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Letter from your Chair  
 

  

Delegates, 

 

On behalf of all members of Clark Model UN, I welcome you to ClarkMUN XI. My name is  

Jacob and I am proud to chair the Disarmament and International Security Committee, or DISEC.  

I am a native of Southern Connecticut, a complete pizza snob, and a senior at Clark (in that order).  

I am a double major in political science and economics, the former with a concentration in 

comparative politics with a specialization in comparative Latin American economics. Given my 

unhealthy occupation as a policy junkie, logos heavy delegates will enjoy this topic. 

 

Arguably, the defining feature of the 21st century (apart from Janelle Monae or MIKA) is the 

emergence of the multipolar system among the U.S., China, the E.U., and the rising periphery. 

Underpinning this complex system are weapons of incredible lethality. Absent a framework to 

control these weapons, insecurity of national defense and human life becomes amplified. 

 

Yet, the selection of the arms trade as the DISEC topic concerns more than the awesome power 

of weaponry. In an international network centered on power-politics, how we build a system as 

amoral and destructive as the global arms trade reflects our own moral politics. Politics is a  

mirror, what we put on paper is as much a reflection of who we are as how it ends up on paper.  

In Model UN, there is strength in difference and unity in diversity. 

 

If you are a seasoned member of the circuit or this is your inaugural committee, I welcome you 

to ClarkMUN. If you have questions, reach out to either myself or a member of the secretariat. 

Participatory politics is required to change the conditions of our world, and your interest in 

international affairs could not have come at a more important time. In the words of Margrete  

Mead, “[N]ever doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed citizens can change the world; 

indeed, it's the only thing that ever has.”  

 

Best regards, 

Jacob Hunnicutt (He/Him)  Chair, DISEC   jhunnicutt@clarku.edu 

mailto:jhunnicutt@clarku.edu
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Introduction and Role of This 

Committee  
 

  

Prior to the Cold War, the Brussels Act was the only international law with widespread compliance  

that regulated the arms trade. Treaties that had the intended effect of precluding certain  

actors from procuring weapons now had the adverse policy effect of these actors being  

unincorporated within the wider arms regulatory framework. At the same time, the volume 

of arms transfers among states has expanded exponentially in tandem with intrastate conflicts.  

In addition to the areas in need of regulatory guidance, Stohl (2017) identifies several barriers 

which explore the complexity of regulating conventional arms transfers.   

 

First, the global arms trade is incredibly lucrative. The Congressional Research Services estimates  

the value of the (legal) arms trade at $80 billion in 2015 (Theohary, 2016). While most weapons  

transfers are valued in highly technical weaponry, most conflicts in the Cold War ex-post have  

been fought with small arms and light weapons (SALW). There is a substantial proliferation of 

SALW, with the Small Arms Survey (SAS) estimating that roughly 875 million light weapons  

exchanged in the arms trade annually estimated at roughly $7.1 billion, with an estimated  

$1 billion in illegal sale of light arms (Stohl, 2017).  

 

Second, the market for international arms is highly flexible and sporadic and is dependent on the  

number of ongoing conflicts. Indeed, the emergence of intra-state conflicts and non-state actors 

have made the supply and demand for weapons far more volatile. Developing regulations requires  

deep levels of intergovernmental cooperation to respond to short-run fluctuations. 

 

Third, arms trades are emphatically transactional and based in power politics. National interests  

are prioritized to human security concerns. This tends to place peacekeepers in danger, mitigate  

the effectiveness of peace efforts, and worsen humanitarian crises. 
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Figure 1: Global share of major arms exports by the 10 largest exporters, 2015-19 (SRPRI, 2020) 

 

 

 
 

  

Fourth, a tenant of the international security order is the right of states to defend themselves  

(pursuant to Article 51), especially smaller states which have colonial histories. The regulation  

of the arms trade to curb state sanctioned violence necessarily intrudes on a state’s ability to defend  

itself against either aggressing states or insurgencies. Fifth, the largest arms exporters and  

importers have been reluctant to constrain the arms trade.  Those states have vested economic  

and security interests in perpetuating the trade while simultaneously composing the most valued  

actors during negotiations. 

  

Statement of the Issue: The Regulation of Inter-State Transfers  
  

In 1980, the membership of the United Nations adopted the Inhumane Weapons Convention or  

CCW which sought to, “ban or restrict the use of specific types of weapons that are considered 

to cause unnecessary or unjustifiable suffering to combatants or to affect civilians 

indiscriminately” (UNOG). The convention contains language regulating illegal instruments of  

war such as non-detectable fragments, restrictions of the use of mines, and use of incendiary 

weapons. The intention of CCW protocols is to eliminate the role of weapons or tactics which 

behave indiscriminately or are non-discriminant. Non-discriminant refers to the inability of weapons 

or tactics to distinguish between armed combatants and non-participants.  
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Despite the unintuitive association, policymakers and humanitarian activists desire weapons and  

tactics which discriminate, as in they specifically target legal combatants while not implicating  

non-belligerents such as civilians, doctors, press, or humanitarian actors (Turk, 1982; Senechal  

de la Roche, 1996). Indeed, conflicts should be fought exclusively among armed actors and every  

effort should be made to limit the involvement of unarmed ones, including the limitation of  

weapons which are either deployed indiscriminately or are unable to discriminate (eg. unmanned  

drones which cannot distinguish between combatants and civilians or destroying sites necessary  

for survival such as bodies of water). 

 

The first regime types to regulate the proliferation of weapons were international institutions.  

NATO states and Japan formed the Coordinating Committee for Multilateral Export  

Controls (COCOM) after the Second World War with the intention of limiting the transfer of  

weapons to communist states (Stanly et al., 1972). In the Cold War ex-post, COCOM was  

superseded by the Wassenaar Arrangement which specializes in containing the spread of  

conventional weaponry (Lipson, 1999).’ 

 

Another product of the Cold War ex-post is the Treaty on Conventional Forces in Europe  

(CFE) instigated in 1990 by members of NATO and the Warsaw Pact. The Treaty represented  

the further development of initiatives related to arms parity, transparency, and stability which  

gained attention during the Cold War (Stohl, 2017). 

 

Specifications of the Treaty on Conventional Forces in Europe 

Categories with Limitations Placed 

in order to Prevent Conventional 

Buildup 

Additional Treaty Limitations 

1. 30,000 armored vehicles 

2. 20,000 tanks 

3. 20,000 pieces of artillery  

4. 6,800 aircraft 

5. 2,000 helicopters 

1. Restrictions for individual countries stockpile 

2. No state could hold more than ⅓ of any 

category of weaponry 

3. All weapons greater than the total number 

permitted were to be destroyed within 40 

months of the treaty being enforced 
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Historical Background  
 

 

Initially, the treaty saw wholesale compliance among states with considerable arms reductions and  

heightened transparency. However, adherence to Treaty provisions faced difficulties between 2007 and 

2010. Former Soviet states such as Moldova and Georgia, despite their smaller position within European  

security discourse, have exceeded their legal limits of arms. Additionally, increased U.S. military presence  

in Eastern Europe caused the Russian Duma to suspend the states’ participation in the CFE, placing the  

long-term efficacy of the treaty into question (P. Fedynsky, 2007). Despite the shortcomings of the CFE,  

the Treaty is to date the most effective example of states willingly decreasing their supply of  

conventional weapons. Policymakers have identified several mechanisms for arms controls over the years,  

some of which were put into practice in the CFE.  

 

Transparency controls are among those restrictions with the highest degree of compliance. Stohl  

(2017) surmised the rationale of the arms trade when she wrote, “[T]he belief is that greater understanding  

at a global level of which country is selling what weapon system to whom (and even for what purpose) can  

help increase security of the international arms trade.” Scholars such as DellaVigna and Ferrara (2010)  

have proposed two methods to test if states are engaging in the illegal arms market. First, if states with  

weapons embargoes placed on them exhibit an unexpected increase or decrease in conflict  

intensity, and second, if arms producing companies exhibit a short run increase in their stock prices.  

Additional transparency controls concern monitoring procedures to see if weapons are being used 

in accordance with international law and terms of a transfer agreement. 

 

Figure 3: Changes in volume of major arms exports since 2010-14 by the 10 largest exporters in 2015-19 
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States are also able to exercise direct controls over the export of conventional weapons. States  

may set rules by which importing states must comply if they are to receive current or future  

weapons contracts. Such a tactic is the preference of actors which wield asymmetric influence over 

the arms trade such as the U.S., which requires those who receive arms contracts to comply with  

U.S. standards as well as information sharing with the U.S.. Until recently, U.S. arms contracts were  

also rewarded with considerable concern given to a state's human rights record, however, the  

most recent administration has reversed this rule (The Leahy Law, 2019). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

States may also decide to simply restrict or bar the transfer of certain conventional arms. States  

have placed what they deem are ‘appropriate limits’ on the type and amount of arms transferred  

to states. Most restrictions exist for highly technical devices such as unmanned drones and  

water-air-land craft, however, fewer exist for SALW. End-users states (the destination state) have  

also employed confidence- or security- building arrangements. States will commit to adhere to  

certain provisions of either a transfer agreement or internationally agreed upon standards of  

transfers in order to build confidence that weapons will be used appropriately (Vines, 2005).  

 

The solution states have been most hesitant to develop are punitive measures. States which  

either engage in the illegal arms trade or misuse weaponry may be subject to punitive measures,  

ranging from disqualification in the trade to international intervention in order to stop violence  

catalyzed by misuse of weapons. Considering the hesitation of the international community towards  

this method, this is also the one with the lowest degree of development. 

 

 

Possible Considerations for a National Arms Control System (Stohl, 2017) 

• Arms trade legislation 

• Licensing procedures 

• Export criteria and control lists 

• Interagency coordination 

• Customs authority and border controls 

• Verification documentation 

• Penalties and enforcement 

• Transparency and oversight 

• Marking and tracing 

• Stockpile management 

• Collection and destruction 

• Regional and international cooperation 
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Lastly, states may refocus concerns of the trade towards humanitarian outcomes. The intention  

of this solution is to mitigate the amount of damage inflicted to civilians and non-belligerents  

while respecting the rights of states to self-preservation. 

 

The most significant piece of international law addressing the arms trade is the Arms Trade Treaty  

which came into effect in 2014. The Arms Trade Treaty is an international disarmament treaty  

that established criteria for when the transfer of conventional arms may be lawful. The treaty  

requires those states which comply with the treaty to examine the humanitarian implications of  

an arms transfer and that those implications are in accordance with international law. 

 

Current Situation  
 

  

A concern of policymakers today is the increasing de-centrality of the arms trade. While the U.S.  

in the past has ensured states complied with international law - either by monitoring usage after 

the transfer, threatening to end contracts in the future, or coordinating with allies also dependent  

on American arms exports for support - the U.S. has been reluctant to constrain the arms trade on  

the bases of humanitarian grounds in the most recent administration. Additionally, Chinese and  

Russian arms exporters are becoming increasingly emboldened, with Russia authorizing a  

greater number of transfers to non-states actors than in the past. The next international  

agreement which seeks to address the arms trade must have systems in place which prevent a  

race to the bottom concerning the depreciating quality of human rights conditions as a result of  

weapons transfers. 
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Figure 4. Participants in the Arms Trade Treaty (Green - Ratified, Yellow - Signatory) 

 

 
 

  

  

  

Questions to Consider 
 

  

• If certain types of weapons are permissible for trade, what are the limits for how these weapons can be 

used? Surely if some weapons can be traded, they can also be deployed. 

  

• What system should be developed to regulate the international arms trade? Should it be configured 

around larger exporting states with stronger coercive power or international institutions with greater 

international input but weaker compliance mechanisms? 
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•  Fundamentally, is it the absolute right of a sovereign state to obtain enough arms to ensure its security 

or must states surrender some level of sovereignty in the interest of international security and 

humanitarian wellbeing? 
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