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Dear Delegates,  

It is an absolute pleasure to welcome you to the International Atomic Energy 

Agency at Oakridge MUN 2022. We cannot wait to meet you all on the 5th of 

August and witness enthralling debate over the course of the 3 days of the 

conference. We would like to emphasize that this study guide is a mere 

framework for your deeper research. It consists of readings from various 

sources and we have attempted to make it as comprehensive as possible, 

covering various angles and viewpoints so that you have a good idea about the 

concepts associated with the agenda. We cannot stress enough that you need 

to pursue your own sources, especially because the study guides will not cover 

your individual foreign policies and foreign policy compliance is very important 

to us.  

If you have any questions, feel free to email me at varunchitturi11@gmail.com 

and I will be happy to answer any queries you may have.  

Best,  

Varun Chitturi - Chairperson 

Ishan Bhasin - Vice Chairperson 
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Mandate of the Committee  

The IAEA was formed in 1957 to provide an international platform for discussing 

pressing issues related to the “diverse uses of nuclear technology.”1 The idea 

behind the IAEA, however, was first proposed in 1953 during U.S. President 

Dwight D. Eisenhower’s infamous address to the General Assembly now 

known as “Atoms for Peace.” The goals and vision outlined in President 

Eisenhower’s were the basis of the IAEA Statute that was unanimously 

approved by the 81 nations in the U.N. in 1956. The mission of the organization 

was to work with Member States and international partners to promote the 

safe use of peaceful nuclear technologies. 

 

Still in its infancy, the IAEA offered ‘technical assistance’ programs to assist in 

the development of facilities and institutions with the basic capacities to 

launch a Member States’ nuclear program. As revenue towards the Technical 

Cooperation Fund increased from the 1970s through the mid-1990s, the IAEA 

was able to expand its operations. Many nations reaped the benefits from the 

IAEA and the agency is credited with starting many of the world’s foremost 

nuclear programs. The work of the IAEA’s technical programs continues today 

with a multitude of regional facilities and other means used to facilitate the 

exchange of knowledge critical to the development of peaceful nuclear 

technologies. At present, 173 Member States are a part of the IAEA, which 

means that most U.N. members are Member States of the IAEA 



Introduction 

The detonation of the first and second nuclear bombs over Hiroshima and 

Nagasaki, respectively, demonstrated humanity’s ability to inflict unparalleled 

destruction. Around the world, people have been forced to reckon with the 

existence of nuclear weapons which can level cities and kill thousands in an 

instant. The global community has strived to curb the proliferation of such 

weapons. The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) 

represents the only binding, multilateral treaty aimed at reducing nuclear 

arms around the world. The NPT was drafted with three goals, those being: (1) 

non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, (2) disarmament, and (3) peaceful use of 

nuclear energy. To that end, the NPT contains numerous articles enumerating 

how signatories should work to achieve those goals.  

 

The critical provision of the NPT is its distinction between nuclear and non-

nuclear weapon states. The NPT defines nuclear weapon states (NWS) as those 

which “had manufactured and detonated a nuclear explosive device prior to 1 

January 1967.” The nations which fit this definition were the P5 nations (China, 

France, Russia, the United Kingdom, and the United States) of the United 

Nations Security Council. All other states were to be considered non-nuclear 

weapon states (NNWS). The NWS were not to transfer any nuclear weapons 

nor encourage or assist any NNWS in the development, manufacturing, or 

acquiring of any nuclear weapons. In addition to these provisions, Article VI of 



the NPT called for all Parties to pursue negotiations, in good faith, for the end 

of the nuclear arms race and to strive for total nuclear disarmament. Finally, 

the NPT encourages all states to develop and utilize peaceful uses of nuclear 

energy.  

 

In order to verify compliance with the mandates of the NPT, the IAEA and 

signatories are tasked with two different responsibilities. The IAEA is tasked 

with verifying NNWS adherence to the commitments of the NPT through 

country-specific negotiations. If an agreement cannot be reached between the 

Signatory and the IAEA, the IAEA Board of Governors is empowered to report 

noncompliance to the U.N. Security Council and General Assembly. There is no 

verification process for nuclear disarmament provisions that NWS are 

committed to upholding. This has been a source of tension among the NPT 

signatories for a number of years. Finally, States meet every five years in order 

to review the implementation of the NPT and, since 1995, set a forward-looking 

agenda. Over the lifetime of the NPT, the total number of nuclear weapons has 

decreased a great deal with a current estimate of approximately 13,100 

warheads currently in existence. This number is down from the peak of an 

estimated 70,300 nuclear weapons that were in existence in 1986. Whether 

analysts attribute this significant reduction to the NPT or not, the NPT has 

achieved its promise to curb the number of nuclear weapons in existence. 

However, the pace of reduction has slowed since the 1990s, when 



disarmament was proceeding fastest. The work of the NPT will not be done 

until total and sustained nuclear disarmament is a global political norm. 

Drafted over 50 years ago, the NPT continues to serve as the cornerstone of the 

international community’s commitment to complete nuclear disarmament. 

While changes and updates have been made to the NPT, the text of the 

document has largely remained unchanged for one reason—it continues to 

remain the best political document aimed at tackling global nuclear 

disarmament. However, a number of problems, most of them political in 

nature, threaten the NPT’s lofty goal of total nuclear disarmament. What 

follows is a broad overview of the numerous situations which threaten to 

destabilize the nuclear weapons regime outlined in the NPT. 

 

Non-Signatory Nations 

The NPT has enjoyed such widespread success and praise due to the fact that 

“[it] has the widest adherence of any arms control agreement.” The NPT has 

achieved near-universal membership as South Sudan, India, Israel, and 

Pakistan are the only U.N. members who are non-parties to the Treaty. In 

general, it is widely-accepted that India, Israel, and Pakistan have not joined 

the NPT because they would be required to join as NNWS—despite being 

known or thought to currently possess nuclear weapons. While India and 

Pakistan have confirmed, through the testing of their weapons, to have 

nuclear arsenals, Israel has never commented on the matter. However, Israel is 



widely believed to possess nuclear weapons. This perception of Israel’s 

possession of nuclear weapons has led to nuclear policy instability in the 

Middle East—especially with regards to the situation with Iran. South Sudan, 

on the other hand, is still a young country experiencing significant social and 

political turmoil. As a result, the nation has not signed the NPT but is perceived 

to pose no threat to the global nuclear order. 

 

The lack of participation from these three countries on this monumental 

document, especially those known to have nuclear weapons, is of paramount 

concern to the other members of the NPT. While the NPT demonstrates the 

global community’s consensus on the status of the international nuclear order, 

these outliers threaten to destabilize the agreed-upon nuclear regime. As an 

international regulatory agency, the IAEA cannot commandeer international 

politics, nor should it try to do so. While a later section will detail the 

motivations of these three nations’ decisions, what is more important to the 

work of this body is the fact that they have not signed the NPT and the 

perpetuation of their nuclear arsenals represents a significant threat to 

international order and stability.  

 

These states’ non-adherence to an agreed-upon international regime of 

nuclear arsenal poses threats to international security. However, there are few 

substantive actions that can be taken to amend the situation. Since these 



states are not party to the NPT, they are not bound by its provisions. Instead, 

India, Pakistan, and Israel have negotiated item-specific agreements with the 

IAEA on safeguards to ensure nuclear materials, facilities, and other included 

items are not used for the manufacturing of any nuclear weapons. However 

these Safeguards Agreements fall short of the Comprehensive Safeguards 

Agreement (CSA) which are required for the NNWS under the NPT. These CSAs 

allow states to declare all types and quantities of nuclear material subject to 

the CSA. In turn, the IAEA is allowed to independently verify a state’s 

declaration of nuclear material is correct and factual. Most importantly, the 

IAEA is compelled to verify that none of the declared nuclear material is being 

used in the development of nuclear weapons or explosives. The important 

difference between the Safeguards Agreements signed with the non-NPT 

nations and the CSAs with NPT nations is the IAEA’s ability to verify that 

declared nuclear material is not being used for nuclear weapons. The 

Safeguards Agreements only allow whatever material a state chooses to 

declare, to be subject to the Safeguards Agreement (which can include 

provisions which allow the IAEA to independently verify the information in the 

Safeguards Agreement). On the other hand, CSAs require nations to declare all 

nuclear material and empower the IAEA to conduct inspections and 

independent verifications. To summarize, the Safeguards Agreements with 

non-NPT nations do not substantively aim to decrease a state’s nuclear 



capacity, nor do they force a state to engage in active disarmament of nuclear 

arsenals. 

 

History of the Problem  

The origins of NPT date back to 1963 when the United States and the Soviet 

Union signed the Limited Test Ban Treaty. The leaders of both nations realized 

that the excessive costs of the development and deployment of an ever-

expanding nuclear fleet constituted an increasing drain on the budgets of 

both nations. Both powers had interests in negotiating agreements that would 

curtain the pace of the nuclear arms race that had developed and a series of 

treaties throughout the decade set the framework for multilateral and 

international treaties down the line. Towards the end of the decade, it became 

clear that nuclear weapons knowledge was widespread, and many nations had 

the technical ability to build and test a nuclear bomb. The nuclear powers at 

the time (China, France, Russia, the United Kingdom, and the United States), 

especially the Cold War superpowers (Russia and the United States), realized 

the dangers of more countries producing nuclear weapons. If these countries 

could not be trusted to responsibly use their nuclear arms as deterrents, the 

repercussions could result in mutually assured destruction. As such, the 

nuclear powers agreed that a nuclear nonproliferation treaty was essential to 

maintaining global security. 



In a meeting of the General Assembly in 1961, Ireland proposed a ban on the 

distribution of nuclear technology. While the resolution was approved, it wasn’t 

until 1965 that negotiations began for a nonproliferation treaty. The most 

difficult part of the negotiations was maintaining the nuclear weapons of the 

nuclear powers, while asking non-nuclear nations not to pursue the bomb. 

Essentially, the nations with developed nuclear programs were being asked to 

abandon all future intentions of attempting to develop the nuclear bomb. 

Eventually the nuclear nations were able to make enough concessions to 

induce as many non-nuclear states to sign. As evidenced by the nonsignatory 

status of several nuclear weapons states, the treaty was not able to achieve 

universal support. At the time, however, the final terms of the NPT seemed to 

be the best compromise that would receive the most widespread support. 

 

The Situation in the Middle East and South Asia  

The situation in the Middle East and South Asia may present the trickiest 

situation for nuclear disarmament. Rather than providing some gross 

simplification of the historical factors which have contributed to the current 

situation, what follows will outline the numerous problematic situations some 

of which are interconnected, which have posed a myriad of problems to global 

nuclear disarmament As discussed previously, Israel has not signed the NPT 

and is considered to have nuclear weapons capabilities. It is the only nation in 

the Middle East which has not signed the NPT. However, Israel’s non-accession 



to the NPT has prompted uncertainty about the region’s broad commitment 

to possessing nuclear weapons. It is critical to note that Israel is not the sole 

reason for this instability— that would be a gross oversimplification of the 

political landscape. However, the concept of Israel possessing nuclear weapons 

has motivated several nations in the region to develop their own nuclear 

weapons program. This problem is compounded by the fact that Israel has not 

signed any Safeguards Agreement with the IAEA, signaling an unwillingness 

to allow international inspection of its nuclear program. As a result of Israel’s 

policy of opacity with regard to matters of nuclear weapons, several other Arab 

states and Iran have felt threatened by Israel’s nuclear weapons. 

 

There have been calls from many sides to create an agreement to declare the 

Middle East a Weapons of Mass Destruction Free Zone (WMDFZ). Since nuclear 

weapons are considered a weapon of mass destruction (WMD), such an 

agreement would not only lead to greater regional trust-building, but also 

temper fears of the future for nuclear proliferation in the region. While the 

history of the topic will be expanded upon later in this guide, the United 

Nations Secretary-General held a conference in November of 2019 in order to 

begin discussions on the matter. The conference invited all states in the Middle 

East, the P5 nations of the UNSC, the IAEA, among other relevant organizations 

to participate. However, Israel and the United States announced they would 

not participate in the conference stating that the conference was nothing 



more than an opportunity to single out Israel by allowing the 21 nation Arab 

majority at the conference to dictate the terms of any potential agreements. 

This view comes from the fact that it was excluded from consultations which 

resulted in the U.N. General Assembly resolution that created the conference. 

It seems that Israel will maintain its boycott of the annual November 

conference on the establishment of a WMDFZ in the Middle East, with its 

representative stating that “from now on Israel will not cooperate with regional 

arms control initiatives.” Notably, Iran participated in the conference despite 

ongoing tension with several Arab states, most noted with Saudi Arabia.  

 

The next, and perhaps most prominent, situation in the Middle East is that with 

Iran and its nuclear aspirations. Iran has had an extensive history with its 

nuclear development program, stemming from assistance from the U.S. in the 

1950s, before the NPT was signed. In 2015, negotiations between the P5+1 (the 

+1 refers to Germany) and Iran resulted in the Joint Comprehensive Plan of 

Action (JCPOA), more colloquially known as the Iran Nuclear Deal. The JCPOA 

was intended to limit Iran’s “breakout time” to the development of a nuclear 

weapon from an estimated few months to a year or more. In order to achieve 

this goal, the JCPOA limited Iran’s ability to enrich uranium by constraining the 

number of centrifuges Iran in operation and enforcing limits on the amount 

and type of enriched uranium Iran could possess. Additionally, Iran agreed to 

unprecedented access to its nuclear facilities and signed an agreement with 



the IAEA regarding concerns it had regarding other military uses of its nuclear 

program. The IAEA published quarterly verification and monitoring reports on 

Iran’s progress in the implementation of the JCPOA. However, experts at the 

Institute for Science and International Security are concerned that the reports 

are too sparse to properly address international concerns regarding Iran’s 

nuclear program.  

 

Despite strong opposition in the Iranian and U.S. governments, the legislation 

was ratified by each country’s respective legislative bodies and entered into 

force on January 16, 2016. However, ongoing questions of Iran’s “good faith” 

implementation of the JCPOA, primarily from the United States and Israel, 

threatened the perpetuity of the deal. On May 8, 2018, President Trump 

announced the U.S. would withdraw from the JCPOA and reimpose nuclear-

related sanctions on Iran—sanctions which the U.S. agreed to lift after the 

JCPOA was signed. The move, some believe, was informed by a presentation 

of 100,000 documents seized from “Iran’s secret atomic archives” by Israeli 

intelligence from Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu which showed 

Iran pursued a nuclear weapons program until it ended in 2003. In response, 

Iranian President Hassan Rouhani announced he “asked [Iran’s] Atomic Energy 

Organization to prepare the necessary order to start unlimited. enrichment.” 

While the two subsequent IAEA compliance reports declared Iran was in good 

standing to its commitment to the IAEA verification and monitoring, once the 



U.S. re-imposed sanctions Iran began a five phase reduction in compliance 

with the JCPOA by exceeding limits specified in the JCPOA. While Iran has 

continued to cooperate with IAEA inspectors in the verification and monitoring 

of sites specified in the JCPOA, it has refused access to IAEA inspectors to sites 

associated with the 2018 Israeli presentation. However, the United States and 

its partners have met with Iranian diplomats several times since June 2021 to 

discuss a revival of the JCPOA.  

 

The aftermath of the U.S.’s decision to effectively terminate the JCPOA further 

destabilized the Middle East by reigniting nuclear aspirations in Saudi Arabia. 

Saudi Arabia was never particularly supportive of the JCPOA because they 

believed that the “deal does not deal with Iran’s ballistic missile program nor 

does it deal with Iran’s support for terrorism.” However, statements made in 

the months leading up to and after the U.S.’s announcement indicated that if 

Iran developed a nuclear bomb, the Saudi government would quickly follow 

suit. Many officials suspect that the Pakistani government would quickly 

supply the Saudi government with warheads if Saudi Arabia were to make a 

request, especially if Iran were to announce its successful development of a 

warhead. This is due to the close relationship between the two countries and 

reports that the Saudi government may have financed as much as 50-60% of 

Pakistan’s nuclear weapons program. The country’s decision is also informed 

by Israel’s possession of nuclear weapons. Saudi Arabia does not currently have 



any capabilities to make nuclear weapons due to the fact it possesses no 

nuclear power plants nor any facilities which are necessary to enrich uranium. 

Since the JCPOA’s effective termination, Saudi Arabia has aggressively 

increased its timeline for the acquisition of nuclear energy. Close cooperation 

with China has made many suspicious of Saudi Arabia’s true intentions as its 

plans would lead to the production of nuclear fuel which could be enriched to 

weapons-grade level. Additionally, Saudi Arabia may have constructed a facility 

which could extract uranium yellowcake, a crucial ingredient for both nuclear 

power and weapons, but Saudi officials deny this. The final cause for concern 

has been Saudi Arabia’s refusal to sign onto IAEA’s international standards, a 

decision which has led to deadlock in negotiations to cooperate with the 

United States and informed the country’s turn towards China, which is more 

than happy to overlook such rejections of standards which limit the 

proliferation of nuclear weapons. Saudi Arabia has one of the most limited 

Safeguards Agreement with the IAEA, again, indicating that the country is 

attempting to limit international inspection of its peaceful nuclear program, 

raising concerns of another nuclear state coming into the fold. The 

development of a nuclear weapon by the Saudi government would obviously 

contradict its obligations of nonproliferation under the NPT 

 

 

 



The Situation in East Asia 

While the situation in East Asia may not have the “domino effect” that the 

situation in the Middle East experiences, it instead demonstrates a greater 

threat—discord among the nuclear powers outlined in the NPT. What follows 

is an overview of the current state of affairs in East Asia, mostly focusing on 

North Korea and China along with responses from the other NNWS. As stated 

previously, the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, or North Korea) 

effectively withdrew from the NPT in January of 2003. Since that time, the 

country has actively pursued a nuclear weapons program. While the country’s 

nuclear aspirations date back to the Korean War, the nuclear program is 

presently viewed as essential to the survival of the nation, particularly as a 

deterrent to a U.S. invasion of the nation. Unlike many other states suspected 

of developing nuclear weapons, the DPRK has brazenly developed its nuclear 

weapons program, breaking promises and showcasing its developments at 

military parades. The country’s brazen defiance and unwillingness to 

compromise on its development of nuclear weapons over the past two 

decades is what poses the greatest threat to the international nuclear order. 

Unlike other states, which attempt to conduct their nuclear programs in 

secret, North Korea is willing to show off its nuclear weapons program and 

make threats against countries like the United States, Japan, and South Korea. 

North Korea has conducted six nuclear tests, each with increasing 

sophistication, since 2006. In response to these tests, the international 



community has imposed sanctions on North Korea which have not worked to 

stop the country’s nuclear aspirations. While North Korea participated in the 

Six-Party Talks, the talks fell apart in 2009. Those talks, in addition to North 

Korea, included China, Japan, Russia, South Korea, and the United States. 

However, North Korea initiated discussions with several of those countries in 

2018 and 2019, but no agreements materialized. In fact, in June of 2021, North 

Korea’s foreign minister made statements entirely dismissing the possibility of 

talks with the United States. Without the U.S. at the negotiating table, any 

agreement would have little staying power. 

 

Unlike the previous threats to the NPT, China’s modernization and expansion 

of its nuclear arsenal threaten the nuclear order among the NWS, especially 

Chinese-American relations. According to the Arms Control Association, 

China’s nuclear arsenal currently consists of approximately 320 total warheads 

of varying capacities. However, commercial satellite images indicate work is 

underway near the northwestern city of Yumen for the construction of more 

than 100 new silos for intercontinental ballistic missiles. These new silos, 119 in 

all, are identical to China’s existing launch facilities for its nuclear-tipped 

ballistic missiles. While China has deployed decoy silos in the past, growing 

tension between the U.S. and China has some experts concerned that the two 

could be heading towards a new nuclear arms race. Others, however, believe 

China is diversifying its nuclear arsenal in order to maintain a proper nuclear 



deterrent to potential U.S. nuclear or conventional strikes. While China is likely 

not trying to match the U.S.’s nuclear arsenal—a tall feat—China’s 

modernization of its nuclear arsenal is likely an attempt to defend itself against 

advancing U.S. missile defense capabilities. China maintains a “No-First-Use” 

policy with regards to nuclear weapons. This means that the nation will not 

strike first, but, if attacked, it will use its nuclear arsenal. With its comparatively 

small nuclear arsenal (at least compared to the U.S. and Russia), China’s moves 

can be seen as nothing more than an increase in security for its nuclear 

deterrence. China’s expansion and modernization, to its government, is 

nothing more than a way to maintain effective capabilities if it were to be 

attacked. As will be discussed shortly, China is not the only nuclear power that 

is modernizing its arsenal—India, Russia, and the United States are also 

upgrading their systems. Nonetheless, this modernization tacitly 

demonstrates that the nuclear powers have no intention of curbing their 

nuclear arsenals any time soon. In fact, the potential expansion of their arsenals 

only suggests a regression on the provisions of the NPT. 

 

Possible Solutions 

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty  

The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) is another treaty dealing with the 

issues related to the proliferation of nuclear weapons. The CTBT faces similar 

force problems as the NPT in that there are still several key States which have 



yet to ratify the treaty. Unlike the NPT, however, the CTBT has not been 

implemented because eight States, categorized as Annex 2 States, have yet to 

ratify the treaty. Annex 2 States are the states which must ratify the CTBT in 

order for it to enter into force. There are 44 states which are considered Annex 

2 because they possessed nuclear power or research reactors while the treaty 

was negotiated from 1994-1996. China, Egypt, Iran, Israel, and the United States 

are Annex 2 States who have signed but not ratified the treaty. North Korea, 

India, and Pakistan are Annex 2 States which have not signed the CTBT.  

 

In short, the CTBT bans all nuclear weapons tests or explosions for any reason 

around the world, including in the sea, air, space, and underground. In order to 

carry out the mission of the treaty, the treaty creates the CTBT Organization 

(CTBTO) which is responsible for overseeing the implementation of the treaty 

and its provisions. The 51-member Executive Council is responsible for carrying 

out the mission of the CTBT and allots each region with a certain number of 

seats on the Executive Council. The CTBT has three important components. 

Part I of the CTBT details the International Monitoring System (IMS) which is 

responsible for worldwide monitoring of any tests through a variety of scientific 

monitoring techniques in labs and monitoring stations around the world. Part 

II outlines what on-site inspections entail. States can request an on-site 

inspection if there are at least 30 affirmative votes in the Executive Council for 

an inspection. On-site inspections have not begun since the treaty has not 



entered into force. Additionally, the Executive Council must act within 96 hours 

of receiving an inspection request. Part III of the CTBT outlines the confidence 

building measures (CBMs) which are intended to promote compliance with 

the treaty. Such measures include each State selecting a Technical Secretariat 

which a State can assist in the calibration of monitoring labs and stations 

mentioned in Part I. 

 

As stated previously, the CTBT is not currently in effect due to eight Annex 2 

States not ratifying the treaty. Much of the political narrative around the CTBT 

has been focused on getting these final eight states to ratify the treaty. As one 

can imagine, getting these eight states to sign will be quite difficult. 

Nonetheless, the CTBT remains an important component of the global 

nonproliferation regime and its entry into force is essential in achieving nuclear 

nonproliferation and nuclear disarmament. While the CTBT may not 

necessarily be in force, it has demonstrated efficacy in deterring the further 

testing of nuclear weapons. However, three countries, India, Pakistan and 

North Korea, have conducted tests since the CTBT was opened for ratification. 

Both India and Pakistan have conducted one test since the CTBT was opened 

up for signature in 1996. Meanwhile, North Korea has conducted six announced 

tests along with two unannounced tests which the CTBTO detected through 

its monitoring system. 

 


