
Berkeley Model United Nations

North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization

LXVII
sixty-seventh session



Berkeley Model United Nations LXVII 1

WELCOME LETTER

Welcome delegates! 

 My name is Suma Thati, and I have the honor of serving as the head chair of NATO at 

BMUN LXVII. I am a junior at UC Berkeley majoring in Media Studies and Political Science. 

I was born in India, but I moved around a lot growing up, living in Malaysia, Vietnam and 

Singapore before coming to California for college. This is my third year with BMUN, but 

my ninth year doing MUN overall. In my free time, you can usually find me binge-watching 

something on Netflix (I’m a sucker for Grey’s Anatomy, Orange Is the New Black and Black 

Mirror), reading, writing, and taking part in student theater and gender issues advocacy. In 

the future, I want to work in advertising and marketing, and I just spent a month in Australia 

this past summer working at an ad agency. But enough about me - I’m so excited to meet all 

of you in March! I hope you’re as excited as we are for conference, and please don’t hesitate 

to reach out to us with any questions/concerns! 

 Hello Delegates! My name is Danielle Tyukody and I am a sophomore at UC Berkeley. I 

am majoring in Political Science, with a specialization in American Politics, and I am minoring 

in Education. This is my second year with Berkeley Model United Nations, and I could not 

be happier to be a part of BMUN LXVII. In my free time, I love rock climbing and horseback 

riding, and have been competing in both of these sports since I was young. I love hiking and 

climbing in the outdoors, and was pleasantly surprised at all the great hiking and climbing 

spots around Berkeley! I hope you have time to explore some of the wonderful places around 

Berkeley as well, and I wish you all the best of luck at conference. 

Hey delegates! My name is AD Mohanraj, and I’m a third year at UC Berkeley. I’m majoring in 

Electrical Engineering and Computer Science. This is my second year in BMUN: last year I was 

a chair for the Joint Crisis Committee where we simulated US-China relations. In my free time, 

I love playing soccer and exploring Bay Area food. I’m looking forward to meeting you all at 

BMUN 67!

Hello Delegates! My name is Emad Siddiq and I am thrilled to be a part of NATO this year. I 

am a sophomore intending to major in Political Science and Economics. I was born in Saudi 
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Arabia and grew up in Pakistan before studying at UWC Adriatic. I like to play the Rabab, 

follow Pakistani politics and read Sufi poetry. I am very passionate about both the topics that 

are being discussed in this committee and look forward to meeting you all!

Suma Thati

Head Chair, North Atlantic Treaty Organization

Berkeley Model United Nations, Sixty-Seventh Session
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TOPIC A: THE KASHMIRI ARMED CONFLICT

TOPIC BACKGROUND 

 Following the partition of India and Pakistan in 1947 after a long and lengthy fight for 

independence from British colonial rule, the issue of the 650 independent princely states that 

remained in the Indian subcontinent rose to prominence. In theory, each state had the option 

to choose which country to join, or if they wanted to remain independent. The rulers of most 

states chose to remain independent, but this often came at the cost of violent protests by 

their people, who were divided on which country they wanted to join. 

 This was the situation the princely state of Kashmir found itself in. The ruler, Maharaja 

Hari Singh, was Hindu, while most of his subjects were Muslim. He wanted to remain neutral 

to avoid conflict. However, in October 1947, when Pakistan sent armed Muslim tribesmen 

to Kashmir, Singh fled to India and ceded the state of Kashmir to India by signing the 

Instrument of Accession. In doing so, he began what would quickly become one of the 

longest-running armed conflicts in the world (“A Brief”). Over 47, 000 people have died in the 

region since 1989, and this statistic does not include the people who have gone missing due 

to the conflict (Hunt).

 

Figure 1: Violent protests continue to this day in the state (Kaul et al.)
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 Kashmir remains one of the most volatile regions in South Asia. The state is marked by 

the presence of rebel organizations, military occupation, and rampant human rights abuses. 

Furthermore, India and Pakistan are now both nuclear powers, which poses a massive 

security threat to the region. The debate of which country Kashmir belongs to is one deeply 

rooted in history, war, and religion, and remains one of the most pressing territorial disputes 

active in the world today. 

THE ISSUE
The Ethno-Religious Landscape of Kashmir: A History
 At its core, the Kashmir conflict is one that is rooted in colonialism. The Indian 

subcontinent, like much of the Eastern world, was greatly sought after by European powers 

for its riches in both natural resources and material wealth. The longest and most established 

colonization of the land came at the hands of the British. However, before British presence 

in India became prominent, parts of the subcontinent had been colonized by the Portuguese 

and the Dutch, who established trading ports along the eastern and western coastlines, and 

in Ceylon (now Sri Lanka).

 However, before delving into the effect colonialism had on India, it is important to 

understand the religious landscape that played a significant role in the events that followed. 

From the early 16th to the mid-18th century, India was ruled by the Mughal dynasty, who 

were Muslim rulers of Turkic-Mongol origin. The Mughal Empire was responsible for the 

consolidation of Islam in the South Asian region, which went on to become infused with the 

traditions and culture of its people. The Mughals brought about the creation of a centralized 

government that brought together smaller kingdoms, as well as significant artistic and 

architectural contributions that held Islamic influence, the most famous of which is the Taj 

Mahal. While the early rulers of the dynasty sought to bring Hindus and Muslims together 

under a unified Indian flag, the last great Mughal emperor, Aurangzeb, imposed Sharia 

law (Islamic religious law) over the whole empire. Hindus were no longer allowed to live 

according to their own laws and customs. He oversaw the destruction of Hindu temples and 

shrines as well as the re-imposition of a religious tax on Hindu pilgrims that had previously 

been abolished by his predecessors. Such extreme actions elicited significant backlash from 
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the Hindu community, who were bolstered by the French and British colonists in India, and 

polarized Hindus and Muslims. The colonists used this growing animosity to their advantage, 

and to tighten their hold on India. The Mughal city of Calcutta came under the control of the 

East India Company in 1696, and finally, the last Mughal emperor was deposed by the British 

in 1858 (“Religions”).

 By the latter half of the 18th century, British presence in the Indian subcontinent 

began to spread, and by the mid-19th century, Britain had established control over almost 

all of India. India became one of the most important parts of the British Empire.  The British 

colonists used a “divide and rule” methodology in their conquest of India (which, at the time, 

also included Pakistan and Bangladesh). In what had once been a land of harmony with 

various groups of people co-existing, stringent categorization led to the creation of artificial 

boundaries that greatly impacted the ethnic and religious identities of India. This was largely 

what happened between Hindus and Muslims, the two majority religions in the country. 

Hindu-Muslim antagonism was unfortunately one of the most significant results of imperial 

policy that the British chose to exact in their colonization of India, and as such, the divide of 

India became the coda to the collapse of British authority in India in 1947 (Tharoor).

 The effects of the “divide et impera” policy were felt when the elected officials of the 

Indian National Congress quit their jobs in protest of the British declaration of war against 

Germany on India’s behalf without consulting the officials. These offices were then filled by 

unelected members of the Muslim League, aided by the British, thereby assigning direct 

control of functions that were supposed to be given to Indians. The Muslim League took 

advantage of this opportunity to build their influence and patronage, and in turn, deepened 

the divide and hostility with their Hindu counterparts. Furthermore, the British established 

distinct communal electorates, which allowed Muslim voters to vote for Muslim candidates 

for Muslim seats (Tharoor). The Muslim League’s strength grew incredibly, substantiating its 

claim to a separate homeland for Muslims. Divide et impera therefore erased any possibility 

of a united Indian subcontinent surviving without British rule - the split of India into two 

countries was inevitable. 
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Figure 2: Map of the different territories in British India (“University”)

 

 The split of British India in 1947 into the two separate countries that we know today, 

India and Pakistan, is known as the Partition, and it was an immensely violent conflict that 

displaced over 17 million people on the matter of religion, and led to a large-scale refugee 

crises and violent clashes along the border, especially in states such as Punjab. The Partition 

was a dark time in the history of the Indian subcontinent, and its violent nature created 

sentiments of deep hostility and animosity between India and Pakistan that continue to 

underlie relations between them to this day. 

 Kashmir was one of 650 princely states that was caught in the crossfire of the 

Partition. Perhaps what set Kashmir apart from the rest of the states was its location right 

between India and Pakistan. It is often called “heaven on earth,” because of the bounty 

of natural resources, such as glaciers and fresh water, that it is blessed with. Its strategic 

location made it a much sought-after prize by both parties. But beyond all of the physical 

and geographical advantages that Kashmir had to offer, the matter of religion was the most 

pressing. 

 The underlying religious nature of the Partition played into the fight over Kashmir. 
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The majority of its people were Muslim, but they were being ruled by an unpopular Hindu 

maharaja who wanted to maintain autonomous control over his land. The conflict, therefore, 

takes on an ethnic quality, and can specifically be classified in terms of religion - an “ethno-

religious conflict (James and Özdamar).” 

 Kashmir has a significant ethno-religious dimension domestically for India with 

interstate ramifications. Domestic ethnic and religious sources of the contention interact 

with both state-level factors that shape the ethnic conflict (such as political leadership) and 

external factors that cause internationalization. Furthermore, when looking at the origins 

of the Kashmir dispute, it can be seen that India and Pakistan were largely motivated by 

their own nation-building strategies in staking their claims to Kashmir. The elite of a newly-

independent India, which included the likes of India’s first prime minister Jawaharlal Nehru, 

felt that a Muslim majority living and prospering in Kashmir within a primarily Hindu state 

would be consistent with their goals of secular nationalism and state-building. Conversely, 

Pakistan’s identity was built on the foundations of Islam. Its leadership felt that a Kashmir 

that was part of India was a representation of the fact that secular nationalism was an 

impossibility within the region, and as such, Kashmir should be part of an Islamic country 

(James and Özdamar).

Timeline of Key Events 
Date Description of Event

August 15th 1947 India and Pakistan gain independence from the British Empire. 
Kashmir is one of 650 princely states that become embroiled in 
disputes over which country to join. Kashmir chooses to remain 
independent. 

October 1947 Armed tribesmen from Pakistan invade Kashmir. Maharaja Hari 
Singh, a Hindu, flees and cedes Kashmir to India by signing the 
Instrument of Accession. Pakistan refuses to recognize this as 
a legal document, and thus begins the first war in a long and 
arduous battle between India and Pakistan over Kashmir. 

January 1st 1949 India and Pakistan agree to a ceasefire, known as the Line of 
Control, and withdraw their troops from the region. 
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August 5th 1965 The ceasefire is broken as Pakistan invades India-held Kashmir, to 
little territorial gain. 1966 sees the withdrawal of both countries’ 
troops from the region again. 

July 2nd 1972 The Simla Agreement re-establishes the Line of Control following 
more fighting in the region. However, tensions continue to run high 
as both sides continue to argue over the border. 

1989 Islamic militants begin an uprising in India-held Kashmir, and 
this leads to India accusing Pakistan of supporting terrorism by 
sponsoring armed insurgents in the region.

May 1999 The Kargil War takes place in which India and Pakistan go to war 
after armed invaders cross the Line of Control into Kargil. India 
regains control of Kargil two months later. 

March 28th 2008 The discovery of nearly 1000 unmarked graves near the Line of 
Control causes an uproar as countless protestors clash in Kashmir 
while demanding an investigation of the graves. 

October 21st 2008 A trade route between India and Pakistan opens up for the first 
time in 60 years on the Line of Control. 

September 2016 Following the murders of 18 Indian soldiers by armed militants in 
Kashmir, India and Pakistan begin arguing again. Two weeks later, 
two Pakistani soldiers are killed in a clash with Indian troops on the 
Line of Control. 

The Economics of the Kashmir Conflict 
 It is important to understand the economic dimensionality of the Kashmir conflict. 

Kashmir has rich natural resources and a talented and entrepreneurial people, but its 

economic development has been crippled by misguided economic policies, corruption, a 

lack of cooperation between India and Pakistan, and political turmoil. A study conducted 

by Bashir Ahmed Dabla of Kashmir University found that among orphans in Srinagar (the 

capital), there was a 27% dropout rate from school (Habibullah). Misguided development 

in the political climate of Kashmir has led to a large-scale economic downfall that has 

contributed to many Kashmiris feeling overlooked by the rest of the world. Those at the heart 

of the conflict are affected by low levels of development and governance. 

 After Sheikh Abdullah, the first prime minister of the state of Jammu and Kashmir, 
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was dismissed and arrested on charges of treason, the Indian government began to step 

up economic development in the region. The Planning Commission advanced a loan of 

$14.9 million to the state government in December 1953, and Bakshi Ghulam Mohammed, 

a leading member of Abdullah’s National Conference, became the prime minister with the 

support of the Indian government. Bakshi began to undermine Abdullah’s support base by 

granting contracts to exploit the resources of the state’s forests and by granting licenses for 

transport. He was, quite literally, buying the Kashmiris back following Abdullah’s sacking, and 

such practices set an unhealthy economic precedent that only served to reinforce Kashmiris’ 

existing sense of self-loathing and their resentment toward those in power (Habibullah). 

The subsequent uprising in 1989-1990 saw the militants taking advantage of the corruption 

present in the administrative infrastructure. The leaders of the insurgent groups extorted 

goods and money from local government officials who were taking money from the 

development funds allocated by the Indian government, and local businessmen. Soon, the 

richest source of income became violence (Habibullah). 

 Perhaps the primary reason why the Kashmir conflict has achieved the longevity it 

has is that, quite simply, war is profitable. The militants who had surrendered to India were 

permitted to continue their terrorist activity so long as they were in line with Indian military 

objectives. Active militant groups such as Hizb-ul-Mujahideen, Lashkar-e-Taiba, and Jaish-

e-Mohammed continue to prosper and conduct large-scale recruitment because they offer 

the best chance to make money. Young people are easily recruited into such predatory 

terrorist and paramilitary organizations (some of which are financed by Pakistan, and some 

of which enjoy the protection of Indian authorities) because of the dire poverty that awaits 

them otherwise. Their participation is therefore more motivated by economic factors than by 

ideology, which unfortunately results in extremist views getting support. 

 Moving forward, a dramatic economic upheaval is vital to Kashmir’s long-term survival. 

The Indian and Pakistani parts of Kashmir must grant freedom by rolling back restrictions on 

business, terminating governmental monopolies in trade and commerce, and encouraging 

international investment by bodies such as the World Bank and the Asian Development Bank. 

A focus should be placed on watershed development, as well as leveraging Kashmir’s natural 

advantages in the timber industry, fruit processing, and power generation (Habibullah). 
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PAST UN ACTIONS/INTERGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION RESPONSE
Despite being a key player in the Kashmir conflict since it began, the United Nations has 

consistently failed to implement long-lasting solutions that promote peace and stability in the 

Kashmir region. The last few decades have seen it slowly recede into the background. 

Key Resolutions
The following are some key resolutions passed by he United Nations on this issue, and a brief 

overview of what they entailed.

• S/RES/39 - UN Security Council Resolution 39: January 20th, 1948

• Set up of a commission of three members (one chosen by India, one 

by Pakistan, and one by the other two members) to write a joint 

letter advising the Security Council on the steps to take to promote 

peace and stability in the region. 

• S/RES/47 - UN Security Council Resolution 47: April 21st, 1948 

• Increased size of the commission established in Resolution 39, and 

tasked the Commission with helping the governments of India and 

Pakistan to restore peace and order to the region. 

• Recommended a 3-step process - 1) Pakistan to withdraw all its 

nationals from Kashmir, 2) India to slowly reduce its forces to the 

minimum level required for law and order, 3) India to appoint a 

plebiscite administrator nominated by the UN who would then 

conduct a free and impartial plebiscite 

INTERNATIONAL ACTIONS AND RESPONSE
Main Governments/Regions Involved in the Issue
 The Kashmir conflict is a largely bipartisan territorial dispute that is entrenched in the 

volatile ethno-religious landscape of the Indian subcontinent, something that began when the 

Mughal Empire established itself as the Muslim government of the largely Hindu population. 
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India and Pakistan both lie on opposite ends of this violent conflict, and it is important to 

understand the historical context of both parties, as well as their establishing the history of 

the positions they have maintained throughout the course of the conflict until now. 

Figure 3: Claims laid to the land by the parties involved (“Kashmir”)

India

 India maintains its claims to Kashmir, as one state called Jammu and Kashmir which 

makes up the southern and eastern portions of the region, totalling about 45% of Kashmir 

as it currently stands. Since early 1995, Indian security forces have armed and trained local 

auxiliary forces made up of surrendered or captured militants to assist in counterinsurgency 

operations. This takes place in the form of joint patrols, receiving and carrying out orders 

given by security officers, and that operate in full view of army and security force bunkers 

and camps. India asserts that Pakistan’s espousal of the rebel groups in Kashmir by the use 

of armed force against the territorial integrity of India is a violation of article 1(4) of the UN 

Charter. 

 In consideration of United Nations resolutions pertaining to the Kashmir conflict, 

India stated that the resolutions “call for the withdrawal of Pakistani forces from, and the 

termination of, Pakistan’s illegal occupation of Indian territory as a precondition for the 

holding of a plebiscite (Mohan).” 

Pakistan 

 Pakistan maintains its claims to three areas called Azad Kashmir, Gilgit, and Balistan 

which make up the northern and western portions of the region, totalling about 35% of 

Kashmir as it currently stands. It states that the Kashmiri people should have the rights to 

self-determination on the basis of article 1 (2) of the UN Charter. Pakistan also asserts that 

India is required, by the terms of UN Commission for India and Pakistan resolutions adopted 

on August 13th 1948 and January 5th 1949 to hold a plebiscite to ascertain the wishes of 

the Kashmiri people.  Furthermore, seeing as the  majority of Kashmir is Muslim, Pakistan 

maintains that it  should naturally be part of an Islamic state like Pakistan. However, India 

responded by saying that millions of Muslims choose to live freely as an integral part of 
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its secular society, and that 6 million Kashmiris were also happy to do so until Pakistan 

instigated rebellion in the region. 

Kashmir 

 The Kashmiri people are the ones that face the brunt of the violence when it comes 

to the conflict. Over 46, 000 people have died since the 1947, and because of this, Kashmiri 

citizens, as well as Kashmiri activist groups, greatly resend the gradual erosion of their 

autonomy, and the violent human rights abuses they are forced to endure at the crossfire 

between India and Pakistan. 

 Mirza Waheed, Kashmiri journalist and author stated that “Kashmiris value the 

solidarity of ordinary Pakistanis. It makes them feel better that there are people in a 

neighbouring country who offer sympathy and support. But Kashmiris are a very political 

people and they can see through the tokenism of a solidarity day or a march on a certain day 

of the year (Adil).”

 Protests and demonstrations are extremely common in Kashmir, and they are often 

met with resistance by the Indian army. In the summer of 2016, around 80 Kashmiris were 

killed and hundreds more blinded by Indian security forces following protests in India-held 

Kashmir. The demonstrators were protesting the murder of Burhan Wani, the commander of 

Hizb-ul-Mujahideen. 

The United States of America 

 America has played a role in a variety of ways, both in Kashmir and in the wider South 

Asian region. Former President Barack Obama classified the elimination of terrorist networks 

in Pakistan and Afghanistan as crucial to US national security interests. Kashmir is often 

called one of the most dangerous flashpoints, as it has been at the center of two large-scale 

wars and another conflict between India and Pakistan. Its location in a largely volatile region 

rife with terrorist networks and instability makes it another point of concern for the United 

States (Bajoria). 

 George H.W. Bush’s administration failed to bring India and Pakistan to a negotiating 

table. His administration felt the idea of the plebiscite was outmoded. They refused to 
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certify that Pakistan had not developed nuclear weapons, which India found problematic. 

Subsequently, Bill Clinton’s administration began to support the viability of the Simla Accord 

as a framework for resolution in March 1994. In 1998, Clinton called South Asia “the most 

dangerous region” of the world. 

 In terms of moving forward, the US can play the proactive role of the facilitator to 

resolve the issue. America can help the peace process to continue uninterrupted and to 

pledge security and assistance to weaker parties such as Pakistan, perhaps, so that peace 

becomes a reality. If it’s not resolved, the situation can prove to be extremely dangerous 

because both India and Pakistan both possess nuclear weapons and Pakistan has threatened 

to use them in previous confrontations with India. This is something the US especially wants 

to actively avoid. 

 Furthermore, the US can supply its expertise and resources to help Kashmiris suffering 

from issues such PTSD and little to no economic growth opportunities. Some of the main 

incentives with this point is that it can help Pakistan modernize its armed forces, and can 

secure foreign investments for the economic revitalization of Jammu and Kashmir. 

Non-Governmental Organizations Integral in the Response
 Kashmir is unique because it has faded from the international news arena. As it is more 

than 70 years old, it does not get as much attention from the press and from relevant NGOs 

as it should. 

• Amnesty International called for a ban on pellet guns in the region in September 

2017 as a crowd-control method, and published a report titled “Losing Sight in 

Kashmir: The Impact of Pellet-Firing Shotguns” that described the plights of 88 

people who had suffered damaged eyesight as a result of the pellets between 

2014 and 2017.  Amnesty has actually been banned from the Kashmir region by 

India. 
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QUESTIONS TO CONSIDER 

Question 1: 

A good percentage of Kashmiri citizens protest against India’s claim to Kashmir. They argue 

that India refusing to relinquish control over Kashmir is comparable to the colonial mindsets 

of the past, the same mindsets that India and Pakistan fought so hard to be free of. What do 

you think about this? Can it be suggested that India is a rising colonial power in the South 

Asian region? Do you believe that it is India’s right to expect loyalty from the Kashmiri people, 

when the same people claim that India has denied their rights and has colonized them? 

Question 2: 

How is the Kashmir conflict different from other religious conflicts around the world? What 

gives it the power it needs to continue? Describe the intricacies in relation to religion, 

ethnicity, and the geopolitical nature of the landscape that sets Kashmir apart from its 

counterparts. 
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TOPIC B: THE PROLIFERATION OF BALLISTIC MISSILES

TOPIC BACKGROUND

 Since their development in the 1930s, guided ballistic missiles have been used four 

times in war. Germany launched over 2000 V-2 missiles against urban British and European 

targets during World War II. Iraq and Iran fired nearly 1000 missiles against each other 

during the 1980-88 Iran-Iraq war. Afghanistan launched 1000 Soviet-made Scud missiles 

against mujahideen guerrillas in the Afghanistan civil war (1989-1992). Finally, Iraq fired 80 

modified Scud missiles against cities in Israel and Saudi Arabia during the 1991 Persian Gulf 

War (Fetter).

  The Stockholm International Peace Research Institute reports that 25 countries 

in the world have acquired, or are trying to acquire, ballistic missiles, either through purchase 

or indigenous production. This is an extremely concerning world security issue, especially 

as some of the 25 countries are in some of the most volatile regions of the world, with the 

greatest concentration in the Middle East (nine nations), India, Pakistan, North and South 

Korea, Brazil, Argentina, Taiwan and South Africa (Fetter). Missiles are attractive resources 

to many countries because they can be used effectively in conflict in tandem with a strong 

air defense system. Additionally, missiles can be used as deterrents or for coercive tactics. 

This, coupled with other advantages such as low maintenance costs, low training and logistic 

requirements make missiles an increasingly sought-after commodity for the countries of the 

world, and in turn, a significant threat to international security (“Ballistic”). 

 The advent of new missile technology has raised the stakes in the international 

weapons debate. The last decade or so has seen a dramatic increase in ballistic missile 

capabilities, with significant steps taken to improve accuracy, post-boost maneuverability, 

and combat effectiveness (“Ballistic”). Furthermore, with unstable countries such as Pakistan 

and North Korea now claiming access to missile technology, the safety of much of the world 

is at risk. Old missile technology is being combined with new capabilities, and is beginning to 

pop up all over the world at an alarming rate. As missile ranges increase exponentially, the 

civilian populations of the countries of the world will become increasingly vulnerable to such 
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weapons of mass destruction. The creation of policies that are coherent and self-sustaining 

to protect civilian lives is of paramount importance. 

THE ISSUE
Definition of Key Terms
Due to the technical nature of this topic, here is a list of key terms and their definitions: 

• Missile: 

• A missile is a self-propelled guided or unguided projectile designed 

to deliver a weapon or other payload. The average range of a 

missile varies from a few hundred kilometers to over 5600 kilometers 

(approximately 3500 miles), for the ones with intercontinental range. 

• Ballistic Missile: 

• A ballistic missile is one that follows a trajectory determined by 

ballistics: by gravity and aerodynamic drag. Ballistic missiles are 

primarily launched from surfaces, such as the ground, shipboard 

or from underwater. They can be armed with both conventional 

warheads, which rely on the detonation of explosives, and 

nonconventional warheads, which include weapons of mass 

destruction such as nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons, and 

nonlethal warheads with the purpose of dismantling equipment. 

Many ballistic missiles are used to carry nuclear warheads that, 

with modern technology, are now tens to hundreds of times more 

powerful than the atomic bombs used in World War II. They can 

be deployed in silos, on submarines, surface ships, road and rail 

launchers, and aircraft (“Ballistic”). 

• Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM)

• These are land-based, nuclear-armed ballistic missiles with a range 

of more than 5600 kilometers (approximately 3500 miles). Currently, 

Russia, India, USA, China, France, Israel, and North Korea have 

access to ICBMs. They are primarily designed to deliver nuclear 
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warheads.

Figure 1: Ballistic Missile Ranges (“Ballistic”)

History of Missile Proliferation
The Cold War

 The Cold War (1947-1991) saw rising conflict between two global superpowers: the 

United States and the Soviet Union, who clashed in terms of geopolitics, financial power, 

and military power. America had long been wary of Soviet communism, and maintained 

significant concerns over Joseph Stalin’s brutal, tyrannical rule of his country. Conversely, 

the Soviet Union resented America’s refusal to treat the USSR as a legitimate part of the 

international community. Following the culmination of World War II, significant animosity 

began to come about between the two countries, fuelled by mutual distrust and enmity. 

The Soviets’ post-war expansions in Eastern Europe came as a great threat to America, who 

believed it to be the uncontainable spread of communism. Meanwhile, the Soviets resented 

America’s interventionist approach to international relations, and its rapid arms buildup. The 

Cold War was thus a mad race between the two powers to prove themselves superior, and in 

turn, the USA and the USSR were involved in an arms race as they both tried to overtake the 

other through the consistent development of new projects and weapons technologies. 
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 The arms race between the US and the Soviet Union was spurred by the destruction of 

Hiroshima and Nagasaki in August 1945 at the hands of American atomic bombs. The swift 

surrender of Japan following Hiroshima and Nagasaki stood testament to the fact that the 

United States possessed deadly weapons that were capable of causing utter destruction. It 

can be construed that the Hiroshima and Nagasaki attacks were also meant to serve as a 

warning to the USSR of American weapon capability (Swift). This spurred Soviet leaders to 

begin the development and betterment of their own weapons arsenal. The Soviets developed 

nuclear weapons as well as long-range heavy aircrafts. The USA retaliated by creating 

the Nike surface-to-air system in the 1950s, which was then deployed in 1953 during the 

Eisenhower Administration in American cities and airfields as protection against Soviet 

missiles. Without any international controls, and with escalating tensions, the only defense 

between the two powers seemed to be to threaten retaliation if any kind of attack was made 

(Swift).

 In the wake of the Cuban Missile Crisis (elaborated in the next section), the US 

Secretary of Defense, Robert McNamara, initiated the Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD) 

strategy. This was intended to provide a degree of stability by accepting the complete 

destruction of both sides in an atomic exchange. While nothing could be done to prevent a 

nuclear attack, retaliation was assured to be swift, and therefore, both sides would suffer 

equally (Swift). MAD, of course, was not without its limitations. Ronald Reagan stated that 

the policy was defeatist, and peace campaigners were concerned that under MAD, war still 

could not be avoided permanently. Furthermore, it was argued that deterrence did not keep 

peace, but caused war. It required not only the possession of weapons (the ability), but also 

the perception of resolve (the willingness of the other side to launch the missiles if necessary). 

The best way to show this willingness to incite nuclear war on a global scale was to launch it 

on a smaller scale, and as such, many wars of the Cold War, such as the wars in Vietnam and 

Afghanistan, were caused in part by deterrence strategy (Swift). 

 The Cold War saw the efforts to stem proliferation in the aftermath of the World Wars 

take a backseat to superpower confrontation, as illustrated by the U.S. decision to extend 

aid to Pakistan in support of mujahideen guerrillas in Afghanistan, rather than cut it off 

in response to Pakistan’s nuclear developments. The focus on ballistic missiles during the 
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Cold War led to the inversion of American and Soviet strategic thought - strategic decisions 

tended less to guide technology in the interest of stability than to follow technological leads 

in the hope of gaining military or political advantage over the adversary (Frye).

Cuban Missile Crisis

 The Cuban Missile Crisis is perhaps one of the most well-known events in the history 

of the global arms landscape, and is often considered to be the point in the Cold War when 

it became “hot.” Two of the world’s most formidable superpowers, the United States and 

the Soviet Union, were embroiled in a tense, 13-day political and military standoff once the 

existence of nuclear-armed Soviet missiles in Cuba was brought to the attention of the United 

States. 

 When Fidel Castro gained control of Cuba in 1959, he aligned himself with the Soviet 

Union. Under Castro’s regime, Cuba became dependent on the Soviet Union for military 

and economic aid. Meanwhile, the United States and the Soviet Union were entangled in 

the Cold War. Until October 1962, the war had largely consisted of political and economic 

clashes. However, on October 16th 1962, an American U-2 spy plane photographed a Soviet 

SS-4 medium-range ballistic missile being assembled for installation in Western Cuba. US 

President John F. Kennedy was informed that the Soviet Union had begun constructing 

missile launching sites in Cuba that had the capability to serve ballistic missiles with a range 

of 1000 miles. This placed it dangerously close to continental America, just 90 miles shy of 

Florida. If the missiles were allowed to become operational, the implications they would have 

had on the already complex nuclear rivalry between the US and the USSR would have been 

profound. 

 Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev had taken a gamble with sending Soviet missiles to 

Cuba. The decision stemmed from the USSR’s long-standing unease over the presence of the 

US nuclear weapons in Western Europe and Turkey, which were in range of the Soviet Union. 

Khrushchev saw the presence of Soviet missiles in Cuba as a way to level the playing field. 

The Soviets played into an already hostile relationship between the US and Cuba, following 

the failed Bay of Pigs invasion in 1961. Both Castro and Khrushchev saw the the missiles as a 

means of deterring further US aggression. 
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 Kennedy deployed the US Navy to establish a naval blockade of the island to prevent 

the additional delivery of missiles or military equipment. He stated that the blockade would 

continue to be there unless the existing missiles were removed. On October 24th 1962, 

Soviet ships bound for Cuba come to a stop in front of the US blockade. A three-day standoff 

ensued, during which a US reconnaissance plane was shot down over Cuba. Finally, Nikita 

Khrushchev agreed to dismantle the Cuban missiles on two conditions: that the US would not 

attempt to invade Cuba, and that the US would have to remove their missile installations in 

Turkey. 

 The Cuban Missile Crisis came about as a result of ideological rivalries between the 

United States and the Soviet Union during the Cold War. When Kennedy ran for president in 

1960, one of his key election issues was a “missile gap” that existed between the US and the 

Soviet Union, with the Soviets in the lead. This was false, seeing as the US had around 170 

ICBMs and the Soviets had four. Amid significant antagonism between the respective leaders, 

and alongside a real, tangible threat of nuclear war, the crisis was a turning point after which 

both countries adopted more sober attitudes to relations between the East and the West. 

Additionally, the Soviet Union began to pursue a nuclear build-up out of a desire to never 

find themselves compromised by American power, and to maintain a position of strength in 

arms limitation negotiations. The Cuban Missile crisis accelerated the development of a more 

complicated and more polycentric world (Colman). 

 It is important to remember that despite there being only three countries involved, 

the Cuban Missile Crisis was very much a world event. The impending threat of global 

cataclysm loomed, and numerous countries became involved politically and/or militarily. The 

aftermath of the crisis was a decidedly messy and complex time, and resulted in a number of 

international legacies that would play out over the next few years. Examples of these include 

intra-bloc tensions and escalating conflict in Vietnam (Colman).  

Defining the Problem
 More than 30 countries possess missiles with ranges of 150 kilometers or more. In 

2016, countries like China, India, Iran, Israel, North Korea, Pakistan, Russia, and the US 

conducted a lot of missiles tests to either develop new missiles or improve existing ones 
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(“Why”). Over the last decade, there has been a significant increase in worldwide ballistic 

missile testing. Ballistic missiles have the potential to influence the global political setup, 

battlefield posture, and control the outcome of war should it come about. They have become 

an important sign of national defense as well as a symbol of national status (“Ballistic”). 

 Furthermore, ballistic missiles constitute significant ramifications when examined under 

the lens of military conflict theory. They increase military striking power. When potential 

aggressors (unstable states such as Iran, North Korea, Pakistan etc) gain access to ballistic 

missiles, they become significantly more likely to initiate crises. In turn, they also become 

significantly less likely to be crises targets. Missiles increase a state’s military striking power 

beyond any other kind of weapon system - their advantage lies in the higher likelihood of 

reaching their target, lower friendly casualty rates, and faster speed. Therefore, a missile-

armed state has the capability to threaten missile attacks on an adversary’s cities or military 

assets, as well as to initiate missile attacks on a target’s military assets for the purposes of 

degrading the target’s military capabilities (Mettler and Reiter). 

 The fact that ballistic missiles and nuclear weapons work in tandem is especially 

concerning. Ballistic missiles armed with nuclear weapons are especially dangerous, and 

feed into a missile-armed state’s tendency to initiate conflict. The operational qualities of 

ballistic missiles indicate some advantages over aircraft, and cancel out a large number of 

disadvantages that aircraft pose. Lower accuracy is also not a concern when it comes to 

nuclear weapons. Missing a target by a few hundred meters is not a significant issue simply 

because of the sheer power of nuclear weapons. For example, the atomic bomb that was 

Figure 2: Ballistic Missile Launches from 
2005-2016, excluding Close-Range 
Ballistic Missiles (CRBM) and ballistic 
missiles launched in combat (“Ballistic”)
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dropped on Nagasaki missed its target by 1.5 miles, but the horrific destruction it caused 

still claimed countless lives and pushed Japan to surrender. Now, with increased load and 

power, nuclear weapons have the capacity to be even more deadly when coupled with 

ballistic missiles. Furthermore, once a missile is launched, it is almost impossible to intercept 

it, whereas aircraft come with the possibility of destruction (Mettler and Reiter).

 Beyond the capabilities of ballistic missiles, the crux of the missile issue is that there is 

still no universal norm, treaty, or agreement governing the development, testing, production, 

acquisition, possession, transfer, deployment, or use of missiles (“Why”). Despite there being 

broad consensus across the international community that missile technology needs to be 

contained, little agreement exists on how to bring it about. The United Nations Security 

Council has produced country-specific resolutions on the matter (for example, Iran and North 

Korea), but there is no worldwide set of codes that all member states can implement. 

 Additionally, a general diffusion of information and technology from the original 

suppliers of such weapons means that almost any country that decides to acquire ballistic 

missiles will, regardless of its economic strength and technological capability, manage to do 

so (“Why”). Sanctions, or constraints on technology transfers, might slow a missile program, 

but they hold little power in completely dismantling a nation’s weapons program. Such is the 

case with countries such as North Korea. 

 Moreover, even if proliferating countries receive significant help in technology and 

materials in the initial stages of developing their missile programs, they will eventually 

become self-sustaining. Therefore, they will be able to protect themselves against sanctions 

and the like imposed by the international community. 

 Moving forward, it is important to keep in mind that military action and missile defense 

will have limited appeal, because missile defense can only present a way to respond to 

missile proliferation, not to curb it. 

Timeline of Key Events
Date Description of Event

August 19th 1949 First Soviet nuclear weapons test in Kazakhstan

August 1957 The Soviet Union launches the world’s first ICBM
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October 1st 1957 The International Atomic Energy Agency is established in Vienna

October 1962 The Cuban Missile Crisis occurs

August 1963 The Limited Test Ban Treaty is established

July 1st 1968 The Nuclear Proliferation Treaty (NPT) is signed

July 31st 1991 The United States and the Soviet Union sign the first Strategic 
Arms Reduction Treaty (START I). START I was a bilateral treaty 
that barred its signatories from deploying more than 6000 nuclear 
warheads atop 1600 ICBMs. In its final implementation in late 
2001, START I resulted in the removal of about 80% of all strategic 
nuclear weapons then in existence. 

April 8th 2010 The United States and the Russian Federation sign New START, 
replacing the Treaty of Moscow (SORT). Under New START, the 
number of strategic nuclear missile launchers will be reduced by 
half. 

PAST UN ACTIONS/INTERGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION RESPONSE
Key Resolutions:
The following are some key resolutions passed by the United Nations on this issue, and a 

brief overview of what they entailed.

• A/RES/55/L - United Nations General Assembly Resolution 55: October 30th, 

1970

• All countries must take into consideration and continuously support 

the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems. 

• Encourages all member states to boost efforts to stem the 

proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their delivery 

means. 

• A/RES/53 - United Nations General Assembly Resolution 53: 28th Plenary Session

• Promoting the two treaties signed by the United States and Russia 

on the Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms and to 

encourage other countries to sign on as well.

• The United States proposes the inception of a third START treaty, to 

further promote the reduction and elimination of nuclear weapons.  
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• A/RES/61/59 - United Nations General Assembly Resolution 59: 6th December, 

2006

• A/RES/63/55 - United Nations General Assembly Resolution 55: 2nd December 

2008 

• S/RES/1929 - United Nations Security Council Resolution 1929: 9th June 2010

• Calls on all states to prevent the transfer to Iran of ballistic missiles 

or any technology or assistance related to ballistic missiles. 

• States must require their nationals to exercise caution when doing 

business with any Iranian firm.

• Requires states to prohibit new banking relationships with Iran on 

their territories, as well as prohibit their own financial institutions 

from opening branches in Iran should there be a suspected link to 

proliferation. 

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
 NATO’s ballistic missile defense (BMD) program is part of the Alliance’s response to 

the increasing threat of ballistic missile proliferation. In 2010, NATO decided to develop 

a territorial BMD capability to pursue its core task of collective defense. NATO has the 

responsibility of protecting its European populations, territories, and forces in light of the 

increasing proliferation of ballistic missiles, as well as against threats coming from outside its 

jurisdiction in the Euro-Atlantic area. 

 NATO’s BMD is purely defensive - it is a “long-term investment to address a long-

term security threat (“NATO”). It combines assets commonly funded by the Allies as well 

as additional voluntary contributions provided by individual member states. It comprises 

of nationally funded interceptors and sensors, hosting arrangements, and the expansion 

of NATO’s Active Layered Theatre Ballistic Missile Defense (ALTBMD) capability. In July 

2016, NATO’s Allies declared the Initial Operational Capability of the NATO BMD, which 

offers a stronger capability to defend its populations, territories, and forces across its 

regions in southern Europe against potential ballistic missile attacks. A driving factor in the 

development of NATO’s BMD is the increasing threat posed by ballistic missile proliferation in 
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the vicinity of the south-east border of the Alliance (“NATO”). 

 Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR)
 The MTCR is a multilateral export control regime that works to prevent the 

proliferation of missile and unmanned aerial vehicle technology capable of carrying over 

500 kilograms (around 1102 pounds) of payload for more than 300 kilometers (around 186 

miles).  Established in 1987 by the G7 countries (Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, the 

United Kingdom and the United States), the MTCR was created to address the increasing 

proliferation of nuclear weapons by “addressing the most destabilizing delivery system for 

such weapons” (“Frequently”). In 1992, it expanded its focus beyond nuclear weapons to 

all types of weapons of mass destruction, including chemical and biological weapons. As 

of now, the MTCR has 35 member states, including states such as Argentina, Australia, the 

Netherlands, India, Japan, and Russia (“Frequently”).

 Since its establishment, the MTCR has been instrumental in dismantling several 

nations’ ballistic missile programs. According to the Arms Control Association,  Argentina, 

Egypt, and Iraq abandoned their joint Condor II ballistic missile program upon joining. 

Countries such as Brazil and South Korea also ended their missile and space launch vehicle 

programs (Davenport). As an MTCR member, a state is to establish national export control 

policies for ballistic and cruise missiles, unmanned aerial vehicles, space launch vehicles, 

drones and other such technologies in accordance with its Material and Technology Annex. 

When dealing with the possible export of controlled items, the MTCR outlines five factors that 

member states must take into consideration (Davenport): 

1. Whether the intended recipient is pursuing or has ambitions for acquiring 

weapons of mass destruction;

2. The purposes and capabilities of the intended recipient’s missile and space 

programs;

3. The potential contribution the proposed transfer could make to the intended 

recipient’s development of delivery systems for weapons of mass destruction;

4. The credibility of the intended recipient’s stated purpose for the purchase;

5. Whether the potential transfer conflicts with any multilateral treaty.
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 Of course, the MTCR is not without its limitations. Countries within the MTCR, as well as 

those that are not members but have agreed to abide by the rules (such as China), continue 

to violate its rules liberally. Iran, India, North Korea, and Pakistan continue to advance their 

missile programs, and have, with varying degrees of foreign assistance, deployed medium-

range ballistic missiles that can travel more than 1000 kilometers (around 621 miles). These 

four countries are further developing their ability to supply missiles - North Korea is seen as 

the primary source of missile proliferation in the world today, and Iran has supplied missile 

production items to Syria (Davenport). Furthermore, the MTCR’s targeting of space programs 

can be examined critically.  Seeing as the rocket technology that is used to place satellites 

in orbit can also be used to develop ballistic missiles, the MTCR places an emphasis on 

constraining the spread and development of civilian space programs (Mettler and Reiter). 

The Hague Code of Conduct (The International Code of Conduct Against 
Ballistic Missile Proliferation):
The Hague Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile Proliferation (HCOC), formerly known as 

“The International Code of Conduct (ICOC)” was adopted at an international conference held 

on 25-26 November 2002 in the Hague. It came about as a supplement to the MTCR, with an 

unrestricted membership, and serves as an agreement between states on how they should 

conduct their trade in missiles. It has 138 signatories as of June 2016.

The Code of Conduct is aimed at “bolstering efforts to curb ballistic missile proliferation 

worldwide and to further delegitimize such proliferation” (“Hague”). It is the only multilateral 

code in the area of disarmament to have been adopted in recent years, and is the only 

normative instrument to verify the spread of ballistic missiles. Under the Code, states make 

politically binding commitments to curb the proliferation of WMD-capable ballistic missiles 

and to exercise maximum restraint in developing, testing, and deploying such missiles. 

The Code also has transparency measures such as annual declarations and pre-launch 

notifications regarding ballistic missile and space launch programs. 

The 15th regular meeting of the Subscribing States to the Hague Code of Conduct against 

Ballistic Missile Proliferation was held on June 2nd and 3rd of 2016 in Vienna, where the 

constituents “reaffirmed the importance of the Code as a multilateral confidence building 
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and transparency measure, and discussed efforts to universalize the Code (“Hague”).” 

INTERNATIONAL ACTIONS AND RESPONSE
Main Governments/Regions Involved in the Issue
The United States of America

 Ballistic missile proliferation threatens American national interests, because they make 

states more likely to initiate conflict. This is in line with the United States’ fear that access to 

ballistic missiles will make rogue states more hostile, and therefore, make it more difficult for 

the US to exert political or military pressure on rogue states such as North Korea and Iran 

(Mettler and Reiter). 

 The stated policy of the United States is to prevent countries from importing 

technology needed to design and manufacture ballistic missiles, especially countries with 

incipient nuclear programs. The real challenge that America faces today is maintaining 

control over the technological edge that it has consistently depended on for its national 

security. The question remains as to how the United States will balance the imperatives for 

cooperation with allied and other nations along with keeping its position as one of the top 

contenders in the global arms landscape. 

 The export of US military goods to developing countries has long since been guided by 

the assumption that industrialized countries would retain sufficient technological superiority 

to stay ahead of and to counter threats posed by the growing military capabilities of 

developing nations (Nolan). However, this is very much not the case, as other countries in the 

world have managed to amass weapons technology that is as developed as what America 

possesses. In America’s political interests, the goal of banning ballistic missiles promises a 

new consensus to heal the fractures within the American strategic community (Frye).  

 As missile ranges increase, the civilian populations of America and its allies will become 

increasingly vulnerable to weapons of mass destruction (Fetter).  Therefore, it is imperative 

that America weave policy threats into a coherent and self-consistent fabric to protect its 

civilians from weapons of mass destruction. The goal of the United States now is to develop 

its NMD (nationwide missile defense) program, which aims to shield the whole country 

from incoming missiles. If America can deploy missile defense that is sufficient to supersede 



Berkeley Model United Nations LXVII 30

smaller inventories of less sophisticated missiles, such as those of North Korea and Iran, then 

this can act as a deterrent for such states in the initiation of conflict (Mettler and Reiter).

Russian Federation

 According to the Military Doctrine of the Russian Federation, Russia “reserves the 

right to use nuclear weapons in response to the use of nuclear and other types of weapons 

of mass destruction against it and (or) its allies, as well as in the event of aggression against 

the Russian Federation with the use of conventional weapons when the very existence of the 

state in in jeopardy (Yakovenko).” According to Alexander Yakovenko, Russian Ambassador 

to the UK and Northern Ireland, it will always be in the interest of Russia to strengthen 

strategic stability to help maintain peace. Russia has been a “consistent advocate of 

further limitations and reductions of nuclear weapons stockpiles along with strengthening 

international regimes of arms control and non-proliferation (Yakovenko).” 

 Russia’s A-135 anti-ballistic missile system is already functional around Moscow, and 

it is planning to expand its operation to other major cities. A-135 has also been purchased 

by Turkey, China, India, Saudi Arabia and DPRK air-defense missile systems to intercept 

SRBMS and multiple IRBM attacks. Russia tested the RS-28 Sarmat in December 2017, its 

most powerful thermonuclear-armed ICBM to date. In February 2018, Russia announced that 

it met the new START limits on strategic nuclear weapons, and that it had reduced its total 

number of deployed strategic nuclear warheads to 1444. 

 Russia’s doctrine includes a “escalate to de-escalate” strategy, which indicates that it 

would use nuclear weapons first if the need came to end a large-scale conventional conflict. 

Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK)

 North Korea’s consistent upward trajectory in the development of its missile arsenal 

has proven to be a point of great concern for the rest of the world. In November 2017, the 

DPRK launched the Hwasong-15 into Japan’s Exclusive Economic Zone. The Hwasong-15 

is considered to be one of the most potent missiles in North Korea’s three-decade-long 

history of ballistic missile development. According to US Secretary of Defense James Mattis, 

North Korea’s technological advances in ballistic missiles “poses a worldwide threat and 
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demonstrates the extent of North Korea’s progress in missile development (“Foreign”).” 

 Perhaps what is most shocking is that North Korea managed to sustain such rapid 

development in both nuclear and ballistic missiles despite several rounds of severe sanctions. 

They have already deployed short and medium-range missiles that are serious threats to 

South Korea and Japan, and have a number of ICBMs under development, including mobile-

launched KN-08. The challenge for the West is that DPRK’s rapid technological advancement 

has made it clear that it could pose a real threat in the near future. Furthermore, there seems 

to be little that can hinder them, as sanctions do not work because North Korea manages to 

get by with what little help it gets from its allies. 

 Furthermore, Pakistan has long since nurtured a symbiotic relationship with North 

Korea involving ballistic missiles and uranium enrichment. This began with Pakistan’s interest 

in the North Korean Nodong missile platform. When compared with Pakistan’s Ghauri 1 

missile, striking resemblances between the two can be noted. Early technology trading 

between the two countries was significant. Pakistan gave technological assistance to 

Pyongyang for the development of the solid propellant technology for the Taepdong-1 missile 

(“Foreign”). 
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CASE STUDIES

Iran’s Proliferation of Ballistic Missiles: History and Outlook
 Iran has been a hot topic in the news of late, with Western countries and their allies 

fearing the missile and nuclear capabilities of the Middle Eastern country. It is true that 

Iran is not to be underestimated: According to the Center for Strategic and International 

Studies, “Iran possesses the largest and most diverse missile arsenal in the Middle East, 

with thousands of short- and medium-range ballistic and cruise missiles capable of striking 

as far as Israel and southeast Europe” (Missile Defense Project). Then, recently, the United 

States under the Trump Administration pulled out of the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action 

(JCPOA), or “the Iran Nuclear Deal,” which was negotiated by Obama’s administration in 

2015. White House correspondent Mark Landler notes, “Mr. Trump’s move could embolden 

hard-line forces in Iran, raising the threat of Iranian retaliation against Israel or the United 

States, fueling an arms race in the Middle East and fanning sectarian conflicts from Syria to 

Yemen” (Landler). To understand Iran’s perspective on these current issues, it is important 

to look at Iran’s history of missile proliferation, the background of its current administration, 

and Iran’s foreign relations.

 The Iraq-Iran War is widely cited as the the beginning of Iran’s missile proliferation 

history. Iraq, under Saddam Hussein, invaded post-revolutionary Iran in September 1980. 

Though Saddam claimed that the reason for the invasion was a territorial dispute over Shatt 

al-Arab (a waterway along the boundary of Iran and Iraq), it seems more likely that Saddam 

invaded because he felt threatened by Ayatollah Khomeini who wished to see Saddam --who 

in Khomeini’s eyes was a “brutal Sunni tyrant oppressing [Iraq’s] Shia majority”-- toppled 

(Hardy). The war lasted eight years, and actually served Iran’s purpose as Khomeini was able 

to utilize wartime patriotism to support and cement his regime. Also, Iran spent most of the 

war on the offensive, having a larger population than Iraq and other strategic advantages. 

However, that is not to say that Iran did not suffer casualties: Iraq mounted several ballistic 

missile attacks on Iranian cities, which, together with ground offenses, killed over half a 

million Iranians (History.com). In comparison to Iraq, Tehran “found itself ill-prepared to 

retaliate against Iraq’s missile attacks [and] decided that, for its own protection, it had to 
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achieve self-reliance in missile production” (Iran Watch). In 1985, the Iranian Parliament 

Head Rafsanjani met with delegates in Libya, Syria, North Korea, and China, and came out 

with Scud missiles and rocket components (Iran Watch). Iran received Scud Bs from Libya 

in 1985, and from North Korea in 1987. These missiles are “single-stage, nuclear capable, 

Soviet-origin missiles [that] use liquid fuel and can fly about 280-300 km when carrying a 

770-1,000 kg warhead” (Iran Watch).  North Korea then supplied Iran in 1991 with Scud 

Cs, which have a longer range when carrying a 700 kg warhead, and in 1998 with the No-

Dong/Shebab-3 Missile, a “medium-range...single stage, liquid-fueled, road mobile, nuclear-

capable ballistic missile,” (Iran Watch). Since then, Iran has developed several varieties of the 

Shebab-3 Missile carrying even larger payloads with larger range and better accuracy (Iran 

Watch). By 2007, Iran acquired the BM-25, which is a “submarine-launched ballistic missile 

with a range of 2,400 to 3,000 km [with] the ability to carry a nuclear warhead,” and by 2011 

Iran had successfully launched three satellites which experts note could enable Iran to launch 

long-range missiles (Iran Watch). Besides North Korea, China and Russia have been major 

suppliers of ballistic missile and nuclear technology to Iran, aiding Iran with solid-fuel missile 

technology, alloys for long-range missiles, navigation technology, and more (Iran Watch). 

 Hassan Rouhani has been the President of Iran since 2013, and recently won reelection 

in a landslide. That is not to say, however, that he does not have his critics. As a political 

moderate in Iran, Rouhani won the support of both Ayatollah Khamenei, Iran’s Supreme 

Leader, and the Iranian people when he ran on the promise to work with the United States to 

eliminate sanctions that were hurting the Iranian economy and people. Still, when Rouhani 

took power, the Iranian parliament was dominated by conservatives, many of whom opposed 

Rouhani’s signing of the JCPOA in 2015 (Cunningham & Sabbagh). Then, when new sanctions 

were imposed by both Obama and Trump after the Iran Nuclear Deal was made, Rouhani’s 

supporters began to doubt him and his opponents were energized (Jebraily). Following the 

Iran Nuclear Deal, which was supposed to boost Iran’s economy, Iran suffered a negative 

trade balance in the 2016-2017 year, capital outflow surpassed inflow, short-term foreign 

debt increased by more than two-billion USD, and Iran’s currency dropped in value (Jebraily). 

The US withdrawal from the Iran Nuclear Deal has not helped matters, and Rouhani’s 

more moderate and conciliatory strategies have fallen out of favor. Recognizing this trend, 
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Rouhani himself has become less conciliatory: He has turned towards non-Western countries 

like Turkey and China in an effort to decrease economic reliance on Western countries 

and diminish the effects of Western sanctions, and has issued strong statements insisting 

on Iran’s right to continue its missile program, which has near unanimous support among 

Iranian citizens (Jebraily, Mostaghim). 

 Iran’s foreign relations, past and present, are important, because they help explain why 

Iran feels justified in missile proliferation, as well as why Western countries and their allies 

fear Iran’s missile and nuclear capabilities. During the Iran-Iraq war, the Iraqi air force was far 

superior to Iran’s, conducting “systematic air raids and missile attacks against major Iranian 

cities [killing] numerous civilians” (Behravesh). The main reason Iran’s air force was and 

continues to be skeletal is because of Western sanctions -- so it is no wonder Iran’s leaders 

and people view “the missile program [as a matter of] self preservation” and have a negative 

perception of Western countries (Behravesh). It is no coincidence that this past September, 

on the anniversary of the Iran-Iraq war, Rouhani proclaimed “whether you like it or not, we 

are going to strengthen our military capabilities which are necessary for deterrence. We 

will strengthen...our missiles [because] when it comes to defending our country, we will ask 

nobody for their permission” (The Express Tribune). Along these lines, Iranians feel justified 

in their program because countries around them have missile and nuclear capabilities, and 

they feel indignant about Western requests to halt their missile/nuclear program: As Hamid 

Reza Taraghi, a conservative Iranian politician close to the Supreme Leader, stated in an 

interview, “All neighboring countries in the region have missiles...Israel has nuclear weapons, 

Pakistan and India have nuclear warheads, then we cannot have missiles? Give me a break” 

(Mostaghim). Meanwhile, Western countries fear Iran’s possession of ballistic missile and 

nuclear technology for multiple reasons. For one, Israel and Iran have a complicated history 

that has led to extremely strained relations today. When the UN partitioned the British-

ruled Palestine mandate into a Jewish State and an Arab State in 1947 through the UN 

General Assembly Resolution 181, Iran opposed the Resolution (The Editors of Encyclopaedia 

Britannica). Then, tensions surged again when the secular Shah’s government collapsed in 

1979 and Khomeini took power, claiming an Islamic republic under Islamic law (BBC). Finally, 

Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, Iran’s President from 2005-2013, made several strong statements 
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against Israel while also rejecting all international calls to scale back missile and nuclear 

technology production, saying, for instance, that confronting Israel is an effort to “protect the 

dignity of all human beings” adding that “the existence of the Zionist regime is an insult to 

all humanity” (Associated Press). Also, Western countries and leaders feel ambivalent about 

Iran’s possession of advanced missile/nuclear technology because Iran has routinely lied to 

the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) about its production of missiles, the intent 

of its weapons-producing facilities, and its enrichment of uranium (NTI). Iran has signed 

protocols and then violated them shortly after, and has ignored UN Resolutions concerning 

its missile and nuclear activities (NTI). Finally, Iran has not hesitated to utilize its missile 

technology in previous conflicts, like in the Iraq-Iran War, so Western countries and their allies 

feel that their concerns, sanctions, warnings and condemnations are valid. 

 In light of all the headlines about Iran and the United States, it is important to take 

a look back and recognize how history has brought us to the current situation. We cannot 

predict the future with absolute certainty, but knowing how and why Iran procured and 

manufactured ballistic missiles in light of their home politics, wars, and foreign relations can 

help us form educated guesses, and try to circumvent tragic possibilities. 

The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK)
 In modern times, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea is well known for its 

extensive nuclear missile testing and vocal threats to many of its neighboring countries. 

The current situation is part of a larger history of ballistic missile developments, having a 

significant impact on the world stage over the course of several decades.

 North Korea’s ballistic missile program began earnestly in 1981 when it received 

Russian SCUD-B missiles from Egypt as well as access to a launchpad (Kim 2017). North 

Korean engineers spent the next few years studying, testing, and modifying the missile 

plans. In 1984, they performed their first test firing of SCUD-B missiles, and in 1986, these 

missiles were officially deployed and put into active service (CSIS 2018). In 1993, the first 

Korean designed missile, the Nodong-1 missile was fired into the Sea of Japan. Later missiles 

developed by Pakistan and Iran are extremely similar to the Nodong-1 missiles, making it 

likely that these governments either received missile plans from or collaborated on missile 
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development with the DPRK (CSIS 2018).

 While these missiles could be loaded with powerful explosives, they were all relatively 

short range. This changed drastically in 1998, when the DPRK tested the Taepodong-1 

missile. This was a three stage missile with an average range of around 2500 kilometers. 

When tested, the missile passed over Japan at an altitude of about 200 kilometers (FAS 

2018). The US intelligence community was surprised by this development, and after a few 

months of research, then CIA director, George Tenet, testified that this missile could be used 

to hit parts of Alaska and Hawaii (Arms Control 2018).

 Over the course of the next 8 years, the DPRK didn’t perform any major missile test 

launches. However, in 2006, amongst a period of high tensions with the US, the DPRK once 

again began performing missile tests. This continued at the pace of a few tests every few 

years until about 2012. The frequency and quantity of missile tests skyrocketed starting in 

this era, thanks to the high tensions between the US and the DPRK, and the succession of 

Kim Jong Un (Berlinger 2017).

 Currently, the DPRK possesses Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles- defined as a ballistic 

missile capable of striking a target more than 5500 kilometers away. They tested their first 

ICBM in November of 2017. With a maximum expected range of 13000 kilometers, the missile 

could reach all of the continental United States. It is possible that the test firing used a fake, 

super light payload rather than a proper, heavy test payload. If this were the case, when the 

missile is loaded with some sort of explosive payload, the range would be shorter than 13000 

kilometers (CSIS 2018).

 The implications of the DPRK’s ballistic missile program are far reaching. This is due to 

the unique position North Korea holds on the international stage. While the majority of the 

international community stands strongly opposed to their actions, the DPRK is supported 

heavily by China. Although heavy sanctions have negative effects on the DPRK’s people and 

economy, as long as China continues its economic and diplomatic support, North Korea can 

continue pursuing its missile program. The missile tests and threats that the DPRK continually 

makes will continue to lead to an increasing instability in the region. How this situation will 

evolve and play out in the future remains to be seen.
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QUESTIONS TO CONSIDER 

Question 1: 

The right to develop and maintain a ballistic missile arsenal is 

considered by many countries to be of paramount importance, 

and to be something that should be guaranteed to them. Often, 

it is considered to be integral to the national security of countries, 

and this has been something that countries like the United States 

and Russia have fiercely protected. If this is the case, why do you 

think countries in the Middle East and South Asia are attacked for 

developing their weapons technology? What other factors, socio-

political or socio-cultural, do you think play into the wider picture? 

Question 2: 

How do you propose to address the fact that there is no 

comprehensive norm, treaty, or agreement regarding the use and 

status of such weapons? What should such a treaty include, keeping 

in mind the political positions of the various countries of the world? 

How would this influence future solutions for this issue? 
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