In the late 1960s, the United States and the USSR began working on agreements that would limit the development of Anti-Ballistic Missile programs. The function of such initiatives would be to track an already-fired missile and destroy it with a missile of the nation attacked, before any destruction resulted. In 1969, the United States and the USSR begin Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT I) including negotiations on curbing defensive ABM programs initiatives and offensive nuclear programs. The SALT talks led to the landmark Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, which included the agreement among both nations “not to deploy ABM systems for a defense of the territory of its country and not to provide a base for such a defense, and not to deploy ABM systems for defense of an individual region.” The agreement also included restrictions on testing for ABM technology that could launch more than one interceptor missile at a time and the use of air-based, sea-based, and space-based ABM systems. By the year 1996, both the United States and Russia agreed to uphold START II, a treaty that would reduce the nuclear arms possessed by both countries by half by the year 2007. Plans for START III, a third treaty to further reduce nuclear build up, began in 1999.
However, the Russians threatened to pull out of these agreements if the US did not uphold its promises in the ABM treaty. President George W. Bush’s calls for increased development of and fiscal expenditures on National Missile Defense technology in 2001 caused an international outcry. The Russian Federation and China have accused the US of selling short its commitment in the ABM Treaty to increase its own hegemonic power, while the US has defended its pursuit of National Missile Defense as responsible defense for its own people. In 2001, the United States withdrew from the ABM treaty in order to develop its own missile defense system. Consequently, the Russians withdrew from the START II treaty. As further rationale for such policy, the Bush administration cited the emergence of developing nuclear weapons programs in what President Bush termed “rogue nations” such as North Korea and Iran.
After a series of accusations made by the United States that North Korea possessed nuclear weapons, North Korea admitted to their development of such a program, including the production of highly enriched uranium, a key ingredient in their production. That same year, the nation restarted its nuclear reactor in Yongbyon as well as refused to allow United Nations weapons inspectors to continue their work within their borders, and asked them to leave. The United States has repeatedly stated that the nuclear program must be dismantled, but North Korea has insisted that the United States must first sign a non-aggression pact in order to begin working on an agreement over the nuclear program. In January of 2004, North Korea agreed to allow US experts to visit one of its nuclear facilities. 

North Korean buildup has also contributed to Japan’s pursuit of a National Missile Defense program, spending over $1 billion (US) on defense per year until the year 2007. Coming from a nation that has spent less than a tenth of that amount on defense in the last five years, such a drastic increase has contributed to increased fears of a nuclear offensive and defensive buildup in Southeast Asia. These fears are added to by tension created from the fact that a National Missile Defense system in Japan could extend its defensive capabilities into the airspace of Taiwan. Considering the volatility of political relations between Taiwan and mainland China in recent months, this possible alliance between Japan and Taiwan could further destabilize the region, as well as violating the provision of the ABM Treaty as above “not to deploy ABM systems for defense of an individual region.”

During late 2001-early 2002, the Bush administration focused its attention towards Iran’s nuclear energy program. The Bush administration has accused Iran of actively seeking nuclear weapons, including missile-related technology from China and Russia. In the following months, the US obtained and published satellite images of two nuclear reactors being constructed. In August, 2003, Mohammad Khatami, the president of Iran, denied any accusations regarding the development of nuclear weapons in Iran, claiming that Iran’s nuclear program was peaceful. The IAEA (International Atomic Energy Agency) has conducted inspections in Iran and stated the Iran has not violated the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. However, IAEA inspections have confirmed US claims to recent Iranian development of the nuclear energy program. Additionally, the agency has urged Iran to comply with a new clause in the treaty that would allow unannounced inspections of its nuclear facilities.


The region of the Middle East has also been subject to increased scrutiny by US-led non-proliferation interests. In 2003, Libyan President Moammar Gadhafi agreed to dismantle his country’s nuclear weapons program and allow international inspections. That same year, Mohamed ElBaradei, chief of the International Atomic Energy Agency, announced that he would travel to Libya to inspect its nuclear weapons program. A group of experts traveled to the nation to inspect several project sites and found that Libya had not acquired nuclear weapons capabilities yet possessed chemical agents and bombs and research centers for missile and biological weapons development. In January of 2004, however, President Bush renewed sanctions against Libya, saying that Libya needed to take more “concrete steps” in terms of dismantling its weapons program. Recent concerns over a nuclear “black market” that could have aided Libya’s nuclear weapons program, including secrets passed on and sold through China and Pakistan, have further complicated the issue.

The justifications and arguments surrounding the Bush administration’s push for ballistic missile defense have become increasingly more complicated in the wake of these developments around the world. Questions concerning international stability and the viability of the Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD) theory of international deterrence in the nuclear age are abound. Will the US withdrawal from the ABM treaty contribute to a new arms race? What will it mean for the balance of nuclear power, peace, and stability in the world? What will happen to the dominance of hegemonic powers in the global arena? Keeping in mind the doctrine of MAD, are nations in pursuit of nuclear weapons contributing to a more stable international environment or putting world peace at risk? Finally, what role does the UN play in maintaining such peace while respecting the defense and sovereignty of member nations? We look forward to hearing your nation’s viewpoints, answering these questions and formulating solutions in a meaningful debate at the conference.
