 
network society for diplomacy.384 CBMs have the potential to enhance international cooperation within cyber 
security.385  

Conclusion 

Although CBMs build bridges between actors, they still remain dependent upon political and cultural values that 
will not be changed through such measures.386 CBMs are only instruments in the hands of actors, who are 
responsible for what can be achieved through them, and this political will constitutes the greatest challenge for 
CBMs.387 Regarding the topic of CBMs and the constantly evolving framework and regional contexts, the role of the 
First Committee should focus on enhancing the sharing of good practices and strengthening available tools, 
communication channels, and transparency.388 Also, it should reflect on the interaction of CBMs with other 
measures restoring the conditions for successful CBMs such as disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration 
(DDR) programs and the restoration of a strong administration of justice and political leadership within the process 
of conflict prevention and resolution measures. Despite being regional tools, relevant in a specific contextual setting, 
it is the role of the First Committee to disseminate tools and encourage their use among Member States, such as the 
Report on Military Expenditures and the Registry of Conventional Arms, in the field of security. A multilateral 
approach to the use of CBMs through the work of the First Committee will enhance their use as global tools 
promoting international peace and security. 

Further Research 

Delegates should focus on evaluating how to overcome the obstacles highlighted in the case studies, following on 
the successes of CBMs developed in the Taiwanese, the India-Pakistan, and the Israeli-Egypt cases. Delegates can 
also consider further the various definitions of CBMs and how to agree on a universal definition for greater 
recognition of CBMs as tools of conflict prevention and conflict resolution. Delegates should also delve into the 
work of the UNDC Working Group II in 2014 and assess what remains to be done at the level of the GA to endorse 
the recommendations made by the commission. Finally, delegates should consider the following questions: how 
should CBMs be financed? How can the international community help develop a qualified staff that would take the 
responsibility of helping with the implementation of CBMs? Is there a role for the international community to 
stimulate political leadership and restore the administration of justice to set up the right conditions for the 
implementation of CBMs? And, what role do regional organizations have in this regard and as part of a potential 
mediation process to implement CBMs?  
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