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Welcome Letters

1. Letter from the Secretariat Team

Dear Esteemed Participants,

It is with great honor and sincere appreciation that we welcome you all to ADAMUN
2026.

Bringing individuals together in an environment where ideas and perspectives can be
shared carries a value that extends beyond the moment itself. In a world where communication
often takes place at a distance, creating such a space allows for more direct, thoughtful, and
meaningful interaction. It is within this setting that understanding can grow, shaped by the

contributions and viewpoints each of you brings.

Your presence at ADAMUN is what gives this experience its true significance. The
willingness to engage, to listen, and to actively participate reflects a shared commitment to
making the most of this opportunity. Each of you plays a role in shaping the discussions and in

contributing to an atmosphere where ideas can be exchanged with both respect and purpose.

We would like to extend our sincere gratitude to you for being here and for the effort you
have dedicated to taking part in this conference. What makes this experience meaningful is not
only the structure of the program, but the exchange of ideas and the connections formed
throughout the process.

We hope that your time at ADAMUN will be both engaging and enriching, and that it
provides you with the opportunity to explore new perspectives and to take part in meaningful
discussions.

Once again, we are honored to welcome you, and we wish you a productive and
rewarding experience.

Sincerely,

Deniz Ozkubat - Su Agbal



Secretary Generals of ADAMUN 2026
2. Letter From Under Secretary Generals: Irmak Aydin, Poyraz Adikdi, Oziim
Ozkeskin and Ela Su Biirii

Esteemed Delegates,

It is our great pleasure to welcome you to the Disarmament and International Security
Committee (DISEC). We are delighted to have you participate in this conference and look

forward to the discussions that will take place throughout the committee.

We expect all delegates to come prepared, engage actively, and contribute to a respectful
and productive debate environment. Diplomacy, cooperation, and critical thinking will be key

elements in ensuring a successful committee process.

We encourage each of you to participate confidently and make the most of this

experience. We are certain that this conference will be both engaging and rewarding for all.

We look forward to meeting you all.

Sincerely,

Irmak Aydin

Oziim Keskin

Poyraz Adikdi

Ela Su Biirii

Under Secretary Generals of DISEC, ADAMUN'"26



Agenda A: Nuclear Weapons and Strategic Stability Among States

Introduction to the Agenda item A :

Nuclear weapons have remained one of the most significant issues in international
security since their development in the twentieth century. Their destructive power makes them a
major concern for the international community, as their use could cause catastrophic
humanitarian, environmental, and political consequences. Because of these risks, many states and
international organizations have worked to limit the spread of nuclear weapons and reduce the
possibility of nuclear conflict. Over time, several international agreements and initiatives have

been created to support nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation.

One of the most important frameworks in this field is the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear Weapons, which aims to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons, promote peaceful
uses of nuclear energy, and encourage progress toward nuclear disarmament. In addition,
institutions such as the International Atomic Energy Agency play a key role in monitoring
nuclear activities and verifying that nuclear programs remain peaceful. These efforts help build

trust between states and strengthen international security mechanisms.

Despite these efforts, challenges to strategic stability still remain. Technological
developments, modernization of nuclear arsenals, and geopolitical tensions continue to raise
concerns about the future of nuclear security. For this reason, cooperation between states and
international organizations is essential to reduce nuclear risks and maintain global stability.
Addressing these challenges requires continued dialogue, transparency, and commitment to

international agreements related to nuclear weapons and disarmament.



1. Nuclear Weapons:

Nuclear-Free Zones

The development of Nuclear-Free Zones (NFZs) is a regional approach to enhancing

global nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament norms and strengthening international efforts

toward peace and security.

Guidelines and Principles for the Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones

The UN Disarmament Commission in its report of April 30, 1999, recommended a set of

principles and guidelines for the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone, which included,

inter alia:

Nuclear-weapon-free zones should be established on the basis of arrangements freely

arrived at among the States of the region concerned.

The initiative to establish a nuclear-weapon-free zone should emanate exclusively from

States within the region concerned and be pursued by all States of that region.

The nuclear-weapon States should be consulted during the negotiations of each treaty and
its relevant protocol(s) establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone in order to facilitate their
signature to and ratification of the relevant protocol(s) to the treaty, through which they
undertake legally binding commitments to the status of the zone and not to use or threaten

to use nuclear weapons against States parties to the treaty.

A nuclear-weapon-free zone should not prevent the use of nuclear science and technology
for peaceful purposes and could also promote, if provided for in the treaties establishing
such zones, bilateral, regional and international cooperation for the peaceful use of
nuclear energy in the zone, in support of socio-economic, scientific and technological

development of the States parties.

Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons


http://www.undocs.org/A/54/42(SUPP)

The NPT is a landmark international treaty whose objective is to prevent the spread of
nuclear weapons and weapons technology, to promote cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear
energy and to further the goal of achieving nuclear disarmament and general and complete
disarmament. The Treaty represents the only binding commitment in a multilateral treaty to the

goal of disarmament by the nuclear-weapon States.

The Treaty is regarded as the cornerstone of the global nuclear non-proliferation regime
and an essential foundation for the pursuit of nuclear disarmament. It was designed to prevent the
spread of nuclear weapons, to further the goals of nuclear disarmament and general and complete

disarmament, and to promote cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy

To further the goal of non-proliferation and as a confidence-building measure between

States parties, the Treaty establishes a safeguards system under the responsibility of the

International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). Safeguards are used to verify compliance with the
Treaty through inspections conducted by the IAEA. The Treaty promotes cooperation in the field
of peaceful nuclear technology and equal access to this technology for all States parties, while
safeguards prevent the diversion of fissile material for weapons use.(General Assembly

Resolutions)

Safeguards and Verification Mechanisms

Safeguards and verification mechanisms are essential for limiting the spread of nuclear
weapons. These systems help the international community make sure that nuclear materials are
not used for military purposes. One of the main organizations responsible for this work is the
International Atomic Energy Agency. The Agency monitors nuclear activities and carries out
inspections in order to verify that nuclear programs remain peaceful. Such verification processes
increase transparency and allow states to build more trust in the international system. In this way,
safeguards play an important role in supporting non-proliferation efforts and maintaining

international security.

Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy


http://www.iaea.org/index.html

Nuclear technology can provide many advantages when it is used responsibly and for
peaceful purposes. It is widely used in electricity production, medicine, agriculture, and scientific
research. The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons supports the idea that states
should have access to nuclear technology for peaceful development. At the same time, it
emphasizes that such activities must follow international regulations and safety standards. The
International Atomic Energy Agency also plays an important role by offering guidance, technical
assistance, and training. By encouraging cooperation and responsible use, nuclear science can

contribute to development while still protecting global security.

Regional Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaties

Regional nuclear-weapon-free zones are created to reduce the risks related to nuclear
weapons in specific regions. Through these agreements, participating states commit not to
produce, possess, or deploy nuclear weapons within the zone. These arrangements can help lower
political tensions and encourage dialogue between states. They also support the broader goals of
nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament. In addition, such zones promote confidence-building

and cooperation, which are important for long-term regional stability and international peace.

2. Regional Disarmament
o Importance of Disarmament:

Disarmament means reducing or removing weapons, especially military weapons, in order
to decrease the possibility of war and conflict. It is an important concept in international relations
because many conflicts become more dangerous when countries continue to build and store large
amounts of weapons. Regional and global disarmament efforts try to limit these weapons and
create trust between countries. When states agree to reduce their arms, it can lower tensions and
make cooperation easier. For this reason, disarmament is often discussed in international

organizations such as the United Nations.

Role of Disarmament in Maintaining Global Peace and Security



Disarmament plays a key role in protecting global peace and security. When countries
reduce their military capabilities, the risk of war becomes lower because there are fewer weapons
available for large-scale conflicts. Disarmament agreements can also increase transparency
between states, which helps to build trust. Through negotiations and treaties, countries can work
together to create safer regions. Many international initiatives led by the United Nations aim to

encourage states to control their weapons and prevent conflicts before they begin.

Prevention of Armed Violence and Weapons Proliferation

Another important goal of disarmament is to prevent armed violence and the spread of
weapons. Weapons proliferation happens when weapons are produced and distributed widely,
especially to unstable regions or non-state groups. This situation can increase violence, civil
wars, and illegal activities such as terrorism and organized crime. By limiting the production,
transfer, and stockpiling of weapons, disarmament policies help reduce these risks. International
cooperation and monitoring systems are often used to track weapons and ensure that agreements

are respected.

Reduction of the Risks of Mass Destruction

Disarmament is also critical for reducing the dangers related to weapons of mass
destruction. These weapons include nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons, which can cause
massive loss of life and long-term environmental damage. If such weapons spread to more
countries or armed groups, the threat to global security becomes much greater. Because of this,
many international agreements focus on limiting or eliminating these types of weapons.
Organizations such as the United Nations support global efforts to control and reduce these

dangerous weapons in order to protect humanity and future generations.

e Disarmament Efforts and International Cooperation



Disarmament efforts require strong international cooperation between countries,
international organizations, and regional institutions. Many security problems cannot be solved
by one country alone, especially when they involve the control and reduction of weapons.
Because of this, states often work together through agreements, programs, and joint initiatives to
promote disarmament. International cooperation helps countries share knowledge, build trust, and
create common rules about weapons control. Organizations such as the United Nations play an

important role in supporting dialogue and coordination between states.

Capacity-Building and Technical Assistance

Capacity-building and technical assistance are important parts of disarmament efforts.
Some countries may not have enough resources, knowledge, or technology to fully implement
disarmament agreements. In these situations, international organizations and more developed
states can provide training, funding, and technical support. This assistance can help governments
improve border control, monitor weapons, and safely destroy illegal arms. Programs supported by
the United Nations often focus on strengthening national institutions so that countries can manage

disarmament policies more effectively.

Implementation of Regional Frameworks and Roadmaps

Regional frameworks and roadmaps are plans created by groups of countries to address
disarmament challenges in their region. Different regions face different security risks, so regional
cooperation is often very important. These frameworks usually include goals, timelines, and
specific actions that countries agree to follow. By working together at the regional level, states
can coordinate their policies and reduce tensions. Regional organizations and international
bodies, including the United Nations, often help support the implementation of these plans and

monitor progress.

Outreach and Advocacy for Disarmament Instruments



Outreach and advocacy are also necessary to promote disarmament instruments, such as
treaties and international agreements. Governments, international organizations, and civil society
groups work to raise awareness about the importance of arms control and disarmament. These
efforts may include conferences, educational programs, and public campaigns. Increasing
awareness helps encourage more countries to join international agreements and follow their
commitments. Institutions like the United Nations continue to support advocacy activities that

promote a culture of peace and responsible weapons management.

e Role of International Organizations

International organizations play an important role in promoting disarmament and
international security. These organizations help countries work together to control weapons and
reduce the risks of conflict. They also provide platforms for dialogue, negotiations, and
cooperation between states. Through conferences, agreements, and monitoring systems,
international organizations support the development and implementation of disarmament policies.
One of the most important actors in this field is the United Nations, which works with many

partners to promote global peace and stability.

Activities of the United Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs

The United Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs (UNODA) is responsible for
supporting international efforts related to disarmament and arms control. It helps countries
develop policies and agreements that limit the spread of weapons and reduce military risks.
UNODA also organizes meetings, provides research and reports, and supports the
implementation of international treaties. In addition, the office helps member states understand
their responsibilities under disarmament agreements and promotes transparency between

countries.

Cooperation with Regional and International Organizations



International organizations often cooperate with regional and global institutions to
strengthen disarmament efforts. Different regions have different security challenges, so
cooperation between organizations can help create more effective solutions. The United Nations
works together with organizations such as the European Union, the African Union, and the
Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe to coordinate policies and share expertise.
This cooperation improves communication and helps countries implement disarmament

agreements more effectively.

Partnerships with Civil Society and Other UN Entities

Civil society organizations and other UN bodies also contribute to global disarmament
efforts. Non-governmental organizations, research institutions, and advocacy groups often raise
awareness about the dangers of weapons and promote peace initiatives. They may also provide
research, education, and policy recommendations to governments. The United Nations works
with different UN agencies and civil society groups to support disarmament programs and
encourage public participation. These partnerships help create stronger international support for

arms control and peaceful conflict resolution.

o Inclusive Approaches to Disarmament

Inclusive approaches to disarmament focus on involving different groups of society in
peace and security efforts. Traditional security discussions often focused mainly on governments
and military actors. However, modern disarmament policies recognize that peace and security
affect all people. Including different perspectives can help create more effective and fair
solutions. By involving women, youth, and civil society, international actors can better
understand the social impacts of weapons and armed violence. Institutions such as the United
Nations promote inclusive approaches to ensure that disarmament policies consider the needs of

all members of society.



Gender Perspectives in Disarmament

Gender perspectives are important in disarmament discussions because armed violence
affects men and women in different ways. Women are often strongly affected by conflict, but
they are sometimes underrepresented in decision-making processes related to peace and security.
Including gender perspectives means recognizing these differences and encouraging greater
participation of women in policy discussions and negotiations. Programs supported by the United
Nations aim to increase women’s representation and ensure that disarmament policies consider

gender equality and social impacts.

Youth Participation in Peace and Security

Young people also play an important role in promoting peace and disarmament. Youth
participation helps bring new ideas, energy, and long-term perspectives to international
discussions. In many regions, young people are directly affected by armed violence and conflict,
which makes their involvement important. International initiatives encourage youth to participate
in education programs, advocacy campaigns, and policy dialogues related to peace and security.
Through these activities, the United Nations supports youth engagement and encourages young

leaders to contribute to disarmament efforts.

Human-Centered Approaches to Arms Regulation

Human-centered approaches to arms regulation focus on protecting individuals and
communities from the harmful effects of weapons. Instead of only focusing on military security,
this approach considers human safety, human rights, and social development. Policies based on
this perspective aim to reduce civilian harm, prevent armed violence, and support peaceful
societies. Organizations such as the United Nations promote regulations and international
agreements that prioritize the protection of people and communities in disarmament and arms

control policies.



3. Strategic Stability

o Concept Of Strategic Stability

Strategic stability is a fundamental concept in international relations, especially when
nuclear weapons are discussed. Simply put, it refers to a situation where two or more powerful
countries feel no strong incentive or reason to launch a "first strike" against each other in a time
of crisis.

We can examine strategic stability through three main ideas:

*Crisis Stability: This is the situation where parties do not feel pressured to resort to nuclear

weapons early on in a crisis, out of fear of "losing if I don't use them." Even in the event of
political tension or a minor conflict between countries, they choose not to use nuclear weapons.

They believe that starting a nuclear war would also bring about their own demise.

*Arms Race Stability: This happens when countries feel safe and do not need to build more

weapons all the time. If one country develops a very powerful new technology, the balance
breaks. Then, the other country feels worried. Stability means keeping this balance steady and

safe.

First Strike Stability: First strike stability means that a country doesn't suddenly panic during

crises and think, "I must attack first, otherwise the enemy will destroy me.
" If a country can still defend itself even if the other side attacks first, it won't rush to be the first
to pull the trigger. This prevents panic among countries and the outbreak of a nuclear war. In

short, it's a situation where no one becomes the first to attack.

Definition in international Relations

In international relations, strategic stability refers to a stable balance between powerful
nations, especially those with nuclear weapons. It is a situation where no country feels a strong
reason or 'incentive' to start a military conflict. This stability is built on predictability and

deterrence. When countries understand each other's military strength and intentions, they avoid



taking risky actions that could lead to a global disaster. Essentially, strategic stability is not about
having perfect peace or friendship; it is about maintaining a system where everyone believes that

starting a war is too dangerous and costly for their own survival.

This stability is very important because it creates deterrence. Deterrence means that if a
country attacks, they know they will be attacked back. This leads to a 'balance of fear' where
nobody wants to take the first step.

The most critical part of this balance is preventing a nuclear conflict. In the past, people
were afraid that a war could start by mistake or because of a misunderstanding. Strategic stability
helps to solve this problem by opening communication channels and making sure that every
country feels secure. If a country feels safe and knows that their weapons can survive a first

attack, they will not panic. Therefore, stability is the key to global safety.

Importance for Preventing Nuclear Conflict

Preventing nuclear conflicts is of paramount importance to the world. Because when
nuclear weapons are used, millions of people can lose their lives in a very short time, and entire
cities can be destroyed. Furthermore, the radiation emitted by these weapons can affect not only
the people living at that moment, but also the environment and future generations for years to
come. The atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in history have shown how devastating
the consequences can be. A nuclear war can lead to environmental and economic crises that

affect not only the warring countries, but the entire world.

If a nuclear conflict is not prevented, the world could experience very serious and long-
lasting disasters. Millions of people would lose their lives, and cities and countries would be
completely destroyed. Furthermore, the radiation released from the explosions would severely
contaminate the air, water, and soil, posing a great danger to human health and the environment.
Agricultural areas would be damaged, food production would decrease significantly, leading to
famine and economic crises worldwide. Moreover, tensions and even minor misunderstandings
between countries could escalate into a major war like a World War. Therefore, preventing

nuclear conflicts is crucial for human safety, environmental safety, and world peace.



Strategic Balance Between States

Strategic balance means that powerful countries possess similar military capabilities. In
international relations, this is like a giant scale. If one country becomes far more powerful than
others, the balance is disrupted, and the world becomes more dangerous. To maintain this
balance, countries often sign arms control agreements. These agreements limit the number of
weapons each country can possess. Today, new technologies (such as high-speed missiles and
artificial intelligence) can alter this balance. Therefore, states must talk and work together to
ensure that no single country possesses too much power. A stable balance is the best way to

prevent a global arms race.

Strategic balance works differently depending on a country's power. For great powers, it's
like a giant scale. They try to keep their military strength equal so that no one can easily start a
war. However, for smaller or declining powers, strategic balance is more of a 'game of wits' .
When a state isn't strong enough to fight alone, it survives by exploiting the competition between

great nations. The Ottoman Empire is a perfect historical example of this.

The Ottoman Empire, in the 19th and 20th centuries, employed a strategic balance of
power policy to maintain its existence by exploiting the conflicts of interest among European
states. The Ottoman state first implemented this balance of power policy against France, which
had occupied Egypt, with the support of Britain and Russia. Throughout the 19th century, the
Ottoman Empire attempted to survive by taking advantage of the conflicts of interest among
European states. Following significant territorial losses, alliances were occasionally formed with
European states. The Ottoman Empire began to use balance of power as its fundamental policy

after the Crimean War.
e Nuclear Deterrence

Nuclear deterrence is the ability of a country to deter an enemy from attacking through its
military might. If a country possesses powerful weapons, the possibility of using these weapons
in an attack can prevent the enemy from attacking. Therefore, the goal is not actually to use the
weapons, but to prevent war through the threat of using them. For this reason, nuclear deterrence

is seen as an important strategy in international relations that helps maintain the balance of power



between countries. States possessing nuclear weapons, in particular, aim to prevent the outbreak

of war by deterring potential attack through this power.
Concept of Nuclear Deterrance

Nuclear deterrence is basically a strategy to prevent an attack before it happens. Instead of
using weapons to win a war, a country uses its nuclear power to show that any attack would result
in a huge disaster. The main goal here is to create fear in the opponent's mind. For this strategy to
work, the opponent must believe that the country is both strong enough and ready to use its
weapons if necessary. In short, it is a psychological game to maintain peace by making the cost of

war too high for everyone.

Also, owning nuclear weapons is not enough to deter adversaries. A country also needs
credibility and clarity. That is to make sure the counterponent really believes that country is
willing to use its nuclear strength if the so-called “red line” will be crossed. If the rival believes
the threat to be a bluff, deterrence fails. Hence, the strategy relies on demonstrating both the
technical force (capability) and strong will to safeguard the nation. In this manner, a “balance of
terror” is established: Neither side desires to risk an attack because the result would be total

catastrophe for both parties.
Mutually Assured Destruction

Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD) is a military theory and national security policy
that peaked during the Cold War. The gist is that if two opposing sides have enough nuclear
weapons to wipe each other off the map, a direct war between them is unthinkable. In that
scenario, if one side executes a nuclear attack against the other ,the second side will retain
enough weapons capable of executing a devastating counter-attack. As a consequence, the

attacker would also be completely destroyed.

This situation creates what we call a "nuclear stalemate" or a "balance of terror. " In this
case, there are no real winners because both sides have the power to destroy each other. Since
starting a war means your own country will also be completely wiped out, leaders have to be
extremely careful and avoid any direct conflict. Because of this, MAD is usually described as a

paradox. This means that even though these nuclear weapons are incredibly dangerous and



terrible, their existence actually helps to keep a "fragile peace. " It works because the price of
starting a fight is simply too high for everyone, and no one is willing to lose everything for a

chance to win.
First Strike and Second Strike Capabilities

First Strike : First-strike capability is the ability of a country to launch the first attack in a
nuclear conflict, thereby destroying a significant portion of its opponent's nuclear weapons before
they are even operational. The goal of this strategy is to target the enemy's nuclear missile bases,
submarines, bombers, and command centers, keeping them as far away as possible from
retaliation.In a first-strike strategy, the attacking country aims to neutralize the opponent's
defense systems and weapons with a rapid and powerful nuclear strike. If this attack is successful,
the likelihood of retaliation from the other side is greatly reduced or completely eliminated.
Therefore, first-strike capability is considered a highly important, but also a frequently

encountered, concept in nuclear strategies.

Second Strike: Second-strike capability is a country's ability to retaliate with its surviving

nuclear weapons even after being attacked by a nuclear force. This capability demonstrates that a
state's entire nuclear force cannot be destroyed in a single attack, and that it can still retaliate even
if attacked.The fundamental aim of a second-strike strategy is to send the message to the enemy:
"If you attack us, you will suffer great losses." Therefore, this capability is considered one of the
most important elements of nuclear deterrence. Because when a country demonstrates its ability

to retaliate even after being attacked, the enemy is more hesitant to launch an initial attack.

To ensure the continuation of a second attack, the enemy distributes its nuclear weapons
across different systems in the regions. For example, some nuclear missiles are stored in
underground silos, while others are deployed in units or kept ready on long-range bomber
aircraft. This makes it very difficult for the enemy to destroy all nuclear weapons simultaneously,

even if they were to launch an initial attack.

The difference between first-strike and second-strike capabilities is not just about who
attacks first. It also changes how countries plan their military and security. The first-strike idea is

about destroying the enemy's military power with a very fast and unexpected attack. Because of



this, it requires high-tech missiles and very good intelligence. However, this strategy is risky
because it can cause misunderstandings and make a crisis much worse. On the other hand,
second-strike capability is more about defense. Its goal is to stop an enemy from attacking by
showing that the country can still hit back even after being hit first. To make this work, countries
hide their nuclear weapons in places that are hard to find, like submarines or mobile platforms.
Having both of these strategies together creates a kind of balance between nuclear powers,

making sure that no one starts a war easily.

e Survivability of Strategic Forces

Survivability of strategic forces refers to the ability of a state's strategic military systems
to remain safe and operational during a conflict or after a possible attack. This concept is
important for deterrence and international security, because it ensures that strategic forces can

still function in crisis situations.

Strategic Military Capabilities

Strategic military capabilities refer to the powerful military systems that states use to
protect their national security and respond to big threats. These capabilities are usually designed
for large-scale conflicts and for situations that may seriously affect international security. They
often include systems such as long-range missiles, nuclear weapons, strategic bombers, and
submarines that can carry advanced weapons over long distances.

These military systems are important because they allow states to defend themselves and
discourage potential attacks from other actors. In many cases, the goal of these capabilities is not
to start a conflict, but to prevent one from happening. When a state has strong strategic forces, it
creates deterrence and decreases the chance of war.

Another important aspect of strategic military capabilities is their survivability. In a crisis
or conflict, these forces must remain operational and protected from possible attacks. Because of
this, states often invest in secure bases, mobile systems, and advanced technology to make sure
their strategic forces can continue functioning even under difficult conditions.

For this reason, strategic military capabilities play an important role in maintaining global

security and are closely related to the concept of the survivability of strategic forces.



Role of Second-Strike Capability

Second-strike capability refers to the ability of a state to respond with strategic weapons
even after it has been attacked first. This concept is an important part of nuclear deterrence and
plays a major role in preventing large-scale conflicts. If a state knows that their opponent can still
respond with a powerful attack even after attacked first, launching an attack becomes very
unattractive.

Second-strike capability also helps maintain stability between states that possess strategic
weapons. When both sides know that a retaliatory attack is possible, the risk of starting a war
becomes much higher. As a result, this capability can discourage aggressive actions and
encourage more cautious decision-making during crises.

To maintain second-strike capability, states often develop systems that are difficult to
detect or destroy. These may include submarines that operate underwater, mobile missile
systems, and protected underground facilities. Such measures help ensure that strategic forces can
survive an initial attack and remain operational.

For this reason, second-strike capability is considered a key element in the survivability of

strategic forces and an important factor in maintaining global security.

Maintaining Strategic Balance

Maintaining strategic balance refers to keeping the level of strategic military power
between states relatively stable. This balance is important because it helps prevent situations
where one side gains a major military advantage over others. When strategic power is balanced,
the risk of a conflict is very low.

Strategic balance is closely connected to deterrence and international security. If different
states have similar strategic capabilities, they are more likely to act carefully and avoid actions
that could lead to escalation. This balance can decrease tensions and help maintain stability in the
international system.

Several factors can influence strategic balance, such as the development of new military

technologies, changes in defense policies, and improvements in missile systems or detection



technologies. Because of these developments, maintaining balance requires continuous dialogue,
cooperation, and responsible decision-making.
For this reason, maintaining strategic balance is considered an important part of global

security and a key factor in supporting the survivability of strategic forces.

o Emerging Challenges to Strategic Stability

Emerging challenges to strategic stability refer to new developments and risks that may
affect the balance of power between states. These challenges include changes in military
technology, nuclear modernization, and cyber threats, which can influence deterrence and global

security.

Nuclear Modernization

Nuclear modernization refers to the process of improving and updating nuclear weapons
and the systems that support them. Many states are investing in newer technologies to make their
nuclear forces more powerful. This may include upgrading missiles, submarines, aircraft, and
command systems.

While modernization can increase security for some states, it can also create concerns
about strategic stability. When countries improve their nuclear capabilities, other states may feel
pressured to do upgrades on their own weapons. This situation can lead to a competition between
states.

For this reason, nuclear modernization is often discussed as an important challenge to
strategic stability. Managing these developments carefully is important in order to decrease risks

and maintain global security.



Technological Developments in Warfare

Technological developments in warfare are changing the way conflicts may occur in the
future. New technologies such as advanced missile systems, artificial intelligence, and improved
surveillance tools are becoming more important in modern military strategies.

These technologies can increase the speed and complexity of military operations. In some
cases, they may also make strategic weapons easier to detect or target. This can create uncertainty
between states and may affect the stability of existing deterrence systems.

Because of these changes, technological development is considered a major challenge to
strategic stability. States must carefully consider how new technologies may affect international

security and the balance of power between states.

Cybersecurity and Nuclear Systems

Cybersecurity has become an important issue for nuclear systems and strategic forces.
Modern nuclear weapons rely on complex digital networks, communication systems, and control
technologies. These systems must be protected from cyber attacks and unauthorized access.

If cyber systems connected to nuclear forces are compromised, it could create serious security
risks. Cyber attacks could disrupt communication, damage command systems, or create
confusion during a crisis.

Because of these risks, protecting nuclear systems from cyber threats is very important.

Strong cybersecurity measures can help ensure that strategic forces remain under control.



Introduction to the Agenda Item B: Consequences of Nuclear Weapons and International

Stability

1. Humanitarian Consequences

A. Civilian Casualties and Protection of Non-Combatants

History has confirmed, and the impact assessment also demonstrates that the biggest
victims of nuclear detonations are the civilians in the population. In this case, for example, the
assessment of the use of nuclear force in the past reveals that the civilians made up about 70-90%
of the total victims, mainly because the population lives in urban areas, which are usually the

target of military objectives.

In the case of nuclear force, since the blast has an enormous range, the principles of
distinction and proportionality, which form the basic aspects of International Humanitarian Law,
find themselves in a complicated process. Protection of the civilians, therefore, becomes an

important issue in the context of nuclear security.

A.1 Indiscriminate Impact of Nuclear Weapons

Nuclear weapons are known to have effects that go beyond conventional and accurate
militarized targeting given their radius and effects on the environment post-explosions. Research
and post-analysis have suggested that a substantial percentage of those affected by nuclear testing
tend to consist of civilian populations, especially in areas where civilian and militarized
infrastructure are closely connected and interwoven as one unit. It is estimated that in such areas,
civilian effects may end up contributing to above 70% of those affected by the impacts within
and around those districts and areas. The indiscriminate effects and impacts caused by nuclear
weapons are therefore important factors in and by which assessments and analyses regarding their

humanitarian and security effects are normally done or taken into consideration.

A.2 Challenges to the Application of International Humanitarian Law (IHL)



International Humanitarian Law is meant to protect civilians during armed conflicts, but
when it comes to nuclear weapons this goal becomes very difficult to achieve. Nuclear weapons
do not have limited effects. The blast, radiation, and environmental damage spread far beyond
military targets and continue to affect surrounding areas. As a result, civilians are often harmed
even when an attack is not directly aimed at them. Proportionality is also a problem in this

context.

Nuclear weapons cause destruction on a very large scale and within a very short time.
Because of this, it is difficult to argue that their use could match a specific military objective. In
many cases, civilian casualties cannot be avoided, and damage to hospitals, transportation
systems, and basic infrastructure is also likely. This creates serious concerns under International

Humanitarian Law.

Long-term effects make the situation even more complicated. Radiation exposure may
lead to serious health problems years after a conflict has ended. Some of the people affected may
not even have been alive at the time of the attack. This makes responsibility unclear and raises
questions about how existing IHL rules can be applied to nuclear weapons. For this reason, many

states continue to debate whether current legal frameworks are sufficient.

B. Breakdown of Essential Humanitarian Services

Breakdown of essential humanitarian services is an issue that affects civilians directly.
After a nuclear attack, daily life becomes extremely difficult. Hospitals may be damaged or
unable to operate, electricity can be cut, and access to clean water becomes limited. These
problems do not appear one by one but usually happen at the same time, which makes the

situation worse.

Medical care is often insufficient when it is most needed. Some hospitals cannot accept
patients, and medical staff may not be able to work under unsafe conditions. Water and sanitation
systems can also fail, increasing health risks for the population. At the same time, emergency and

humanitarian aid may be delayed because roads, communication systems, and infrastructure are



damaged. These humanitarian challenges are also linked to international stability. When basic
services collapse, people are forced to leave affected areas, which can create regional pressure
and long-term instability. For this reason, DISEC considers the breakdown of essential

humanitarian services as one of the key non-military consequences of nuclear weapons.

C. Humanitarian Access in Post-Detonation Environments

When a nuclear weapon is detonated, humanitarian access becomes one of the most
serious challenges. The issue is not only the number of casualties, but whether help can actually
reach survivors. A nuclear explosion destroys critical infrastructure such as hospitals, roads,
power lines, and communication systems. Without these systems, delivering medical care, clean

water, and emergency assistance becomes extremely difficult.

Radiation contamination further complicates the situation. Areas affected by fallout
remain dangerous long after the explosion, putting both civilians and humanitarian workers at
risk. Aid teams often require special protective equipment and training, which limits how quickly
and effectively assistance can be delivered. In many cases, entering the affected area safely may

not be possible at all.

Historical examples highlight these difficulties. After the 1954 Castle Bravo nuclear test
in the Marshall Islands, local populations were exposed to radioactive fallout, and evacuation was
delayed. Many people suffered long-term health effects, showing how radiation can slow
humanitarian response and increase harm. Similarly, international discussions have
acknowledged that no state or organization currently has the capacity to respond adequately to a

large-scale nuclear detonation.

Overall, humanitarian access in post-detonation environments is limited by infrastructure
destruction, radiation risks, and the sheer scale of human need. These challenges demonstrate
why nuclear weapons pose unique humanitarian concerns and why effective post-detonation

assistance remains largely unachievable.



C.1. Operational Barriers to Humanitarian Assistance

Following a nuclear detonation, humanitarian assistance faces serious operational barriers.
The immediate destruction of infrastructure such as roads, hospitals, airports, and communication
systems makes access to affected areas extremely limited. Even when aid is available, reaching

civilians becomes a major challenge due to the lack of coordination and functioning logistics.

Radiation contamination further restricts humanitarian operations. Aid workers cannot
safely enter affected zones without specialized protective equipment and training. According to
humanitarian assessments, early response efforts would likely be delayed, leaving survivors

without urgent medical care and basic necessities during the most critical period.

Overall, the scale of destruction and safety risks would overwhelm existing humanitarian
response capacities. This demonstrates that, in a post-detonation environment, operational
limitations severely reduce the ability of the international community to deliver effective

humanitarian assistance.

2. Environmental Consequences

A. Immediate Environmental Damage

A nuclear detonation causes immediate and widespread damage to the natural
environment. The intense heat and shockwave generated by the explosion destroy forests,
grasslands, and agricultural areas within seconds. Vegetation is either burned completely or
severely damaged, leaving large areas barren. Wildlife is heavily affected, as animals are killed

instantly or forced to flee due to the destruction of their habitats.

In addition to visible damage, the soil itself suffers long-term harm. Extreme temperatures
can alter soil composition, reducing its fertility and ability to retain water. This means that even
after the initial destruction, the land may no longer be suitable for farming or natural
regeneration. For communities that rely on local ecosystems for food, income, or shelter, this

immediate environmental damage creates long-lasting challenges.

B. Radioactive Contamination and Long-Term Effects



One of the most severe environmental consequences of nuclear weapons is radioactive
contamination. After a detonation, radioactive particles are carried by wind and settle over large
areas, often far beyond the original target. This contamination affects soil, water sources, and

vegetation, making entire regions unsafe for human activity for extended periods of time.

Unlike conventional environmental damage, radioactive contamination does not fade
quickly. Many radioactive materials remain hazardous for years or even decades. As noted by
international humanitarian and medical organizations, this makes environmental recovery

extremely slow and costly, particularly for states with limited resources.

B.1. Soil and Food Chain Contamination

When radioactive particles settle into the soil, they can be absorbed by crops and plants.
These contaminants then move through the food chain, affecting livestock and eventually human
populations. Even low levels of radiation exposure over time can pose serious health risks,
including increased rates of illness and long-term genetic effects. This creates persistent food

safety concerns and undermines local and regional food security.

C. Climate and Agricultural Impact

Beyond local and regional damage, nuclear detonations may also have broader
environmental effects. Large amounts of smoke, dust, and debris released into the atmosphere
can block sunlight and disrupt normal climate patterns. Scientific studies have suggested that
even limited nuclear exchanges could lead to lower global temperatures and changes in rainfall

patterns.

These climatic disruptions directly affect agriculture. Reduced sunlight and altered

weather conditions can lower crop yields across wide areas, including regions far from the site of



detonation. As agriculture becomes less reliable, states may face increased dependence on food

imports, higher prices, and greater economic vulnerability.
C.1 Food Insecurity and Livelihood Loss

As agricultural systems weaken, food insecurity becomes a serious concern. Farmers may
be forced to abandon contaminated or unproductive land, while fishing and livestock industries
may also suffer due to polluted water and grazing areas. Loss of livelihoods can increase poverty

and displacement, turning environmental damage into a broader humanitarian and security issue.

D. Environmental Recovery and International Stability

Environmental recovery after a nuclear detonation is a long-term and often uncertain
process. Cleaning radioactive contamination requires advanced technology, significant financial
investment, and sustained international cooperation. In some cases, affected areas may remain

uninhabitable for generations, leading to permanent displacement of populations.

Long-term environmental damage can also contribute to international instability. Scarcity
of arable land, clean water, and food resources may increase competition between states and
heighten regional tensions. Environmental degradation does not respect national borders,
meaning the consequences of nuclear weapons can spread beyond the state directly affected. For
this reason, the environmental impact of nuclear weapons is not only an environmental issue but
also a critical concern for international peace and security, making it highly relevant to the

mandate of DISEC.

3. Security and Military Implications

A. Shifts in Global Power Dynamics and Strategic Stability

The international security environment has entered an era of heightened competition among
major powers, influencing global military spending, alliance formations, and regional tensions.
These shifts affect strategic stability, defined as the condition in which nations are deterred from
initiating large-scale conflict due to predictability, balance, and mutual accountability in military

capabilities.



A.1. Changing Military Expenditure Patterns

In recent years, global military spending has continued to rise sharply, reflecting growing
geopolitical tensions and security concerns. Analysts forecast that total world military spending
reached about $2.7 trillion in 2024, marking an important increase from previous years. This

represents one of the largest annual increases since the end of the Cold War.
The distribution of spending also samples power dynamics:

The United States accounts for roughly 35-37 % of global military spending,
maintaining a dominant position.
China is the second-largest spender with around 11-13 % share globally.

Russia, Germany, India, and other states contribute smaller but still substantial shares.

These trends demonstrate how strategic priorities shape national budgets, often at the expense of

social and economic sectors.

B. Militarization of Emerging Technologies

The rapid development of new technologies has reshaped the dynamics of modern
warfare and international security. Artificial intelligence, autonomous systems, cyber
capabilities, and space-based elements are increasingly being integrated into military strategies,
affecting deterrence, escalation risks, and balances of power between states. These technologies
shorten decision-making times, reduce transparency, and complicate intent assessments,
increasing the risk of miscalculation during crises. The dual-use nature of these weapons
challenges existing legal and gun control frameworks, while the lack of comprehensive
regulatory mechanisms contributes to strategic uncertainty and competition. Consequently,
emerging technologies not only enhance military capabilities but also introduce new risks to

strategic stability and crisis management.



B.1. Autonomous Weapon Systems and Artificial Intelligence

Autonomous weapon systems (AWS) and artificial intelligence (Al) are becoming key
components of contemporary military planning, reflecting a broader shift towards automation and
data-driven warfare. These technologies can potentially increase battlefield efficiency and
situational awareness by enabling rapid data processing, target recognition, and operational
decision-making. At the same time, the increasing delegation of critical functions to algorithms
raises serious concerns about accountability, compliance with international humanitarian law, and
the protection of civilian populations, particularly in complex or densely populated environments
where contextual assessment is vital.

Estimates suggest that approximately 40-45% of technologically advanced militaries are
actively developing or deploying Al-powered or semi-autonomous weapon systems, and that
these capabilities are rapidly spreading among major military powers. The concentration of
advanced autonomous technologies in a limited number of states risks reinforcing asymmetric
power balances and intensifying strategic competition. Furthermore, reduced human oversight of
arms deployments can lower political and operational thresholds for the use of force, increasing

the likelihood of escalation during crises.

Furthermore, reduced human oversight of arms deployments can lower political and

operational thresholds for the use of force, increasing the likelihood of escalation during crises.

B.2. Cyber Warfare and Digital Militarization

Cyber capabilities have emerged as a critical area of military competition, complementing

traditional land, sea, air, and space operations and increasingly shaping the strategic landscape.

In 2025, 39% of major cyberattacks were attributed to nation-state actors and affected 76
countries; 61% of the observed activity originated from the US, China, and Russia. Attacks on
critical infrastructure increased by 34%, particularly targeting the energy, water, and

transportation sectors; this indicates that cyber tools are increasingly integrated into strategic



objectives. Studies also show that approximately 30% of politically motivated cyber incidents are

associated with states or state-linked groups, and about 20% of these target critical infrastructure.

Unlike traditional weapons, cyber tools are relatively inexpensive and difficult to identify,
which lowers engagement thresholds and makes deterrence more difficult. The lack of
universally accepted norms and binding legal frameworks governing cyber warfare further

increases uncertainty, contributes to escalation risks, and weakens strategic stability.

C. Hybrid Warfare and Non-Traditional Security Threats

The current international security environment has entered a complex period where the
lines between war and peace are increasingly blurred. Hybrid warfare, characterized by the
simultaneous use of multiple instruments of power, targets vulnerabilities in the political,
economic, and social dimensions of modern societies. Because these threats often fall below the
threshold of traditional armed conflict, their containment poses a significant challenge to

international law and strategic stability.

C.1. Cyber-Electronic Warfare and Technological Vulnerabilities

The rapid digitalization of military and civilian infrastructure has reshaped contemporary
security landscapes, creating a new arena of strategic competition. Cyber-electronic warfare
allows states to disrupt enemy capabilities without physical intervention, remaining below
traditional conflict thresholds. The evidence suggests that targeted cyber operations against
critical national infrastructure (CNI) can cause a 30-40% decrease in operational efficiency
within the first 48 hours, creating "functional paralysis" conditions in sectors such as energy,

transportation, and telecommunications.

Regulatory challenges persist, particularly concerning the determination of responsibility
and the definition of "use of force." While frameworks such as the United Nations Group of
Governmental Experts (GGE) have established norms for responsible state behavior, these are not

binding.This gap allows actors to exploit a persistent "gray area" where cyber activities can have



significant strategic impacts at relatively low cost, making deterrence and escalation management

more difficult.

Consequently, many states are reallocating resources to cybersecurity and digital
resilience, reflecting a broader shift in defense priorities and highlighting the increasing impact of

cyber operations on strategic stability and civilian infrastructure.

D. Arms Proliferation and Challenges to International Regulation

The proliferation of both conventional and non-conventional weapons has reached a
critical point, with international transfers of major weapons at historically high levels. Today,
illegal small arms in conflict zones cause more than 170,000 deaths each year, highlighting the
failures of global control strategiesOne of the most significant challenges lies in the "compliance
gap": although 115 states are parties to the Arms Trade Treaty (ATT), they account for only 35%
of the global stockpile of advanced weapons. This leaves a large portion of destructive capacity
outside of effective control, and unregulated arsenals are growing at an estimated rate of 4.5% per

year.

At the same time, modern warfare increasingly relies on modular and portable systems
that are difficult to track.The expansion of the secondhand gun market means that approximately
20% of ammunition produced globally ends up with unauthorized users within 24 months of its
production.This accelerating proliferation is destabilizing regional power balances and
weakening collective security under the UN Charter, as the speed of arms distribution continues

to outpace diplomatic intervention.

D.1. Technological Divergence and the ""Regulatory Lag"

The emergence of new weapons technologies has created a "regulatory lag," where the
pace of innovation outpaces the pace of treaty negotiations by a factor of 4 to 1. In particular, the
proliferation of Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs) has overridden international law; while more
than 100 countries possess military-grade drones, there is not a single comprehensive

international treaty specifically regulating their cross-border transfer or operational use.The



technical specifications of these systems generally remain just below the thresholds set by the
Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), allowing states to export highly lethal mobile

munitions without triggering international alerts.

Furthermore, the rise of modular weapons and additive manufacturing (3D printing)
allows for the assembly of lethal systems from disparate parts that are not typically classified as
"weapons" during transport. Statistics on weapons seized at customs show a 20% increase in the
seizure rate of "weapon kits" shipped as individual mechanical parts, circumventing the United
Nations Conventional Weapons Register (UNROCA).This "fragmented deployment" allows a
weapon system to bypass all existing international regulatory checkpoints by the time it is
assembled and deployed. Unless there is a shift towards "functional definitions" in international
law—that is, unless the focus is on what a device can do rather than what it is—the legal gap will

continue to widen.

4. Nuclear Proliferation Risks

The erosion of the nuclear non-proliferation regime increasingly jeopardizes the
maintenance of international peace.As of 2024, the global nuclear landscape is characterized by
the qualitative modernization of existing arsenals and the efforts of rising regional powers to
acquire nuclear capabilities. With approximately 12,121 nuclear warheads in the world's
inventory, the risk of intentional or accidental detonations is at its highest level since the Cold
War.The breakdown of established norms is leading to a 5% annual increase in the number of

warheads deployed at high alert, signaling a shift toward a more aggressive nuclear posture.

A. The Erosion of Arms Control Treaties and Compliance

The contemporary framework for nuclear disarmament faces an unprecedented systemic
crisis, with the systematic dismantling of the legal foundations that have ensured strategic
stability for decades. The shift from a multilateral cooperative model to a competitive realistic
approach has led to a 25% decrease in formal diplomatic communication among major powers

regarding nuclear risk reduction.



This erosion is not merely a matter of expired agreements, but also a broader reflection of
the rejection of international oversight and the preference for national strategic autonomy. As
states prioritize the survivability and lethality of their nuclear powers, the role of international
law 1s becoming increasingly marginalized, creating a regulatory vacuum that facilitates a new,

unchecked qualitative arms race.

A.1. Collapse of Bilateral Disarmament and Verification Frameworks

The stability of the nuclear order has historically relied on bilateral agreements between
the two largest nuclear-armed states. However, the suspension of the New START Treaty and,
before that, the collapse of the INF Treaty, has left nearly 90% of the world's nuclear weapons
without verifiable limitations for the first time in decades. Statistical trends show that since the
collapse of these frameworks, investment in nuclear energy systems, such as hypersonic gliding
vehicles, has increased by 28%, creating a transparency gap that increases the risk of

miscalculations among major powers.

This erosion is further complicated by the end of on-site inspections, a cornerstone of
Cold War-era stability. Without these verification measures, the margin of error in the
intelligence gathering process is estimated to increase by 15%, leading states to assume a "worst-
case scenario" regarding the capabilities of their rivals. This lack of data sharing has effectively
reignited a qualitative arms race where the focus is not on the quantity of warheads but on the
speed and "survivability" of delivery platforms; this invalidates existing treaty definitions and

increases the likelihood of an unwanted nuclear escalation during conventional conflicts.

A.2. Non-Compliance and Breakout Time Acceleration

The integrity of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) is under serious pressure due
to systemic incompatibility in sensitive geopolitical corridors. The International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA) reports that its monitoring capacity has decreased by 33% due to the removal of

surveillance equipment and restrictions on inspectors' access in some areas. This lack of oversight



raises concerns about the "time required to produce enough uranium for nuclear weapons" (in
some cases, this timeframe has been reduced to less than a few days for certain threshold

countries).

Furthermore, the technological shift towards advanced centrifuge technology has
increased enrichment efficiency by 40%, allowing governments to conceal their enrichment
operations in smaller, more secretive facilities. This development directly challenges the IAEA’s
Additional Protocol, as current legal triggers for inspections are often based on large-scale
industrial signals that are no longer applicable to modern, modular enrichment methods.
Consequently, the international community faces a verification crisis in which the right to legal
oversight is rendered ineffective by the ability to conceal weapons, making it statistically more

difficult to prevent clandestine weapons development programs.

A.3. The Failure of Negative Security Assurances (NSAs)

A critical challenge is the diminishing credibility of Negative Security Assurances, which
are pledges by nuclear-armed states not to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-armed
states.Recent changes in military doctrines indicate that 60% of nuclear-armed states have
expanded the list of conditions under which they might consider a first nuclear strike. This now
includes responses to non-nuclear strategic attacks, large-scale cyber intrusions targeting critical
infrastructure, or threats to a state's existential survival; a term that remains dangerously vague in

international law.

This doctrinal shift undermines the fundamental incentive for non-nuclear-armed states to
remain within the framework of the NPT. When a promise of non-use is perceived as unreliable,
the likelihood of covert proliferation meaning a state develops a weapon without officially
assembling all its components statistically increases. United Nations internal security assessments
indicate that at least 5 to 7 non-nuclear-armed states have the technical threshold required to

weaponize their civilian nuclear programs within a 12-month period. This situation creates a



fragile global environment where the line between peaceful use and military readiness is blurred

due to tactical necessity.

5. Impact on International Stability

The proliferation of weapons and the convergence of nuclear risks have fundamentally
altered the architecture of global security, shifting the world from predictable bipolar or unipolar
stability to chaotic multipolar competition. The lack of effective international regulations,
coupled with states feeling empowered by uncontrolled military modernization, has led to a 12%
increase in the frequency of high-intensity regional conflicts over the past decade. This erosion of
instability is not merely a military concern, but a systemic crisis that undermines the United
Nations’ ability to facilitate diplomatic solutions, as the rapid flow of advanced weapons to

destabilized regions constantly disrupts the balance of power.

A. The Degradation of Geopolitical Deterrence and Trust

The traditional concept of strategic stability is eroding due to a deep crisis of trust among
major powers and regional actors. With international agreements being disregarded or
abandoned, the psychological threshold for military intervention has dropped significantly,

resulting in a 20% increase in preventive military posture globally.

A.1. The Return of the Global Arms Race and Power Vacuums

The lack of binding limitations on conventional and unconventional forces has reignited a
global arms race that is consuming an increasing portion of the national focus. Statistics show
that countries in disputed regions have increased their spending on military-diplomacy by 30%
since 2020. This shift often creates power vacuums in the diplomatic arena, where military
solutions are prioritized over dialogues that could be resolved through mediation.The resulting

instability is characterized by a zero-sum mentality where any gain in a state's security is



perceived as an existential threat to its neighbors; this leads to persistent regional tensions and the

collapse of attempts to reduce local tensions.

Furthermore, this competition is no longer limited to major powers, but has spread to
regional middle powers, creating a multi-layered instability.As these states acquire advanced
missile systems and sophisticated naval vessels, they are inadvertently initiating mini arms races
in their own sub-regions. Statistical analysis of regional supply cycles shows that when a
secondary power increases its military budget by more than 15%, at least three neighboring states
respond with equivalent or greater increases within 18 months. This cycle ensures that
geopolitical buffer zones are replaced by highly militarized borders where the slightest
diplomatic friction can trigger a full-scale conflict that disables the UN's conflict prevention

mechanisms.

A.2. Erosion of the "Taboo'" Against Strategic Escalation

For decades, international stability has been protected by a strong normative taboo against
the use of weapons of mass destruction and highly lethal strategic assets. However, the
qualitative development of usable low-yield nuclear weapons and high-precision conventional
missiles has weakened this threshold.Military simulation data shows that the conflict escalation
ladder has shortened, and a local conflict is 15% more likely to escalate into a strategic conflict
within the first 48 hours. The fundamental reason for this is that leaders feel tactical pressure to
deploy their advanced assets before they can be neutralized by a preemptive first strike; this

phenomenon is known as the crisis instability paradox.

Furthermore, the normalization of grey zone operations, which lie just below the
threshold of open war, has desensitized the international community to strategic violations. States
frequently push the boundaries of international law by using high-tech weapons in proxy wars or
special operations. This iterative testing of boundaries has led to a 22% decrease in the

effectiveness of diplomatic red lines.



As these boundaries become blurred, the risk of a miscalculation, such as a state
inadvertently crossing an invisible threshold, increases exponentially, potentially leading to a
catastrophic chain reaction that existing regulatory frameworks are not designed to address,
ultimately making global stability dependent on the restraint of individual actors rather than

collective rules.

A.3. Fragmentation of Global Security Alliances

The inability of international arrangements to provide universal security has led to the
disintegration of the global alliance system. Smaller states are increasingly moving away from
broad multilateral frameworks towards temporary security agreements and mini-lateralism. This
shift has led to a 25% increase in secret bilateral military agreements conducted outside the
transparency of the United Nations. This "non-transparent network structure makes it nearly
impossible for DISEC and other international organizations to conduct accurate risk assessments,
as the true nature of military commitments and arms transfers remains hidden from collective
oversight.

This fragmentation also leads to risks of complexity; a minor conflict involving a small
state could draw major nuclear powers into a conflict due to these overlapping, often hidden
security guarantees. Research on alliance fragility shows that modern alliances are 40% more at
risk of breaking down due to non-state provocations or third-party tensions compared to the 20th
century. As the world moves from a centralized security architecture to a decentralized network
of competing agreements, the likelihood of a local conflict remaining within its original
boundaries is statistically decreasing, threatening the core of the global geopolitical balance and

making the resolution of regional disputes a global threat.

B. Socio-Political Destabilization and Humanitarian Consequences

The proliferation of weapons has a direct and devastating impact on the socio-political
structure of developing and conflict-prone countries. Beyond the immediate battlefield, the
uncontrolled flow of weapons facilitates the militarization of society, where local governance is

replaced by armed groups. Data from humanitarian organizations shows that in regions with high



levels of armament, the state fragility index has increased by an average of 40%, as central
governments have lost their monopoly on the legitimate use of force to non-state actors equipped

with modern equipment.

B.1. Forced Displacement and Demographic Shifts

One of the main consequences of uncontrolled arms proliferation is the mass
displacement of civilian populations, which constitutes a long-term destabilizing factor for
regional governance.There is a direct statistical correlation between the flow of small and light
weapons (SALW) and the increase in refugee numbers; for every 10% increase in uncontrolled
arms transfers to conflict zones, the number of internally displaced persons increases by
approximately 18%. These demographic shifts create long-term instability in neighboring
countries, place enormous pressure on regional security infrastructures, and often trigger

secondary conflicts over resources and border management.

Beyond the immediate crisis, these demographic shifts are leading to security-driven
urbanization, where rural populations are fleeing to cities that lack the infrastructure to support
them.This situation creates fertile ground for radicalization and the further spread of illegal
weapons in urban centers. Data shows that in cities experiencing rapid, conflict-driven growth,
the rate of informal militarization, where local gangs or militias provide security in place of the
state, has increased by 27%. This situation creates state within a state dynamics that weaken the
rule of law and make future peacebuilding efforts significantly more complex and resource-
intensive, as these urban militias often have access to the same advanced small arms that are

being deployed globally.

B.2. Impediment to Post-Conflict Reconstruction and Peacebuilding

The long-term effect of armament ensures that conflicts remain deadly even long after

formal peace agreements are signed.The presence of unexploded ordnance (UXO) and the

continued circulation of illegal weapons hinder reconstruction efforts in post-conflict areas by



50%. Furthermore, when non-state actors maintain their arsenals due to weak disarmament,
demobilization, and reintegration (DDR) protocols, the re-entry rate into active conflict increases
by 22%.

This cycle of violence prevents the establishment of stable political institutions and keeps
entire regions in a state of persistent subnational war, depleting international humanitarian aid
resources.

Additionally, the economic and social cost of managing an overarmed post-war society is
quite high.Resources that should be allocated to health and education are instead being diverted
to internal security and border control. Statistical analysis of post-conflict budgets shows that
countries struggling with the problems caused by armaments spend four times more money on
police and paramilitary forces than on public infrastructure.This misallocation of capital hinders
long-term development and leaves society vulnerable to a new wave of violence and contagion
by failing to address the causes of conflict poverty, lack of opportunity, and systemic inequality

thus creating an intergenerational mistrust trap.

C. Technological Disruptions to Global Equilibrium

The introduction of disruptive technologies into the military domain has created a new
form of asymmetric instability that current international regulations are ill-equipped to handle.
The rapid democratization of lethality—where small actors can achieve strategic effects through
drones, cyber-tools, and modular weaponry—has disrupted the traditional equilibrium of power.
This technological shift ensures that even a small, unregulated actor can trigger a global crisis, a
phenomenon that has increased the unpredictability factor of international relations by an

estimated 55%

C.1. Asymmetric Warfare and the Loss of Conventional Superiority

The proliferation of low-cost, high-impact technologies, such as rover munitions, has
enabled non-state actors and smaller countries to challenge the conventional superiority of major
powers.In recent naval and land conflicts, asymmetrical elements costing less than 1% of the

value of a large platform have successfully neutralized billions of dollars worth of assets.This



shift is putting major powers on a state of high alert, where they are more likely to respond more
aggressively to even minor provocations, fearing that an asymmetrical attack could

catastrophically undermine their strategic positions and domestic political stability.

The democratization of precision strike capabilities has largely eliminated traditional safe
zones. Even advanced air defense systems have a 15-20% failure rate against coordinated attacks
using low-cost, uncontrolled drones. This reality is pushing states toward preventive defense
doctrines aimed at neutralizing threats before swarms of missiles or drones are launched. This
kind of shift in aggression destabilizes the international environment by giving the initiating party
a tactical advantage, encouraging first-strike behavior, and weakening traditional defensive

postures.

C.2. Cyber-Physical Convergence and Infrastructure Vulnerability

The militarization of cyberspace has introduced a new dimension of expansion that targets
the nervous system of international stability. With the proliferation of aggressive cyber
capabilities among at least 30 non-state groups and more than 100 states, the risk to civilian dual-
use infrastructure has reached a critical level. Data shows that state-sponsored cyberattacks
targeting critical infrastructure have increased by 120% since 2022, creating a persistent grey
zone conflict that, while not leading to a formal declaration of war, erodes public trust in state

institutions and continuously destabilizes the global balance.

Furthermore, the attribution problem in cyberspace allows attackers to carry out
destructive attacks almost completely anonymously. This lack of accountability means that
traditional deterrence rules do not apply; if an offender cannot be identified, they cannot be
deterred.Statistical trends show that 70% of major cyberattacks targeting national electricity grids

and financial systems are either not formally personalized or remain disputed.

This creates a dangerous environment where states could retaliate against the wrong actor,

or a third party (subversive) could deliberately trigger a conflict between two major rivals by



mimicking a cyberattack; DISEC's failure to yet develop a formal response mechanism for this

scenario leaves global digital infrastructure under constant and unchecked siege.

C.3. The AI Arms Race and the Compression of Decision Time

The integration of Artificial Intelligence (Al) into military command, control, and
intelligence (C4I) systems represents the final frontier of technological instability. With Al-
powered threat assessments reducing leaders' reaction time to less than 60 seconds in certain
ballistic scenarios, the speed of war is pushing beyond the limits of human cognitive ability. This
automatic escalation of tension means that the stability of the international order is increasingly
dependent on the reliability of algorithms. Statistical risk assessments of snap wars caused by
autonomous system failures show that the probability of such an event increases by 30% as more

countries adopt Al systems without a unified global regulatory framework.

In addition the lack of transparency regarding Al training data and algorithmic bias is
introducing a new form of unpredictability to international relations. If an Al system is trained on
"offensive" historical datasets, it might suggest escalating tensions in situations where a human
diplomat would see an opportunity to de-escalate them. Currently, there is a 25% black box risk;
that is, the probability that an AI will make a fatal decision for reasons that human operators do
not understand. As countries move toward unmanned systems to maintain their competitive
advantage, the risk of a machine-driven global conflict, with lines of code replacing the
traditional human finger on the trigger, is becoming a tangible threat requiring urgent, legally

binding international intervention to ensure meaningful human control over the use of force.

6. Bloc Positions

Western Bloc (United States, European Union, NATO Allies)

While Western states approach nuclear security primarily through deterrence strategies,
they also support existing nuclear non-proliferation frameworks such as the NPT. Despite
prioritizing arms control and transparency measures, many continue to modernize their nuclear

arsenals, citing strategic stability concerns. Although humanitarian and environmental impacts



are considered through civilian protection initiatives and post-conflict relief mechanisms, these

issues often take a backseat to national security priorities.

Eastern Bloc (Russia, China, and Strategic Partners)

Russia and China emphasize sovereignty, non-interference, and strategic balance in
nuclear governance. Both states argue that NATO expansion and missile defense systems
destabilize their existing security architectures and that nuclear modernization is therefore a
necessary deterrent. While participating in arms control dialogues, this bloc is wary of

agreements that are perceived to support the West's strategic advantages.

Humanitarian and environmental concerns are often addressed within broader
development and infrastructure resilience strategies, rather than solely through approaches
focused on human security. While Russia and China acknowledge the risks of nuclear tensions,
they prioritize maintaining their credible deterrence capabilities. Their position reflects a
preference for multipolar stability over unilateral disarmament initiatives, and emphasizes that

any meaningful reduction must be reciprocal and verifiable.

Non-Aligned Movement and Global South

Developing countries place great importance on the humanitarian and environmental
consequences of nuclear weapons, especially since they often lack the capacity to effectively
respond to nuclear disasters.These states highlight civilian suffering, prolonged displacement,
food insecurity, and radioactive contamination as their primary concerns. While frequently
criticizing nuclear-armed states for maintaining their arsenals, they expect non-nuclear-armed

states to strictly adhere to their commitments to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

From this perspective, nuclear proliferation is addressed through the lens of regional
security dynamics, but also calls for just disarmament and increased international assistance.

Members of this bloc argue that global stability cannot be achieved without addressing structural



inequalities in nuclear governance, and they support technology transfer, capacity building, and

multilateral aid mechanisms.

Arms Control and Human Security Advocates (Neutral States)

Countries such as Switzerland, Austria, and Norway prioritize nuclear disarmament,
international humanitarian law, and environmental protection in conflict zones. This bloc
supports legally binding agreements, increased transparency, and stronger monitoring
mechanisms for nuclear arsenals. They generally advocate for initiatives such as nuclear-free

zones and emphasize the moral and ethical dimensions of nuclear weapons.

These states argue that strategic stability must include the protection of civilians,
environmental resilience, and accountability for long-term harm. They promote confidence-
building measures between nuclear and non-nuclear states and emphasize that sustainable
international peace requires reducing reliance on nuclear deterrence and strengthening

humanitarian-focused security frameworks.

Security-Oriented States and Regional Powers

Regional powers facing direct security threats prioritize military preparedness and
strategic autonomy. For these states, nuclear deterrence is considered vital in addressing regional

rivalries and unresolved conflicts, often outweighing humanitarian or environmental concerns.

Their policies focus on preventing further expansion while maintaining credible defense
capabilities, and they approach disarmament initiatives cautiously due to ongoing geopolitical
competition. While they are aware of the risks that nuclear weapons pose to international

stability, they emphasize deterrence as the primary way to maintain regional balance.



7) Questions to be Asked

1. How can nuclear proliferation be effectively prevented?

2. How can strategic stability between nuclear states be maintained?

3. What measures can reduce the risk of nuclear conflict?

4. How can regional security concerns be managed without increasing reliance on nuclear

deterrence?

5. How can cooperation between nuclear-armed and non-nuclear-armed states be strengthened to

support meaningful disarmament?

6. What responsibilities should the United Nations and humanitarian organizations assume in

post-explosion environments?

7. How can international stability be maintained while promoting ethical and responsible military

policies?
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