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Topic A: Addressing the Role of European Arms in the Ongoing Kivu Conflict
“When you're faced with a gun, what can you do, as a simple civilian? They ask for money, they ask for gold or
cassiterite. Whatever happens, you have to give it."
- A miner from Shabunda (South Kivu) describing extortion at military roadblocks. Bukavu, 28 July 2008. 1
“The road to Goma town is a throng of men, women and children desperately searching for refuge in the town’s
crowded camps. Many people have been forced to sleep out in the open as they cannot find shelter. The numbers
fleeing are staggering. People urgently need our help. And yet it doesn’t look like the fighting is over, so the
likelihood is that more people will be fleeing in the coming days.” - Juliette Prodhan, head of the Congolese division
of OXFAM, an international charitable organization committed to alleviating poverty, 2008. 2

Introduction
With over 11,780 killed, hundreds of thousands of suspected excess deaths, and, at the
very least, 1.4 million civilians uprooted from their homes and internally displaced, the ongoing
Kivu Conflict in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (the “Kivu Conflict”) is one of the worst
refugee crises of our modern era, destroying culture in addition to countless families and lives. 3
An armed conflict of this scale, having raged for 18 arduous years, would by all means make
daily front page news were it to occur in the developed world. The fact remains, however, that
the events of the ongoing Kivu Conflict, centered primarily in the Democratic Republic of
Congo ( the “DRC”), and the factors contributing to it, have gone largely unnoticed by Western
media. Such little attention, aside from occasional reports on escalation as the violence rages
daily, obscures the fact that some European nations have dealt arms to parties involved in the
conflict . Many of these same forces have been credibly linked to human rights violations,
including sexual abuse and worse.
The complicated Kivu conflict primarily involves direct confrontations between two
sides: (1) the Armed Forces of the Democratic Republic of Congo (the “FARDC”), allied with
the United Nations Organization Stabilization Mission in the Democratic Republic of the Congo
(“MONUSCO”), and (2) various Hutu & Tutsi armed militia groups in the DRC, Rwanda, and
beyond. The violence has been largely viewed as being divided into three major phases, the third
of which continues presently. While confrontations have been largely limited to the provinces of
Nord-Kivu and Sud-Kivu in the DRC, encroachment into external Congolese provinces,
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Rwanda, and Burundi have created a concerning situation for countless civilians. 4 The United
Nations (“UN”) has passed numerous resolutions in attempts to quell violence and alleviate the
diaspora crisis since the conflict began in 2004, including frequent resolutions to extend
MONUSCO involvement in the conflict with additional peacekeepers and supplies. However, the
United Nations has done little to directly address or combat the role that European-supplied arms
have played in the violence. Many of these weapons end up in the hands of belligerents on
different sides and are often known to be used in specific cases of human rights violations. 5
The Disarmament and International Security Committee now confronts the Kivu Conflict
directly to address several important aspects of this multifaceted matter:
● Bringing direct attention to the sale, transport, availability, and dissemination of
European weapons amid this conflict, and its severe repercussions; and,
● Discussing the supply of weapons from world superpowers and developed nations
to militant groups, governments, and additional factions involved in various
armed conflicts worldwide.
Background
Pinpointing the true source and aggravating factors of the Kivu Conflict requires delving
into centuries of Congolese history. With Hutu and Tutsi communities arriving in the area
currently consisting of the provinces of Nord-Kivu and Sud-Kivu in the modern-day DRC from
their native Rwanda, tense interactions with the native communities (including the Nande,
Nyanga, and Hunde) have become nearly constant. These native communities, confronted with
the continual influx of Hutu and Tutsi, have since developed self-defense organizations referred
to as “Mai-Mai.” These militias remain potent and sizable, participating as some of the many
combatants in the convoluted regional violence. Mai-Mai militias, however, certainly don’t make
up the entirety of the combatants involved in the Kivu Conflict, as the Uppsala Conflict Data
Program currently lists as many as 139 individual groups playing roles throughout the conflict. 6
And while the role of European arms dealing in the conflict doesn’t come into play until much
later on, in the current third phase of the violence, the buildup to the present situation provides
valuable information regarding the events that came to form the Kivu Conflict today.
These long-running tensions culminated during and following the 1994 Rwandan Civil
War and Genocide, a conflict between ethnic Hutus and Tutsis, as millions of displaced Rwandan
(primarily Hutu) civilians and militants from Rwanda’s Hutu army and various militia parties
flooded into the Kivu provinces. The spillover from the Rwandan conflict spurred significant
upticks in violence, not only amongst themselves but also with native local communities and
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their Mai-Mai groups. 7 Hostilities came to a head in 1997 following the formation of the
Rwandan-supported Alliance of Democratic Forces for the Liberation of Congo ( the AFDL,)
created to protect Tutsi interests and refugees throughout the Kivu provinces by combating
existing Hutu forces in the area. The now white-hot violent conflict officially earned the title of
the First Congo War, culminating in a coup replacing Mobutu Sese Seko, president of
then-named Zaire, with Laurent-Désiré Kabila, the Tutsi ADFL revolutionary leader, who
became president of the reorganized and renamed DRC. 8 In 1998, Kabila, in attempting to
gradually remove Rwandan influence and identity throughout the DRC, sparked additional
violence which led to the creation of numerous rebel groups, both on the side of the Rwandan
government and the Kabila administration. The resurgence of violence came to be known as the
Second Congo War, culminating in Kabila’s eventual assassination and a gradual ceasefire in
2002. 9
The official beginning of the Kivu Conflict is widely accepted to have begun on June
2nd, 2004, at the commencement of its first phase, sparked by the refusal of various armed
groups, including Mai-Mai militiamen, to be absorbed and unified into the FARDC. This lead to
a period of elevated tensions and violence throughout the region, along with the formation of
many armed resistance groups on various sides of the conflict, including the National Congress
for Defense of the People (“CNDP”) and the Forces Démocratiques de Libération du Rwanda
(“FDLR”,) a Hutu group which once allied with the FARDC until cutting ties in 2014. Both the
CNDP and FDLR engaged in direct, protracted combat with one another while Mai-Mai
violence raged region-wide. 10 From late 2004 until January of 2008, conflict also intensified
between the rebel operatives of former FARDC general Laurent Nkunda and both the FARDC
(and allied armed groups) until peace accords were tentatively reached in early 2008. These
agreements fell through quickly, however, as fighting broke out once more in the latter half of
2008 and intensified quicker than ever. Nkunda-backed rebel groups and the CNDP provoked
violence throughout the nation, inciting riots in large cities, and spurring serious humanitarian
crises as large amounts of refugees fled cities and towns in the path of rebel activity. 11 Following
months of turmoil, the FARDC, combined with the Rwandan Army, captured Nkunda in January
of 2009, leading to the signing of a peace treaty by a number of the rebel groups involved and a
brief stint of lessened violence, bringing the conflict’s first phase to a resolution. 12
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While comparatively brief, the conflict’s second phase provided an understandable setup
for the current period of violence and introduced a number of new participants to the protracted
dispute- most notably, the introduction of MONUSCO as a civilian-protective peacekeeping
force. Following a 2012 CNDP mutiny in which the group had agreed to become a political party
before rallying against the national government, rebel soldiers who had participated in the
mutiny led the creation of the March 23rd Movement (M23.) The M23 subsequently took over
large swaths of the Kivu provinces in an attempt to overthrow the national government altogether
and turn to violence once more against the FARDC. This inflection point ushered in a second and
equally violent period of conflict as, beginning in March 2013, the UN amended the mandate of
MONUSCO, permitting the organization to more forcefully intervene.With the creation of an
“intervention brigade,” MONUSCO could launch offensives against M23 and “neutralize” armed
groups throughout the region in general. 13 Following the launch of MONUSCO with its
expanded mandate, allied with the FARDC, M23 rebels were quickly pushed back, thereby
ending the Conflict’s second phase in November 2013. MONUSCO peacekeeping forces, with
members from nations worldwide, became a staple across the Kivu provinces and the entire
DRC.
Current Situation
The current and third phase of the conflict, considered to have begun in January 2015,
has centered on violence between the joint operation of FARDC and MONUSCO, against the
Allied Democratic Forces (“ADF”.) This new development has seen the resurgence of various
armed resistance groups who had previously made peace with the Congolese Government, such
as M23 (beginning in March of 2022), and the FDLR. Conflict has intensified following the
2017 insurgency of the ADF, with a staggering 1.7+ million Congolese being forcefully
displaced due to violence in that year alone. In addition, a large-scale attack on a MONUSCO
base in December 2017 left 15 peacekeepers dead, and violence has only increased over the past
few years. Fighting rages with frequently launched insurgent counter-offensives and raids against
military and UN installations, resulting in the deaths of an estimated 3,400+ people.14 Warfare
continued after a 30-day state of siege was declared over North Kivu Province on April 30, 2021,
with existing armed resistance groups often backed by Islamic extremist groups. The March
2022 uprising of M23 has ensured that violence throughout the region is far from over. 15
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From its inception, the Kivu Conflict has time and time again catalyzed the forced
displacement of Congolese and Rwandan civilians. In addition to the over 11,800 estimated
killed amid the conflict since 2004, an estimated 523,000 civilians have been uprooted since
2017 alone.16 During this very same period, little addressed was the role of Bulgarian and
Serbian-manufactured weapons shuttled en masse and utilized by the FARDC, who, according to
the UN, have been directly responsible for at least 20% of the human rights violations in the area
since the conflict began. According to a 2021 report by the Transnational Institute, “between
2012 and 2015 Bulgaria exported assault rifles, large-caliber artillery systems, light machine
guns, hand-held under-barrel and mounted grenade launchers to the Democratic Republic of
Congo’s national police and military. [...] Bulgarian weapons were in use in North Kivu in 2017
coinciding with the forced displacement of 523,000 people.” 17 The report goes on to state that
920 assault rifles and 114 light machine guns were imported to the DRC from Serbia in 2017, the
same year that the European Union (“E.U.”) imposed sanctions upon 14 Congolese state
officials for “human rights violations in the DRC.” This group of men consisted of, among
others, FARDC commanders and directors, members of the same group to which these Serbian
weapons were imported.
Additionally, the report states that “both Bulgaria and Syria duly reported on the arms
they exported to the DRC, but with no repercussions from the ATT (referencing the 2014 Arms
Trade Treaty, which regulates international arms trade 18) or the EU for doing so.” This fact is
poignant considering, as later stated, the armed conflict has left over 5.2 million civilians
internally displaced, 1 million of which in 2013 coinciding with the export of over 1,100
Bulgarian weapons. Finally, a UN report referenced in the Transnational Institute report refers to
1,760 victims of execution, abuse, rape, and forced labour in two North Kivu territories- in 2018,
with many of these occurrences being committed by both armed groups and soldiers of the
FARDC, the recipient of the exported weapons.19 This issue has brought additional light to the
repercussions of the export of European weapons to the militaries of nations undergoing ongoing
armed conflicts worldwide. The report above mentions similar examples in Libya, Turkey, and
Iraq, among others. In the Kivu Conflict, with these weapons being imported directly from
Bulgaria and Serbia to the FARDC, the same group responsible for a fifth of the human rights
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violations documented throughout the conflict, the time has come to address the detriment that
this arms dealing has caused and discuss the future of this weapons trade.
As for committee debate on the issue, several trends may develop:
● Conflict-scarred nations may prefer a direct approach of scaling back the dealing
of European weapons in conflict areas due to humanitarian crises and forced
displacement.
● On the other hand, nations with domestic arms manufacturers, as well others
with deep military, economic and diplomatic ties may have a nuanced view with
multifaceted approaches. Many countries may wish to balance minimizing the
humanitarian effects of arms dealing in the Kivu Conflict (and other such
conflicts) against the economic interests represented in the profitability of arms
dealing.
● Although other nations may not be directly involved in arms dealing to the
participants of the Kivu Conflict, both their roles in MONUSCO participation and
other global peacekeeping forces, as well as historic alliances with both European
nations and the DRC, may weigh on their diplomatic position. The status of
current national involvement in the global weapons trade (either as exporters or
importers) would indicate that many governments may have specific or general
stances regarding the issues at hand.
Finally, while this topic deals with a number of very pertinent facets of this conflict that
could be addressed in a number of ways, keep strongly in mind the jurisdiction of DISEC and the
disarmament aspect of this crisis rather than additional issues which could be addressed by other
committees. Staying in position and adhering strictly to DISEC’s jurisdiction while avoiding the
more forceful “directive-based activities” properly resting with other UN organs, e.g., the
The Security Council, will prove crucial in order to perform well in debate and develop a rich
base of solutions to consider in order to finally address this long-sidelined issue in a major world
conflict.
Questions to Consider
1. If and when involved in any armed conflict, does your nation tend to focus more on its
own economic benefit, or humanitarian issues, either as aggressor or victim?
2. How would your nation view a gradual (or abrupt) de-escalation of the Kivu Conflict,
and the disarming of European weapons from the parties involved? What solutions would
your nation surmise as being plausible in order to realize the end of this long-lasting
violence and the disarmament of European weapons in armed conflicts worldwide?
3. As over 50 individual nations have some role in the conflict, does your nation play any
part in MONUSCO involvement, or otherwise, in the Kivu Conflict? If so, how?
4. What is your nation’s current stance on the 2014 Arms Trade Treaty? How might this
stance affect your position on the European arms trade in the Kivu Conflict?
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5. Is your nation currently suffering from the effects of armed conflict (backed by European
weaponry), or experiencing humanitarian crises such as migrant diasporas and large-scale
displacement due to conflict events?
6. Does your nation have an impact on the procurement, sale, delivery or transportation of
small arms (for domestic, paramilitary, internal security or military applications) in any of
the following ways:
1. Your nation is a major exporter of weapons, weapon components, ammunition
or other combinations of the foregoing.
2. Your nation is a major importer of weapons, weapon components, ammunition
or other combinations of the foregoing
3. Your nation has one or more major weapons manufacturers headquartered or
having significant operations within your borders.
7. Does your nation have any regulatory mechanism for tracking the sale, transportation,
and usage of weapons, ammunition or other armament components?
Suggested Sources
1. This Database of Security Council Resolutions, Reports, Records, and Documents,
although compiled and orchestrated by another committee, holds valuable information
regarding conflict background, the current state of affairs, and U.N. positions of a
plethora of nations regarding the Kivu Conflict. While this source is heavily useful, its
publication by the Security Council would remind me to note to please continue to make
sure to adhere strictly to DISEC jurisdiction when formulating your respective national
positions and writing position papers on this topic, and to use this source rather
stringently for purely informational purposes.
2. The Official Site of MONUSCO provides valuable, up-to-date information regarding the
organization’s participation in the ongoing Kivu conflict in its continued strategic alliance
with the FARDC, and, more specifically, information regarding the participation of the 61
nations currently providing personnel and supplies to the organization. As many
Bulgarian and Serbian-produced and exported weapons have been seen to have ended up
in use by the FARDC, a group both responsible for a multitude of human rights violations
throughout the conflict, and allied with MONUSCO, this should allow you to consider
your nation’s alignment with not only the issue of weapons, but also MONUSCO
participation in general.
3. This Rift Valley Institute Report contains seemingly limitless information regarding the
historical context to the Kivu Conflict and the majority of the groups in participation, as
well as the current state of affairs in the region, the migrant diaspora created by the
ongoing violence, and a detailed history of the events which transpired throughout the
centuries in order to build the rivalries which created the current state of affairs, a far
more detailed history than I could’ve ever disseminated through this mere topic guide.
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4. The Outline and the Full Report of this Transnational Institute review of the influence of
European weapons exporting on migrant diasporas/displacement, and additional human
rights violations, should prove invaluable for formulating positions, not simply dealing
with the influence of European arms in the Kivu Conflict, but additionally in various
armed conflicts worldwide (many specific examples are provided and elaborated upon).
Parallels are also drawn between the existence of these imported weapons and their use
(or likely use) during crucial periods of conflict and known human rights violations,
which should cement the notion that this is a critical issue which should be brought to the
forefront of debate regarding the Kivu Conflict. I would specifically recommend
reviewing pages 26-29 of the full report in order to gain a full understanding of the
correlation between European weapons and forced displacement in the Kivu conflict, but
would strongly urge delegates to read on into additional examples of similar arms
exportation from world superpowers into conflict regions in order to better have an
understanding of your nation’s alignment, whether allying with the exporting nations or
those experiencing the effects of armed conflict and forced displacement.
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Topic B: Militarization and Weaponization of Outer Space
“We recognize space remains a domain of competition, but confrontation or conflict is not inevitable. We must take
steps to reduce uncertainty and manage the risk that competition will lead to conflict.”
- Michael Aho, advisor to the US Delegation to the Conference of Disarmament

Introduction
Russia’s withdrawal from the International Space Station (the “ISS”), which has
symbolized the global cooperation between nations prominent in space exploration for over two
decades, is only the most recent development in the long-standing threat of an outer space arms
race. The ISS, which was launched in 1998, has served as a culmination of the international
community’s scientific research of the cosmos and corresponding collaboration. Unifying five
major space agencies, NASA of the United States, JAXA of Japan, Roscsomos of Russia, ESA
of Europe, and CSA of Canada, the ISS was able to unite nations that grappled with political
contentions across the common interest of space exploration.20 However, Russia’s departure from
said colony marks the end of such coexistence within outer space, indicating once again a split
between the Western and Eastern powers. Additionally, the nation has expressed plans to either
construct its own space station or join China’s newly built module, Tiangong, eliciting further
concern regarding the separation of the international community. 21
This recent development in international relations and advancement in outer space
technology has elicited international concern that the era of peaceful space exploration has come
to an end through the transformation of space exploration for military purposes. Specifically,
such tensions have given rise to concerns regarding the outbreak of an “arms race”, which would
entail a competition between major powers for domination of the development and collection of
weaponry in outer space.22 Clarification of what classifies as a “weapon” has remained largely
vague and difficult to define over the years. Due to the nature of its non-gravitational
environment, essentially any object can be utilized as a weapon, including pieces of space debris
that could damage satellites or other devices. Additionally, the use of non-physical, electronic,
and cyber technology has made conflict more difficult to identify due to possible misfirings or
misoperations. However, it is necessary to consider that there is a clear distinction between the
militarization and weaponization of outer space. Considering militarization, armed forces from
member states have long since utilized celestial devices since the very first communication
satellites were launched, for additional purposes including navigation, command and control, and
monitoring.23 Military management use of these devices, which have been officially labelled as
20
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entirely “peaceful”, include the control of bombing raids and reducing possibilities of
pre-emptive global strikes, which are performed at the benefit of each nation’s benefit. In
contrast, the weaponization of outer space has primarily been construed as the deployment of
devices, equipment or systems capable of causing destruction in orbit of Earth. The definition of
such weaponry has become unclear as many experts have argued that ground-based systems,
those that travel throughout space, or target space-based devices are included within the
weaponization of space.24 Although the possession of technology doesn’t necessite engagement
in asymmetric warfare, the lack of communication and regulations concerning such weaponry in
outer space increases the probability of international conflict.
A large portion of outer space weaponry has been implemented with the hopes of
improving “counter-space capabilities”, which essentially aim to limit other actors’ the benefits
of space exploration, and at times, exploitation.25 These types of technology can be placed with
the intentions of either offensive or defensive operations, negatively affecting the security sector
at a global scale. At this point, nations have focused development of weaponry in four main
categories: kinetic physical, non-kinetic physical, electronic, and cyber.26 Kinetic physical
operations aim to cause permanent, irreversible damage to a space or ground support
infrastructure through either direct impact or detonation. This can be accomplished through the
placement of anti-satellite missiles (ASATS) and co-orbital systems placed on similar orbits. In
comparison, non-kinetic physical technologies damage space devices through indirect contact,
utilizing electromagnetic pulses, lasers, or microwave bombardment. However, not all
counter-space technology leads to permanent damage, as evidenced by electronic warfare. These
devices primarily use radiofrequency energy in order to interfere with communications from
satellites, largely impending military operations.27 Lastly, the most recently developing
technology, cyber warfare, utilizes network techniques to either control or destroy satellite
computer systems, which has become more accessible to even non-State actors. The
development of such technology has elicited further concern regarding their capacity to interfere
or compromise with state operations.
As an effort to maintain the peaceful use of outer space by international actors, the United
Nations began considering the prohibition of weaponry and military directives in space as early
as the 1950s. After passing the considerations of the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer
Space and the General Assembly, the “Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in
the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies,” also
known as the “Outer Space Treaty,” was entered into force in 1967.28 Under its directive, nations
are prohibited from placing nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction on celestial
24

Ibid.
Rajeswari, Rajagopalan Pillai. “Electronic and Cyber Warfare in Outer Space.” UNIDIR, 2019,
https://unidir.org/sites/default/files/publication/pdfs//electronic-and-cyber-warfare-in-outer-space-en-784.pdf
26
Ibid.
27
Ibid.
28
UNODA, “Report of the Secretary-General on Reducing Space Threats through Norms, Rules and Principles of
Responsible Behaviors (2021) – UNODA,” United Nations (United Nations, n.d.), accessed August 3, 2022,
https://www.un.org/disarmament/topics/outerspace-sg-report-outer-space-2021/.
25

13

bodies. Additionally, the treaty created a set of fundamental principles that solidify nations’ use
of space as peaceful. In congruence, this ensures that extraterrestrial nuclear warfare will not
occur. Thus, the exploration and use of space is to be done so in the interest and at the benefit of
all nations, aiming to promote the peaceful nature of such common grounds. The treaty also
makes provisions concerning celestial bodies, including the moon, stating that they are unable to
be claimed by individual nations and are exempt from national appropriation in order to prevent
imbalances of power.29 In turn, all countries who become involved with space activities are to be
considered responsible for any damage caused by their space-based devices– governmental and
non-governmental entities alike. The Outer Space Treaty was the first major international
agreement concerning the maintenance of peace within space. Although its principles provide the
bare framework for international space law, many of its components require updates, and all draft
treaties proposed afterwards have met rejection. As such, this committee will convene to address
the shortcomings of previous legislation and develop modernized standards concerning both the
weaponry and militarization of outer space by international parties in order to maintain the
co-operation of space activities by member-states. Furthermore, nations will further address the
role of counter-space technologies regarding state exploration and further regulation as such
weaponry continues to advance.
Background
Throughout the United Nations, member states have been shown to be in general
agreement that an outer space arms race should be prevented with 112 nations serving as party to
the Outer Space Treaty, which reduces the weaponization of space, and another 23 acting as
signatories without ratification.30 However, such negotiations, including an official treaty
regarding such conflict, has never been negotiated. Past discussions and resolutions have
indicated a clear need for directives preventing the deployment of weapons in space or any sort
of conflict. Several nations, including the United States of America, have argued that such an
issue does not exist yet, meaning that it would prove to be futile to take preemptive action. In
contrast, most of the member nations agree that preparations should be made in advance to limit
the militarization and weaponization of space in order to limit the expansion of counter-space
technology and limit exploitation of extraterrestrial territory at the expense of international
peace..
Drawing back to 1955, the early exploration of space during the Cold War brought forth
new grounds for militarization through the development of weaponry and technologies
specifically designed to be used within space or on celestial bodies. The launch of Sputnik 1,
which was the first Earth-orbiting satellite in the history of mankind, and Sputnik 2, the first
orbiting device containing a living organism, initiated the politically-motivated technological
29
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competition between the US and the USSR: the Space Race.31 The two nation-states were locked
in a twenty-four year struggle over the domination of space exploration technologies. Utilizing
German missile technology and researchers from World War II, both the USSR and the US
strove to display their technological and political superiority. In turn, the Space Race resulted in
the launchings of artificial satellites; space-based probes of Venus, Mars, and the moon; and
several manned lunar missions.32 However, the basis of the Cold War was mainly fueled by an
overarching arms race concerning nuclear weapons, as the USSR was determined to develop its
own nuclear system after the US’s atomic bombing of Hiroshima in 1945. Four years later in
1949, the USSR successfully tested their first atomic bomb, which led to both sides competing to
create bigger, more destructive bombs in order to retain power. After a series of nuclear tests and
the development of hydrogen bombs, the US published the Doctrine of Massive Retaliation,
based around the theory of Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD), ensuring that attacks to either
nation would be met with an attack of the same force.33 This competition and development of
extraterrestrial technology have demonstrated nations’ exploitation of outer space for terrestrial
benefit, leading to concern that similar events could develop in light of evolving weaponry.
The development of such nuclear technology revealed that the Space Race had an ulterior
motive as it demonstrated the ability of the two nation-states to launch nuclear warheads in the
same manner as their satellites, further indicating their evolving destructive capabilities. Both the
American and Soviet governments manipulated the results of the race into political propaganda,
waging that the development of new technologies demonstrated the superiority of their capitalist
or communist doctrine.34 Through the 1960s, both nations continued to deploy satellites that
were often used for orbital reconnaissance to map the location of rivals’ military weaponry and
installations, exhibiting the clear beginnings of space militarization. However, the development
of intercontinental ballistic missiles (“ICBMs”) proved to be one of the more dangerous
advancements of the Cold War. ICBMs are a type of projectile that have a minimum range of
5,000 kilometers in travel that are mainly used to deliver thermonuclear warheads.35 In theory,
this type of nuclear weaponry can strike any target on Earth in a matter of minutes, further
signifying the necessity of the theory of MAD. ICBMs are usually launched in suborbital
spaceflight, which entitled the need for control of the outer space domain, which demonstrates
major powers’ desire for extraterrestrial domination. The United State’s development of multiple
independently targetable reentry vehicles (MIRVs) allows these ballistic missiles to strike
31
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multiple targets as they are now able to carry separate nuclear warheads, leaving them even more
dangerous than before.36 These technologies demonstrate nations’ capacity for offensive
measures regarding weaponry in outer space.
In response to rising fears over development of space-based nuclear weaponry, the
international production of anti-satellite systems (ASATS)began to take hold during the Cold
War by both the United States and the USSR, increasing in use as other nations’ outer space
operations increased. These devices have historically been difficult to define in terms of
international arms control, as they are both weapons created to destroy militarized satellites, but
they can function in a multitude of ways. The kinetic energy systems (“KE-ASATs”) dismantle
satellites by striking them at fast speeds or detonating nearby, destroying them.37 In contrast,
non-kinetic ASATs utilize non-physical mechanisms to jam frequencies, override satellites
through cyberwarfare, or blind them with lasers. The first ASAT, Bold Orion, was an American
ballistic missile that led the USSR to develop co-orbitals that detonate after syncing with its
target’s orbit. The systems have been continuously developed and are still used in modern
situations as a crucial element of missile defense for many countries. The definition of such
devices has remained largely unclear and has elicited international concern on the limitation of
their implementation due to their capacity to deal long-lasting damage to the space devices of
other states’, affecting infrastructure and security.
Although space exploration is no longer solely in the hands of the United States, their
space programs have continued to dominate the field through NASA/USSF and ROSCOSMOS.
Despite the existence of over seventy space agencies across the world, only sixteen are capable
of completing space launches, classifying these states as major players in the developing nature
of the field. Including the two major agencies already discussed, CNSA/CMSA (China), ESA
(many European nations), ASI (Italy), ISRO (India), JAXA (Japan), CNES (France), ASA/NSP
(Australia), AEB (Brazil), ISA (Iran), ISA (Israel), KENSA (Kenya), KARA/KASI (South
Korea), NADA (North Korea), and SSAU (Ukraine) have such capability. 38Multiple states have
also created independent space forces in order to gain footing in the new frontier.
After facing reorganization, the Chinese PLA established the Strategic Support Force in
2015 to handle the fields of space, cyber, and electromagnetic spectrum. The PLA Strategic
Support Force is mainly centered around providing support to Chinese military operations as
they attempt to advance forwards in the fields of space and cyber warfare. In addition to serving
as a resource center for interdisciplinary research for China’s respective field goals, the SSF
allows the nation to develop, field, and deploy military weaponry.39 In order not to fall behind,
36
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Russia created a separate space program within the same year. Russia’s Space Force focuses
primarily on providing information on possible missile attacks, regulating ballistic missile
defense, and the creation and overall maintenance of in-orbit space objects. France later created
the Space Command in September of 2019 in response to these developments. Instead of
establishing an entirely separate force, France simply altered its air force to include the new
Space Command, meaning goals from both areas were combined. Considering space as a major
contributor to strategic defense and military operations, France hopes to be able to take control of
and fully utilize such a resource with its newly revamped force.40 Following the aforementioned
nations, the United States organized its Space Force in December 2019. The objective of the
United States Space Force is to provide organization, training, and equipment to its respective
soldiers, Guardians, in order to allow them to partake in international space operations. In doing
so, the USSF would better the manner in which joint/coalition forces engage in battle while
utilizing space as another means of military options.41 The expansion of air forces to include
space objectives indicates states’ recognition of outer space’s capacity for military operations, for
both offensive and defensive means.The international community has recognized both the
fruitful opportunities and hazards that outer space holds, demonstrating a greater need for more
thorough legislation and limitation of weaponry.
Current Situation
The development of space-based nuclear weaponry has been largely limited by the 1967
Outer Space Treaty; however, anti-satellite systems still continue to threaten the integrity of
international security and peace. In January of 2007, the People’s Republic of China launched the
first destructive anti-satellite test ASAT in twenty years, which sparked international criticism
and concern over its implications. Using a mobile ground-based missile, China was able to
physically destroy one of its outdated weather satellites through direct collision, creating large
amounts of space debris, which threaten all organizations and nations’ outer space activity 42
China setting foot into this unexplored territory has forced other countries to recognize the
vulnerability of the space system and possible complications. Similarly, on March 27, 2019,
India announced the completion of a successful anti-satellite test in which the Prithvi Delivery
Vehicle Mark-11 collided with an Indian Microsat-R satellite, destroying it completely.43 This
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test, referred to as Mission Shakti, contributed far less debris to Earth’s orbit than China’s
previous launch, but was still considered undesirable by space analysts. As of now, only the
United States, Russia, China, and India are the only countries to have conducted ASAT tests, but
the number of states that hold such capability are projected to be even greater, posing threats to
the safety of nations, especially those whose infrastructure are largely dependent on satellite
operations, within the space environment.44 The demonstration of ASAT tests have further
concerned the international community as the creation of debris could unintentionally weaponize
outer space. Many analysts have argued that generating debris through kinetic collisions holds
great danger as there is no certain method of predicting where the fragments will end up.
KE-ASATs function through direct impact, creating massive amounts of debris through
destroyed equipment. Even smaller pieces of space trash can still lead to massive amounts of
damage towards nations’ space devices, inviting further conflict and damage to weaponry. Some
traveling more than 15,000 miles per hour, these fragments can collide with other pieces of
debris, contributing to the Kessler Syndrome. Once a certain critical mass has been reached, the
overall amount of space debris will continue to increase, leading to more collisions and
consequently more debris in a chain reaction.45 If the outer space arms race were to continue and
ASAT tests occurred at a more frequent rate, the point of this critical mass would become more
and more of a reality, eventually disrupting all satellites, space stations, and missions. The
generalized destruction of satellites could lead to the collapse of certain, essential infrastructures
that are centered around such devices.46 As a consequence, ASAT testing imperils the
environment in which satellites exist through the mass accumulation of space debris. States must
additionally consider the unintentional weaponizing aspects of their actions and their respective
risks, especially when framing international agreements concerning such conditions.
Subsequently, the placement of missiles with the intent of self-defense further presents the issue
of their regulation and destructive capabilities that states should evaluate when limiting the role
of such weaponry within outer space.47l through after 1994 as the US stated it “has not identified
any practical outer space arms control measures that can be dealt within a multilateral
environment”.48 The United States has continued to resolutely oppose any negotiations dealing
with PAROS, despite remaining a major player in the topic.
Although physical counter-space technologies, such as ASATS, demonstrate capacity for
destruction, larger concern has developed regarding largely accessible electronic and cyber
warfare devices. Electronic military operations include the “use of electromagnetic pulses or
44
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direct energy to deny, degrade, or disrupt satellite systems”.49 Such technology is developed with
the purpose of attacking a rival force, jamming important devices, such as Global Positioning
Systems (GPS) through interference of radio frequency communication. Electronic
counter-systems have the potential to geolocate and characterize targeted systems, making the
space domain more competitive through threats of hijacking and corruption. Numerous space
faring nations have shown use of offensive electronic warfare operations through various means.
The Islamic Republic of Iran reportedly engaged in such activities in 2009, jamming certain
news channels, such as the BBC, as to limit Western influence in domestic media. The coverage
of the 2009 Iranian presidential elections and 2011 Arab Spring revolts showed further evidence
of such interference.50 In addition, the Russian federation expanded their capabilities through the
creation of two jammer systems, R-330Zh and R-381T2, which were reportedly used to interfere
with Ukraine’s GPS signals in 2014.
Even more disruptive, cyber warfare has quickly emerged as one of the most viable
options for space warfare due to their low expense and ease of accessibility. Even states that are
considered non-major actors in space operations have been able to develop such technology,
allowing them to interfere with extraterrestrial systems and satellites’ functionality. Cyber
warfare allows users to directly attack systems that are largely dependent on data through either
crude or sophisticated means. If an attacker was able to gain access through “the landlines that
link ground stations to terrestrial networks, user terminals that link satellites, and antennas on
satellites and ground stations” 51 they would be able to create large-scale disruptions or
permanent damage. The availability of hackers who hold the expertise to exercise such command
proves concerning as states and independent powers are able to contract cyber mercenaries to
conduct a variety of attacks. Although the range and destructive capabilities of cyberwarfare are
extensive, openly verified attacks have been largely limited due to their difficulty to be detected.
Most notably, a 2011 report by the US-China Economic and Security Review Commission stated
that two American satellites had been compromised in 2007-2008 through the internet. The
attack was traced back to China, but no formal accusations or statements were made by either
state despite the similarities to China’s cyberwarfare policy. The attack was considered especially
alarming as the hackers were able to effectively control the command, showing the potential for
possible security leaks or system destruction.52
Russia first submitted the draft treaty of PAROS in 2008 with the hopes of building upon
the Outer Space Treaty and further prohibiting the placement of any type of weapon into orbit as
the prevalence and danger of such technology increases. In turn, states would be obligated to
exercise the agreed upon confidence-building measures, preventing any country from gaining a

49

Rajeswari, Rajagopalan Pillai. “Electronic and Cyber Warfare in Outer Space.” UNIDIR, 2019,
https://unidir.org/sites/default/files/publication/pdfs//electronic-and-cyber-warfare-in-outer-space-en-784.pdf
50
Halliday, Josh. “BBC Fears Iranian Cyber-Attack over Its Persian TV Service.” The Guardian, Guardian News
and Media, 14 Mar. 2012, https://www.theguardian.com/media/2012/mar/14/bbc-fears-iran-cyber-attack-persian
51
Ibid (29).
52
Wolf, J. (2011, October 28). China key suspect in U.S. Satellite Hacks: Commission. Reuters. Retrieved September
4, 2022, from https://www.reuters.com/article/us-china-usa-satellite-idUSTRE79R4O320111028

19

military advantage in outer space.53 The Conference on Disarmament has regularly discussed the
“prevention of an arms race in outer space” as an agenda item regarding the placement of
weaponized technology in outer space and ASATS. 54 Such measures would include those
discussed and identified in the 1993 report (A/48/305) requested by the General Assembly (GA).
Along with resolution A/RES/60/66, the 2005 GA was able to initiate a process exploring
transparency and confidence-building measures (“TCBMs”) in space activities. Through the
adoption of resolutions A/RES/65/68 and A/68/189, the Secretary General and a group of
governmental experts were able to create an agreed upon list of TCBMs concerning outer space
activities, including: “information exchange on space policies; information exchange and
notifications related to outer space activities; risk reduction notifications; contact and visits to
space launch sites and facilities; international cooperation; consultative mechanisms; outreach
and coordination”.55 The GA has frequently encouraged Member States to implement said
TCBMs at a voluntary basis; however, they have not been included within an official multilateral
treaty.
Several delegations, most notably the United States, have vehemently argued that
Prevention of an Arms Race in Space is not a relevant topic, focusing more on the placement of
weapons in outer space. Sergey Lavrov, Russia’s Foreign Minister, proposed a joint
Russia-China draft Treaty on the Prevention on the Placement of Weapons in Outer Space
(PPWT), the Threat or Use of Force against Outer Space Objects.56 Lavrov stated that the treaty
was developed to “to eliminate existing lacunas in international space law, create conditions for
further exploration and use of space, preserve costly space property, and strengthen general
security and arms control.”57 All United States administrations have continued to reject the draft
treaty, leading to a stalemate concerning its contents and international security.
The lack of progress concerning official treaties and increased implementation of
space-based destructive devices has only contributed to the already deepening divisions between
nations and international peace. Russia’s sudden departure from the ISS reflects the
aforementioned political dissension between Eastern and Western powers. China and Russia’s
increasing cooperation, including in terms of outer space activities, has only heightened
international concern towards security.58 In addition, the United States’ historical domination of
outer space and continued military operations clearly demonstrates the imbalance of power
among actors regarding extraterrestrial operations.As states began to branch off in more
extensive paths, including China’s newly constructed space station, Tiangong, the necessity for
updated and clarified international regulations and monitoring has only become more explicit.
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The development of trailblazing technology and systems requires the grounding of an expanded
and updated international framework in order to ensure that the exploration and use of space is to
be done so in the interest and at the benefit of all states.
Starting in the 1980s, proposals concerning the “prevention of an arms race in outer
space” have been drafted and considered by the Conference of Disarmament. Such measures
include working treaties that would aim to further prevent the general placement of weapons in
outer space, including anti-satellite weapons. The Disarmament and International Security
Committee should work to define the limits and boundaries of such technology at an
international scale. As states will hold contrasting interests and views, members can discuss
whether or not such weaponry will be permitted at small scale or not at all within outer space.
The committee should aim to address the update and implementation of transparency and
confidence-building measures in outer space in order to further develop ways to enhance space
security. Additionally the international community has been divided in terms of support for the
International Code of Conduct for Outer Space Activities, meaning nations should address its
controversial aspects while building upon them. Furthermore, states should also discuss the
developing role of electronic and cyberwarfare tactics within outer space in regard to
international security.
The committee should be careful not to infringe upon Security Council jurisdiction as it
concerns international security matters and threats to peace. Discussions and negotiations should
primarily center around the disarmament of states without utilizing force or imposing sanctions.
In addition, greater focus should be placed around the role of weaponry in outer space
exploration and exploitation, not the legality of such technology. Thus, this committee should be
careful not to delve too greatly into Legal territory when discussing the weaponization and
militarization of outer space.
Questions to Consider
1. To what extent is your country involved with the exploration of outer space and
development of space-based technology and weaponry?
a. Does your country currently have a space agency or force?
b. If so, what does it hope to accomplish within outer space in terms of long and
short term goals?
c. If your nation doesn’t have an established space agency, is it allied with any
countries that do? If so, what does their involvement look like?
2. Does your country have the capacity to conduct an anti-satellite test (ASAT) or maintain
kinetic defense systems?
a. Has it done so in the past?
b. How does your country view ASAT tests? Does it believe that they should be
limited, entirely outlawed, or allowed to continue?
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3. Considering how threats of space weaponization or not limited to physical means and
electronic warfare has become more accessible, has your country obtained more
advanced mechanisms for either defensive or offensive means?
a. If not, has your country experienced electronic or cyber attacks from separate
powers?
4. Does your country have access to or operate any of the four types of counter-space
technologies?
a. Have any non-state actors residing with your country demonstrated the capacity to
utilize any of these technologies?
5. Does your country prioritize the Prevention of an Arms Race in Space (PAROS)?
a. Has your country expressed support or resistance to any negotiations concerning
PAROS?
b. Has your country proposed similar or dissimilar treaties in the past? If not, has it
supported or opposed any?
6. Does your country view militarization or weaponization of outer space as more of a
threat?
a. Has your country followed through with the proposed Transparency and
Confidence-Building Measures (TCMBs)? If so, which ones have they
implemented?
7. Does your country support the proposed Treaty on the Prevention on the Placement of
Weapons in Outer Space (PPWT) draft treaty?
a. If so, would they prioritize it over the passing of the PAROS treaty?
b. If not, what terms do they not agree with or wish to see improved?
Suggested Sources
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