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Letter from the Executive Board
Esteemed Delegates,

Heartiest congratulations on your selection to DISEC! The deliberation
precariously placed in our hands for these two days is examining how border
conflicts have shaped nuclear proliferation and accelerated the nuclear arms
race. 
Today, border conflicts, from frozen mountains to disputed coastlines, act as
sparks in a room filled with gunpowder. Nations, driven by insecurity, begin to see
nuclear capability not as a last resort, but as an insurance policy. One state arms
itself; the other follows. What begins as defence mutates into an arms race: silent,
rapid, and dangerously irreversible.
Think of it as a game of dominoes: one territorial conflict tips the first piece, but
what follows is a chain reaction that does not stop at borders. It spreads across
regions, alliances, and continents, until the entire system stands on the brink of
collapse. Or perhaps more fittingly, this is not a game at all, it is a clock. And with
every unresolved border dispute, every failed negotiation and every show of
military might, we inch closer to midnight.
The question before this committee is stark:
Will nuclear weapons remain a deterrent locked in silence, or will they become
the final argument in a world that has run out of dialogue? As delegates, the
resolutions you draft, the alliances you forge, and the diplomacy you practice
will determine whether border conflicts continue to fuel proliferation, or
whether this cycle can finally be broken.
So, the question for you is, can you rise to forge consensus? Or will the world see a
bright white flash in its final hours?

Welcome to DISEC!

Warmest Regards,

Chairperson- Ranit Senthilnathan
Chairperson- Aarav Singh

Deputy Chairperson- Advit Bishnoi
Moderator- Rutvvi Raj
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Mandate of the Committee 
The Disarmament and International Security Committee (DISEC), officially
known as the First Committee of the United Nations General Assembly, was
established in 1945 alongside the founding of the UN and the adoption of
the UN Charter.
The First Committee deals with disarmament, global challenges and
threats to peace that affect the international community and seeks out
solutions to the challenges in the international security regime.
DISEC’s Mandate: 
It considers all disarmament and international security matters within
the scope of the Charter or relating to the powers and functions of any
other organ of the United Nations.
 The general principles of cooperation in the maintenance of
international peace and security, as well as
 Principles governing disarmament and the regulation of armaments; 

Promotion of cooperative arrangements and measures aimed at
strengthening stability through lower levels of armaments.
The Committee shall, perform the following functions:

Deliberate on threats to global security, including terrorism,
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, cyber threats, and
emerging technologies in warfare;
Recommend measures for disarmament and arms control, including
frameworks, treaties, and confidence-building mechanisms;
Promote international cooperation in peaceful uses of technology,
ensuring that scientific and technological advancements are not
diverted toward military escalation;
Support efforts toward non-proliferation and arms limitation,
particularly in relation to nuclear weapons and other weapons of
mass destruction;
 Work in coordination with other UN bodies, including the United
Nations Security Council and relevant international agencies, to
strengthen global security architecture;
 Encourage dialogue among Member States to resolve security
concerns through diplomatic and multilateral approaches;
Address regional and global security issues, including border tensions,
military alliances, and emerging threats that may impact international
stability.

The Committee works in close cooperation with the United Nations
Disarmament Commission and the Geneva-based Conference on
Disarmament.
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INTRODUCTION TO THE AGENDA
Agenda: Examining the role of global border conflicts in accelerating
nuclear proliferation and devising measures to mitigate their impact on
international security.

The agenda addresses the growing concern on the role of global
conflicts in accelerating the spread of nuclear weapons and devising
measures to alleviate risks to international stability. In the past few
decades rise in geopolitical tensions and territorial disputes have led
states to enhance their nuclear capabilities.
Key issues include political instability in developing regions and a lack of
trust between states, both of which can drive the pursuit and spread of
nuclear capabilities The key aim of this committee is to understand these
factors by exploring measures to reduce these risks through international
cooperation, arms control, and non-proliferation effort and to
deliberate on the measures to mitigate the resulting threats posed due to
these conflicts. 

Before we move into the technicalities of the agenda and the nexus
between border conflicts and nuclear proliferation, we must first
understand the key terms.

1. Global Border Conflicts:

A global border conflict refers to a dispute between two or more
countries over the ownership, control, or precise demarcation of their
territorial boundaries- whether on land, or at sea. These conflicts arise
when borders are unclear, historically contested, or claimed by multiple
states. This “disputed zone” can become a point of tension, especially if it
holds strategic importance, natural resources, or cultural significance.
Border disputes between nations can involve allies and escalate into
broader regional or global tensions. 

While the United Nations has long sought to eliminate nuclear weapons
and limit their spread, ongoing global border conflicts continue to
create conditions that drive their development and proliferation. 
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2. Nuclear Proliferation:

It is the spread of nuclear weapons, its technology or fissile
material to countries that do not already possess them. It is a
significant concern for international security due to the
potential devastation that nuclear weapons can cause. 
Global border conflicts increase risks of nuclear proliferation. 

3. Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT):

 The NPT is a landmark international treaty whose objective is to
prevent the spread of nuclear weapons and weapon technology,
to promote cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy
and to further the goal of achieving nuclear disarmament and
general complete disarmament. 

4. Nuclear Deterrence:

Nuclear deterrence is a strategy where a country prevents
attacks by threatening nuclear retaliation. If both sides know a
war would cause massive destruction, they avoid starting one. 

5. Nuclear Arms Race: 

A nuclear arms race is a situation in which two or more
countries rapidly build up their nuclear weapons in response to
each other, leading to increasing competition and insecurity.
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*Official number not known for Belarus.

7. Host Countries: 

Countries that themselves do not own nuclear weapons, but allow
such weapons to be deployed on their territory. There are six such
nations in the world today.

6. Nuclear countries: 

Countries that possess nuclear weapons. Currently nine countries are
known to possess nuclear weapons. Together they hold 13,400 nuclear
warheads, with Russia and USA owning nearly 90% of the global
stockpile. 

*Official number not known for Belarus. 7



Nexus Between Border Conflicts and Nuclear
Proliferation
How do border conflicts accelerate nuclear proliferation
and the production of fissile materials?

We first need to understand the two perspectives countries
have on the proliferation of nuclear weaponry.
Perspective A:
Some countries argue that since nuclear weapons are the
most dangerous weapons on earth, the dangers from such
weapons arise from their very existence. Although nuclear
weapons have only been used twice in warfare; in the
bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945, about 13,400
reportedly remain in our world today and there have been
over 2,000 nuclear tests conducted to date. They believe
disarmament is the best protection against such dangers, but
achieving this goal has been a tremendously difficult
challenge. 
Perspective B:

Other countries argue that nuclear weapons are needed for
self-defence and on the contrary, prevent wars. 
Nuclear weapons are argued to have prevented large-scale
wars between major powers through the doctrine of
Nuclear Deterrence, which states that the potential for
mutually assured destruction (MAD) makes direct conflict
too costly. By holding the power to inflict unacceptable
damage, they compel nations to manage disputes
diplomatically rather than through total war, a dynamic
that prevented direct NATO-Soviet conflict during the Cold
War. China has repeatedly stressed its nuclear programme
was only intended for self-defence, insisting nations had
nothing to fear as long as they did not threaten China with
attack. 
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And that is where the Nexus between Conflicts and Nuclear Proliferation
comes in. States facing adversaries across disputed boundaries increasingly perceive their sovereignty as fragile, and this
perception drives them toward the acquisition of capabilities that can
guarantee their security in the most absolute sense. Nuclear weapons, in
this context, emerge not simply as instruments of war but as symbols of
ultimate assurance. 

The relationship, therefore, is not accidental but deeply structural:
border conflicts create insecurity, insecurity fuels militarization, and
militarization when pushed to its extreme, leads to nuclear proliferation.
Actions taken by one state to enhance its own security are interpreted as
threats by another, triggering a cycle of escalation. In the context of
border disputes, this dilemma is magnified. Military deployments along
contested frontiers, infrastructure development near borders, and
frequent skirmishes reinforce the perception that conflict is not only
possible but imminent. As each side seeks to secure itself, it inadvertently
deepens the insecurity of the other. Over time, conventional military
capabilities may be perceived as insufficient, particularly if there is a
significant imbalance in power.

The debate intensifies when countries that oppose nuclear proliferation
begin condemning and pressuring nuclear-armed states to disarm,
sometimes through sanctions, isolation, or threats of intervention.
Instead of reducing nuclear risks, this often creates the opposite effect.
States under pressure may feel their security is being directly threatened,
reinforcing their belief that nuclear weapons are essential for survival.
This leads to a cycle where attempts to eliminate nuclear weapons in one
country push that country to strengthen or expand its arsenal, while
other nations observing this dynamic may also pursue nuclear capabilities
out of fear of similar treatment.
Some countries may prevent nuclear proliferation using force. While
intended as deterrence, such rhetoric can heighten tensions and validate
the target state’s justification for maintaining or advancing its nuclear
programme. As a result, instead of reducing proliferation, such
confrontations can deepen mistrust and accelerate it further.
This creates a self-sustaining cycle: condemnation leads to insecurity,
insecurity leads to nuclear buildup, and nuclear buildup leads to further
condemnation, making nuclear proliferation not just a result of conflict,
but a continuously reinforced global pattern.
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Legal and Institutional Frameworks
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT)

On 1 July 1968, the Nuclear Non- Proliferation Treaty (NPT) was
opened for signature and later entered force in 1970, It became
the cornerstone treaty for global nuclear control, aiming to
prevent the spread of nuclear weapons, promote disarmament,
and encourage peaceful use of nuclear energy. Countries under
the treaty agreed to:
Prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons and related
technologies.
Facilitate cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy
under international safeguards.
Advance negotiations toward nuclear disarmament and general
and complete disarmament.
The NPT is currently signed by 191 countries. India, Pakistan, Israel,
and North Korea are not parties to the NPT, with North Korea
having withdrawn from the treaty in 2003. This is particularly
concerning as all four are nuclear-armed states operating
outside the framework of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons (NPT). 
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International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)

On 29 July 1957, the International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) was established as an international organization
under the United Nations system, headquartered in Vienna,
Austria. It was created in the context of growing global
concerns over the dual use of nuclear technology during
the Cold War era. It operates, inter alia,

Ensure, through the application of safeguards and
verification mechanisms, that nuclear materials and
facilities are not diverted from peaceful purposes
toward military or weapons-related activities.
Administer and implement comprehensive safeguards
regimes pursuant to international non-proliferation
obligations and agreements.
Promote the safe, secure, and exclusively peaceful
utilization of nuclear science and technology.
 a) Facilitate technical cooperation, capacity-building,
and scientific assistance among Member States.
 b) Advance the application of nuclear technologies in
sectors including healthcare, agriculture, energy
production, and environmental sustainability.
Strengthen international efforts aimed at preventing
the proliferation of nuclear weapons and related
technologies.
Enhance global cooperation in the fields of nuclear
safety, nuclear security, radiation protection, and
emergency preparedness and response. 

11



Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons

On 7 July 2017, the Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons
(TPNW) was adopted by the UNGA and later opened for signature.
It is the first legally binding international treaty that
completely prohibits nuclear weapons, aiming for their total
elimination.

The treaty bans the development, testing, production,
possession, stockpiling, transfer, use and threat of use of

nuclear weapons. It also requires states to provide assistance to
victims of nuclear weapons and to take steps to address

environmental
explosions.

damage caused by nuclear testing or

Although no nuclear- armed state is currently a party to it, the
TPNW represents a strong global effort to stigmatize nuclear
weapons and push toward a nuclear weapon-free world.

The Nuclear Suppliers Group
On 1st January 1978, the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) was formed following
growing concerns after India’s 1974 nuclear test, which used civilian nuclear
imports for weapons development. The NSG is a group of nuclear supplier
countries that was created to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons by
controlling the export of nuclear materials, equipment, and technology.

Its main aim is to ensure that nuclear trade for peaceful purposes does not
contribute to nuclear weapons development.

Member countries agree to follow strict guidelines, meaning they only
transfer nuclear related goods if they are confident these will not be used
for military purposes. In this way, the NSG acts as a key global mechanism for
strengthening nuclear non- proliferation and international security.
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The Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty

On 10 September 1996, the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban
Treaty (CTBT) was adopted by the UNGA and opened for
signature. It was created to ban all nuclear test explosions in
order to stop the development of new nuclear weapons and
limit improvements to existing arsenals. Although widely
supported, it has not yet fully entered into force.

Violations and Escalations 

India and the Smiling Buddha Test (1974)
On May 18, 1974, "Smiling Buddha" (MEA designation: Pokhran-I) was India's first
successful nuclear bomb test, creating significant international controversy by
defying nuclear non-proliferation norms. Termed a "peaceful nuclear explosion" by
India, the test was viewed globally as a disguised weapons development, leading to
sanctions and the formation of the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG). India’s leaders
claimed they needed this explosive capability for peaceful purposes, such as earth-
moving operations, mining, and canal digging. While India avoided direct,
crippling sanctions, it faced severe technology restrictions, international
condemnation, and a freeze on nuclear cooperation from the U.S. and Canada.
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Iran and Nuclear Proliferation:
UN Security Council Resolutions create obligations for all UN Member
States and have obliged Iran to suspend several proliferation-sensitive
nuclear activities on several accounts since 2001. Iran’s continuously
escalating nuclear trajectory over the last six years and its non-
compliance with its Safeguards Agreement constitute an urgent and
profound nuclear proliferation crisis in the region. Iran is the only NPT
non-nuclear-weapon State to have produced and accumulated highly
enriched uranium (HEU), for which there is no credible civilian justification.
The IAEA has been unable to verify the stockpile of this material for almost
one year. The United Nations nuclear watchdog has said in a report that
Iran has stored most of its highly enriched uranium at an underground
tunnel complex at its Isfahan facility, urging Tehran to allow inspections as
it faces growing pressure from the United States over its nuclear programme.
The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) report confirmed earlier
findings that the country was enriching uranium up to 60 percent, which is a
short step away from weapons-grade purity, raising concerns over the IAEA’s
lack of access to the Isfahan site.

North Korea and Nuclear Sanctions (2006-2022)
North Korea has tested a nuclear explosive device six times, beginning in 2006,
at its Punggye-ri nuclear test site. The underground tests produced
increasing estimated yields. North Korea last conducted a nuclear test on
September 3, 2017. North Korea characterized its most recently tested nuclear
explosive device as a hydrogen bomb (or two-stage thermonuclear warhead)
for deployment on an ICBM. In 2018, North Korea announced it had achieved
its goals and would no longer conduct nuclear tests, and it dynamited the
entrances to two test tunnels. The International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) reported that North Korea began restoring test tunnels in March 2022.
Pyongyang withdrew from the NPT in 2003 and has since conducted these
nuclear tests, promoting multiple UN Security Council sanctions. North
Korea has long insisted that it will not give up its nuclear arsenal,
describing its path as “irreversible” and pledging to strengthen its
capabilities. 

Resolution:
https://documents.un.org/doc/undoc/gen/n06/572/07/pdf/n0657207.pdf 

Resolution:
https://documents.un.org/doc/undoc/gen/n06/681/42/pdf/n0668142.pdf 
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Israel and Nuclear Ambiguity
Israel has never officially confirmed or denied possessing nuclear
weapons, following a policy known as “nuclear ambiguity.” Although
Israel never signed the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons, it is widely believed to have developed nuclear weapons through
the Dimona nuclear facility during the 1960s. This undeclared capability
has caused long-term tensions in the Middle East, with critics arguing
that it weakens global non-proliferation efforts by allowing an
unofficial nuclear state to avoid international inspections and
accountability.

Pakistan and the Chagai Nuclear Tests (1998)
On May 28 and 30, 1998, Pakistan conducted a series of nuclear tests in the
Chagai Hills of Balochistan, known as the Chagai-I and Chagai-II tests.
These tests were carried out in direct response to India’s Pokhran-II
nuclear tests earlier that month and officially declared Pakistan a
nuclear weapons state. Pakistan argued that the tests were necessary to
maintain strategic balance and national security in South Asia,
especially due to long-standing tensions and territorial disputes with
India over Kashmir. The tests triggered international concern regarding
a potential nuclear arms race in the region and led to economic
sanctions from countries such as the United States, Japan, and several
Western nations under the Glenn Amendment. Pakistan faced restrictions
on military aid, financial assistance, and technological cooperation. The
nuclearization of both India and Pakistan significantly escalated
regional instability, particularly during the 1999 Kargil Conflict, where
fears of nuclear confrontation alarmed the international community.
Pakistan’s nuclear programme later became further controversial after
revelations in 2004 that scientist A. Q. Khan had operated an international
proliferation network supplying nuclear technology and designs to
states including Iran, Libya, and North Korea, exposing weaknesses in
global non-proliferation enforcement mechanisms.
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Syria and the Alleged Nuclear Reactor:
Syria was accused of secretly constructing an undeclared
nuclear reactor at Al-Kibar with suspected assistance from
North Korea. On 6 September 2007, Israeli warplanes destroyed a
building near the Euphrates River in northeastern Syria. The
structure is alleged to have been a gas-cooled graphite-
moderated nuclear reactor under construction, capable of
producing enough plutonium for one or two weapons per year.
The facility was destroyed in the Israeli airstrike before it
became operational. Investigations by the International
Atomic Energy Agency later concluded that the site was likely
intended for nuclear activity, though Syria denied the
allegations. The incident heightened tensions in the Middle
East and raised concerns about hidden nuclear programmes in
unstable regions.

Libya and its Covert Nuclear programme: 
Libya secretly pursued a nuclear weapons programme during
the late 20th century under leader Muammar Gaddafi. The
programme relied heavily on technology and designs obtained
through the A.Q. Khan proliferation network. In 2003, after
international pressure and fears following the Iraq War, Libya
agreed to dismantle its weapons of mass destruction
programmes and allow international inspections. The decision
was viewed as a major success for global non- proliferation
efforts. 
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Key Actors and Stakeholders
 The United States

Estimated Arsenal: ~5,177 warheads
Key Treaties/Frameworks Supported: NPT, New START, IAEA safeguards, CTBT
(signed)
The United States remains one of the foremost stakeholders within the
global nuclear order and continues to shape international deterrence
policy through its alliances and strategic commitments. Its nuclear posture
has increasingly been influenced by geopolitical tensions in Eastern Europe,
the Arctic, and the Indo-Pacific. The expansion of NATO toward Russia’s
borders, the conflict in Ukraine, and rising tensions surrounding Taiwan
and the South China Sea have reinforced American investments in strategic
modernisation and missile defence systems. Washington additionally
extends nuclear deterrence guarantees to allies such as Japan and South
Korea, thereby making regional border conflicts directly relevant to
broader global strategic stability.
At its peak, the United States had more than 31,000 nuclear weapons in its
stockpile. Through various arms control agreements and unilateral
reductions, the United States has reduced this to its current nuclear
estimated inventory of 5,177 nuclear warheads, with around 3,700 active
warheads in the stockpile and 1,477 retired warheads awaiting
dismantlement. These weapons are deployed on air, sea, and land platforms
in what is referred to as “The Nuclear Triad.” The United States currently
plans to spend up to $1.5 trillion to overhaul its nuclear arsenal by
rebuilding each leg of the triad and its accompanying infrastructure. 

Russia
Estimated Arsenal: ~5,580 warheads
Key Treaties/Frameworks Supported: NPT, New START
Four years after the United States first tested and used nuclear weapons, the
Soviet Union ushered in a new nuclear era with its first nuclear test on
August 29, 1949. Within a few years, the arms race was in full steam as the Soviets
grew their arsenal and conducted 715 atmospheric and underground nuclear
tests from 1949-1990. At its peak in 1986, the Soviet Union had around 40,000
nuclear warheads in its stockpile.
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Through a number of bilateral arms control agreements with the United States
at the end of and after the Cold War, the Russian arsenal was reduced
significantly. Today, Russia maintains a stockpile of an estimated 5,459 nuclear
warheads, 1,718 of which are deployed on strategic land-based ballistic missiles,
submarine-launched ballistic missiles, and heavy bombers. An estimated 1,150
warheads await dismantlement. 
Russia and the United States together still hold more than 90% of the world’s
nuclear arsenal, however, so it is imperative to maintain civil relations between
the two countries to reduce the number of nuclear weapons and eliminate the
risk of nuclear war. For decades, U.S. presidents and Members of Congress from
both parties have supported verifiable arms control treaties beginning with the
Nuclear Test Ban Treaty through the START treaties. With the end of the Soviet
Union, significant focus was placed on reducing fissile materials in Russia
through the Nunn-Lugar Cooperate Threat Reduction (CTR) programme and
eliminating nuclear weapons from the former Soviet states of Ukraine, Belarus,
and Kazakhstan.
Today, with U.S.-Russian relations at a post-Cold War low, and as both countries
modernize their nuclear arsenals, the reality of a new nuclear arms race
underscores the need for sensible non-proliferation and arms control
cooperation. Despite this, the Trump administration withdrew from a number of
critical arms control agreements, including the Intermediate-Range Nuclear
Forces (INF) Treaty and the Open Skies Treaty. In early 2021, the Biden
administration reached an agreement with Russia to extend the New START
treaty until February 2026, the only remaining arms control treaty between the
world’s two largest arsenals. With this extension in place, the United States and
Russia should begin talks to expand on further mutual reductions and other
areas of concern, including non-strategic nuclear weapons, missile defences,
and other emerging technologies. Unfortunately, Russian President Vladimir
Putin declared in late February 2023 that Russia was “suspending” its participation
in New START. He framed the step as necessary given (imagined) U.S. provocations,
but in reality it merely confirmed what was already Russian policy. This
announcement followed a series of implementation issues. The United States
determined that Russia was not in compliance with the treaty in January 2023. A
State Department Spokesperson explained, “Russia’s refusal to facilitate inspection
activities prevents the United States from exercising important rights under the
treaty and threatens the viability of US-Russian nuclear arms control.” In
August 2022, the Kremlin blocked treaty-bound inspections visits to its facilities
and in November 2022, Moscow postponed the treaty’s bilateral consultative
commission. As yet, there has been no finding of a material breach of treaty
limits, and Russia and the United States remain below the 2018 deployment limits.
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France
Estimated Arsenal: ~290 warheads
Key Treaties/Frameworks Supported: NPT, CTBT, New START support frameworks
In 1960, France became the fourth nuclear-armed state when it tested its first
large nuclear device in Algeria, then a French colony. France conducted 17
nuclear weapons tests in Algeria in total. Following Algerian independence in
1962, France created two new test sites in French Polynesia and conducted
another 193 atmospheric and underground tests between 1966 and 1996. France
then signed the 1996 Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty and ratified the
agreement in 1998. France is one of the five nuclear-weapon states recognized
under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Since the end of the Cold War,
France has reduced its stockpile of nuclear weapons from an approximate high
of 540 to its current estimated arsenal of approximately 290. The country
deactivated its land-based missiles at Plateau d’Albion in 1996 and imploded the
silos, so it no longer has a nuclear triad. France maintains a constant at-sea
presence through its nuclear-powered submarines, assuring it a second-strike
capability, and is in the process of modernizing its air- and sea-based nuclear
forces, as well as their delivery vehicles. France’s nuclear forces are not a part
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s (NATO) integrated military
command structure, so France retains independent decision-making responsibilities. However, France is the only remaining nuclear-
weapon state in the European Union (EU), following the United Kingdom’s exit
from the EU on January 31, 2020. President Emmanuel Macron was quick to
articulate in a speech on France’s nuclear forces after the UK’s exit that,
“France’s vital interests now have a European dimension.”

United Kingdom
Estimated Arsenal: ~225 warheads
Key Treaties/Frameworks Supported: NPT, CTBT, NATO nuclear arrangements
The United Kingdom remains a significant stakeholder in the Euro-Atlantic
security architecture through its role within NATO’s nuclear deterrence
framework. The resurgence of conflict in Eastern Europe and concerns regarding
Russian military activity near NATO borders have contributed to the expansion
and modernisation of Britain’s nuclear posture. London has increasingly
emphasized the importance of credible deterrence amid a deteriorating strategic
environment.
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Israel
Estimated Arsenal: ~90 warheads (though undeclared officially)
Key Treaties/Frameworks Supported: CTBT (signed); not party to the NPT
Israel’s undeclared nuclear capability is intrinsically linked to the broader
security environment of the Middle East. Since 1948, Israel has confronted
repeated wars, territorial disputes, and security threats involving neighbouring
states and non-state actors. Ongoing tensions concerning Gaza, southern
Lebanon, Syria, and Iran continue to shape Israeli strategic doctrine, with
nuclear ambiguity serving as a deterrent against perceived existential threats.

India
Estimated Arsenal: ~180 warheads
Key Treaties/Frameworks Supported: No-first-use doctrine; not party to the NPT
or CTBT
India’s nuclear weapons programme developed largely in response to regional
border conflicts and strategic insecurity. The 1962 Sino-Indian War, territorial
disputes along the Line of Actual Control with China, and repeated conflicts
with Pakistan over Kashmir significantly influenced India’s pursuit of nuclear
deterrence capabilities. India maintains a doctrine of credible minimum
deterrence; however, recurring military confrontations along disputed
borders continue to heighten escalation risks within South Asia.

Pakistan
Estimated Arsenal: ~170 warheads
Key Treaties/Frameworks Supported: Civilian IAEA cooperation; not party to the
NPT
Pakistan’s nuclear programme emerged directly from its strategic rivalry and
territorial disputes with India, particularly regarding Kashmir. Successive wars,
border skirmishes, and military crises reinforced Islamabad’s perception that
nuclear deterrence was necessary to offset India’s conventional military
superiority. The Kargil Conflict and subsequent cross-border escalations
demonstrated the extent to which unresolved territorial disputes can generate
nuclear instability in South Asia.
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North Korea
Estimated Arsenal: ~56 warheads
Key Treaties/Frameworks Supported: Former NPT member; withdrew in 2003
North Korea represents one of the most direct challenges to the
international non-proliferation regime. The unresolved division of the Korean
Peninsula, military tensions along the Demilitarized Zone, and adversarial
relations with the United States and South Korea have accelerated
Pyongyang’s nuclear weapons programme. North Korea views nuclear
deterrence as indispensable for regime survival and territorial security,
thereby making border conflict a central driver of its proliferation activities.

Iran
Iran remains a major stakeholder due to persistent international concerns
regarding its uranium enrichment activities and latent nuclear capabilities.
Regional insecurity, particularly tensions with Israel, U.S. military presence in
the Gulf, and instability across Iraq and Syria, have contributed to Tehran’s
emphasis on strategic deterrence. The collapse and weakening of the Joint
Comprehensive Plan of Action following renewed sanctions heightened fears
that prolonged regional confrontation could incentivize future
weaponization efforts.

Ukraine
Key Treaties/Frameworks Supported: NPT, Budapest Memorandum (1994)
At the time of Ukraine’s independence from the Soviet Union in 1991, Ukraine held
the third largest nuclear arsenal in the world, including an estimated 1,900
strategic warheads, 176 intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), and 44
strategic bombers. By 1996, Ukraine had returned all of its nuclear warheads to
Russia under the Budapest Memorandum in exchange for economic aid and
security assurances, and in December 1994, Ukraine became a non-nuclear
weapon state-party to the 1968 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT).
However, the annexation of Crimea in 2014 and the subsequent Russia–Ukraine
war profoundly undermined confidence in security guarantees offered to
non-nuclear states. The conflict has consequently intensified debates
worldwide regarding whether states facing territorial threats may
increasingly perceive nuclear weapons as essential instruments of deterrence
and survival.
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South Korea
South Korea remains heavily affected by North Korea’s nuclear
programme and the unresolved division of the Korean Peninsula. Repeated
missile tests, military provocations near maritime borders, and concerns
regarding the credibility of external security guarantees have
periodically generated domestic debates within South Korea concerning
independent nuclear deterrence. The Korean conflict therefore illustrates how prolonged border insecurity and asymmetric
threats can contribute indirectly to proliferation pressures even among
non- nuclear states.

Saudi Arabia
The strategic rivalry between Iran and Saudi Arabia has become a defining
feature of Middle Eastern geopolitics. Proxy conflicts across Yemen, Syria,
Lebanon, and the Gulf region, combined with maritime and
territorial tensions, have intensified fears of regional nuclear proliferation. Saudi officials have repeatedly indicated that any
future Iranian weaponization could compel Riyadh to pursue comparable
deterrence capabilities, thereby demonstrating how regional conflicts
may generate cascading proliferation pressures. Saudi Arabia’s Crown
Prince Mohammed bin Salman has stated that Saudi Arabia will develop
nuclear weapons if its regional rival, Iran, acquires them, aiming to match
Iran's nuclear capabilities. While the kingdom officially pursues a peaceful
nuclear programme for energy, this "red line" signals a potential nuclear
arms race in the Middle East. 
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Case Studies
Indo- Pak Border Conflict

Background

The rivalry between India and Pakistan is one of the clearest examples of how
prolonged border conflicts can lead to the development and expansion of
nuclear weapons programmes. Since their partition in 1947, both countries have
fought multiple wars, particularly over the disputed region of Kashmir. By the 1990s,
ongoing military tensions, cross-border violence and fears of strategic
disadvantage pushed both nations toward openly developing nuclear capabilities.
During this period, both countries viewed nuclear weapons as a means of
deterrence and national security. India had already conducted its first nuclear
test in 1974, but tensions during the late 1980s and 1990s accelerated further weapons
development.
Pakistan, fearing military imbalance with India, rapidly expanded its own nuclear
programme, focusing heavily on uranium enrichment and weapons research.
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The Nuclear Dimension

In May 1998, India conducted a series of nuclear tests under Operation Pokhran-II, officially
declaring itself a nuclear weapons state. India justified the tests as necessary for national
security and strategic deterrence.
In response, Pakistan carried out its own tests shortly afterward through the Chagai-I
Nuclear tests. Pakistan argued that the tests were essential to maintain strategic balance
in the region and prevent military disadvantage against India. 
These events marked a major turning point in South Asian geopolitics, as both countries
openly demonstrated nuclear capability within weeks of each other.

Following the 1998 nuclear tests, both India and Pakistan accelerated the development of
their nuclear infrastructure and military capabilities. This included investments in
ballistic missile systems, nuclear delivery mechanisms, uranium enrichment facilities, and
weapons stockpiles. The region consequently entered a nuclear arms race, with each state
seeking to maintain strategic parity and prevent the other from gaining military
superiority. 

Consequences

The 1998 nuclear tests conducted by India and Pakistan were strongly criticized by the
international community, which feared increased regional instability and weakening of
the global non-proliferation regime. Countries such as the United States imposed economic
sanctions and suspended cooperation with both states, while the United Nations Security
Council condemned the tests through Resolution 1172. Despite this, both countries
continued to modernize and expand their nuclear arsenals, investing in missile systems,
uranium enrichment, and deterrence capabilities.
Today, the continued development of nuclear arsenals and missile capabilities by India and
Pakistan has contributed to an ongoing nuclear arms race in South Asia, increasing global
concerns over regional instability, accidental escalation, and the broader weakening of
international non-proliferation efforts. 

Conclusion

The Indo-Pak border conflict shows how long-standing territorial disputes can escalate
into nuclear rivalry, with both India and Pakistan developing nuclear weapons for
deterrence. This has intensified regional tensions and contributed to an ongoing arms
race. Today, it remains a key example of how border conflicts can have serious implications
for global peace and nuclear security.
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Russia-Ukraine Border Conflict

Background

The Russia-Ukraine conflict is one of the most significant geopolitical tensions
of the 21st century, with major implications for global security. The invasion of
Ukraine has triggered the largest conflict in Europe since World War II,
according to NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg. It demonstrates the
threats posed on civil and social security by nuclear deterrence. 
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The Nuclear Dimension 

The threat of Russia using tactical nuclear weapons largely fuels public
“nuclear” fears associated with the war in Ukraine. Russian officials
repeatedly issued nuclear threats and warnings during the conflict,
particularly in response to Western military support for Ukraine. Following
Russia’s annexation of Crimea in 2014 and the full-scale invasion in 2022, many
analysts questioned whether Ukraine’s decision to surrender its nuclear
arsenal under the Budapest Memorandum weakened its national security. At
the time of Ukraine’s independence from the Soviet Union in 1991, Ukraine
possessed the world’s third-largest nuclear arsenal. By 1996, Ukraine had
returned all of its nuclear warheads to Russia in exchange for economic aid
and security assurances from Russia, the United States, and the United
Kingdom under the Budapest Memorandum. In 2022, the uranium enrichment
market was impacted by the Russian-Ukrainian conflict, as many utilities,
particularly in Europe and the United States, sought to diversify their
nuclear fuel supply. The conflict has also raised fears of a renewed global
arms race, with several countries reassessing the importance of nuclear
deterrence and strategic military capabilities in maintaining national
security.

In 1922, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) was established under a
centralized communist regime. The USSR included republics such as Russia,
Ukraine, Belarus, Georgia, Kazakhstan, and others, before dissolving in
December 1991. The Russia-Ukraine conflict began in 2014 and has become one
of the most significant geopolitical crises of the 21st century. Following
protests in 2014 that overthrew pro-Russian President Viktor Yanukovych,
Russia annexed Crimea in February 2014. Following the annexation, pro-
Russian separatist movements emerged in the Donetsk and Luhansk regions,
resulting in violent clashes with Ukrainian forces. Diplomatic efforts such
as the Minsk Agreements failed to establish lasting peace. In February 2022,
Russia launched a full-scale invasion of Ukraine. The invasion marked a
major escalation of the conflict and intensified global security concerns,
including fears of possible nuclear escalation.
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Consequences

Russia’s invasion of Ukraine in February 2022 created major global
consequences, including food insecurity, an energy crisis in Europe, economic
instability, and rising inflation. However, one of the most significant impacts
has been on global nuclear non-proliferation efforts.
After the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, Ukraine inherited a large number
of Soviet nuclear weapons, becoming the world’s third-largest nuclear power.
Although there was support for retaining these weapons as a deterrent,
Ukraine agreed to give them up under the Budapest Memorandum on Security
Assurances (1994) in exchange for economic support and security guarantees
from Russia, the United States, and the United Kingdom. The agreement stated
that Ukraine’s territorial integrity and political independence would be
respected.
Following Russia’s annexation of Crimea in 2014 and the full-scale invasion in
2022, many Ukrainians argued that the security assurances of the Budapest
Memorandum had failed. This has weakened confidence in nuclear
disarmament agreements worldwide. Many analysts believe that Ukraine’s
experience may discourage other countries from giving up nuclear weapons in
the future, as nuclear deterrence is increasingly viewed as essential for
national security.
The conflict has also raised concerns about nuclear proliferation in
countries such as North Korea and Iran. Reports suggest that Russia’s growing
reliance on these states for military support may involve transfers of missile or
nuclear-related technology. Additionally, the war has revived debates over
whether Ukraine may eventually reconsider developing nuclear weapons,
although there is currently no evidence of an active nuclear weapons
programme.

Conclusion

The Russo-Ukrainian war in the highly technological era has plenty to offer
regarding how war is not to be fought by the superior nation and how the end
state of the superior force can still be kept at bay by an inferior nation,
although at a higher cost. It also reveals that every country will have to
depend on itself during such a crisis due to global and regional geopolitical
and geoeconomic complexities. Due to the situation being faced by Ukraine,
other nations have taken it as a learning lesson to retain nuclear arms in their
countries. Overall, this conflict demonstrates how territorial disputes can 
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Role of Border Conflicts in Fostering Cross-Border Terrorism

Amid the chaos of the Soviet–Afghan War (1979–1989), the mountainous
Afghanistan–Pakistan frontier transformed into more than a battlefield, it
became the incubator of modern transnational extremism. What began as
fragmented militant resistance during the conflict gradually evolved into
heavily armed jihadist networks, eventually contributing to the emergence of
groups such as Al-Qaeda and later the Taliban. Backed by illicit arms flows,
foreign fighters and weak border enforcement, the conflict zone
institutionalized militant mobility across borders, creating operational
corridors that continue to destabilise South and Central Asia decades later.
Border conflicts frequently foster cross-border terrorism and these
conflicts severely weaken state authority by overstretching military and
administrative institutions, reducing the government’s ability to effectively
enforce law, maintain border infrastructure and regulate civilian movement
in contested regions. Simultaneously, repeated clashes damage surveillance
assets such as radar systems, checkpoints, fencing networks and
communication lines, creating intelligence gaps along borders. These security
vacuums generate “ungoverned spaces”: territories where state presence
becomes minimal or inconsistent allowing non-state actors to establish
training camps, weapons depots, smuggling corridors and recruitment
networks beyond effective governmental oversight

According to the United Nations, over 108 million people were forcibly
displaced globally by 2023, with conflict zones becoming prime recruitment
grounds for extremist organizations. Porous borders further facilitate
illegal arms trafficking; the global illicit arms trade is estimated to exceed
USD 1 billion annually. Regions such as the Sahel witnessed a 2,000% increase in
terrorism-related deaths between 2007 and 2022 due to border instability, weak
governance and militant expansion across Mali, Niger and Burkina Faso.
Similarly, infiltration across the Line of Control between India and Pakistan
has repeatedly intensified regional tensions and insurgent violence.
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Thus, prolonged border disputes no longer remain confined to territorial
disagreements alone; they evolve into transnational security threats
capable of destabilizing economies, displacing populations and
strengthening extremist networks across entire region
Ensuring effective border security and management is essential for
preventing and countering the flow of suspected terrorists and Foreign
Terrorist Fighters (FTFs) across land, air, and maritime borders, as well as the
cross-border movement of licit and illicit cargo, including drugs, weapons,
arms, and munitions that may be used for terrorist purposes.
Despite enhanced measures taken by Member States in recent years to
strengthen border security, particularly in light of the evolving FTF
phenomenon, capacities in this area vary widely and gaps continue to exist in
the collection, use and sharing of passenger data, effective control of
identity papers and travel documents, border screening processes, use of
technical equipment and trained border personnel, and coordinated border
management. To respond to the gaps, UNCCT (United Nations Counter-
Terrorism Centre) supports Member States and regional organizations in
implementing the UN Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy and relevant
Security Council resolutions, such as 1373 (2001), 1540 (2004), 2178 (2014), 2309 (2016),
2396 (2017), and 2482 (2019) through the provision of tailored technical
assistance on border security and management good practices, inter-agency
and cross-border cooperation, information sharing, and border-
management strategies and action plans, among other issues.
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Economic Implications of Nuclear Proliferation 
In today’s world of global interdependence, the potential economic impact
of nuclear weapons use is likely to be far more extensive than previously
estimated. National economies rely on cross-border trade and investment,
interconnected financial markets, digital infrastructure, and complex
global supply chains. As a result, a major shock in a single country, especially
something as consequential as nuclear weapons use is likely to cause
widespread cascading failures across the global economy.
At the same time, the risk of nuclear weapons use, whether intentional or
through accident or miscalculation, is growing. This coincides with the
rapid evolution of emerging technologies, which will continue to increase
nuclear risks and make them more complex and unpredictable.
Despite the high stakes, the economic and financial considerations of
nuclear weapons use remain underexplored. Experts have raised questions
about whether the consequences of “limited” nuclear use would truly be
catastrophic, overlooking the fact that a single ship stuck in the Suez Canal
caused major disruptions to global trade, the COVID-19 pandemic shattered
supply chains worldwide, and the Fukushima nuclear accident inflicted
hundreds of billions of dollars in losses. In the same way, the “mere” act of a
country gaining a nuclear weapon may lead to financial repercussions for
the global order as a whole. This may include:

Diversion of Global Financial Resources:

Nuclear proliferation redirects substantial capital toward warhead
production, missile delivery systems, uranium enrichment and strategic
deterrence infrastructure. The nine nuclear-armed nations spend many tens
of billions of dollars each year maintaining and modernizing their nuclear
arsenals. Global military expenditure surpassed USD 2.4 trillion in 2024, with
nuclear modernisation programmes consuming a significant share. Nuclear
weapons programmes divert public funds from health care, education,
disaster relief and other vital services. Such allocation reduces fiscal
capacity for sustainable development and technological innovation,
slowing global GDP growth and widening developmental disparities between
advanced and emerging economies. 
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Disruptions Through Sanctions and Economic Restrictions:

Nuclear proliferation frequently triggers multilateral sanctions, export controls
and restrictions on international banking systems such as SWIFT access. These
measures disrupt global supply chains, reduce cross-border capital flows and weaken
investor confidence. For instance, sanctions on Iran reduced oil exports by nearly
50% during peak enforcement periods, contributing to volatility in international
energy markets and inflationary pressures globally.

Instability in Global Trade and Energy Markets:

Nuclear-related geopolitical tensions disrupt maritime trade corridors, insurance
markets and energy supply chains. Strategic uncertainty in regions such as East Asia
and the Middle East contributes to fluctuations in crude oil and LNG prices,
increasing transportation and manufacturing costs worldwide. Even temporary
disruptions in key shipping routes can delay billions of dollars in daily trade flows,
intensifying inflation and weakening global market stability.

Long-Term Economic Burden and Risk Management Costs:

Maintaining nuclear arsenals requires continuous expenditure on command-and-
control systems, cybersecurity, reactor safety and non-proliferation enforcement
mechanisms. The global cost of nuclear weapons maintenance exceeds USD 80 billion
annually. Additionally, nuclear disasters impose severe economic liabilities; the
Chernobyl Nuclear Disaster alone generated hundreds of billions of dollars in
long-term cleanup, healthcare and productivity losses, demonstrating the enduring
economic repercussions of nuclear risks.

Environmental Costs: 

Nuclear weapons are the only devices ever created that have the capacity to destroy
all complex life forms on Earth. It would take less than 0.1% of the explosive yield of
the current global nuclear arsenal to bring about devastating agricultural
collapse and widespread famine. The smoke and dust from fewer than 100 Hiroshima-
sized nuclear explosions would cause an abrupt drop in global temperatures and
rainfall.
“Climate change may be the global policy issue that has captured most attention in
the last decade, but the problem of nuclear weapons is at least its equal in terms of
gravity – and much more immediate in its potential impact.” 
–International Commission on Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament, 2009.
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Challenges in Addressing the Issue
 Theglobalnon-proliferationregimefaces serious challenges due to rising

geopolitical tensions, uneven enforcement, and rapid technological
advancement. Although the International Atomic Energy Agency oversees
safeguards across more than 180 states, major gaps still exist in monitoring
undeclared nuclear activity. After Iraq’s secret nuclear programme was
exposed in 1991, the IAEA strengthened inspections through the Additional
Protocol, yet over 20 countries still have not fully implemented these
expanded safeguards, limiting effective verification.
Regional conflicts continue to drive nuclear development. India and Pakistan
together possess an estimated 340 nuclear warheads, largely due to decades of
territorial and military rivalry. North Korea has also significantly expanded
its fissile material production despite sanctions, while tensions surrounding
Iran’s uranium enrichment programme continue to create concerns over
potential weaponization pathways. Simultaneously, the Russia–Ukraine conflict
revived fears that countries may seek nuclear deterrence if security
guarantees appear unreliable.
Another major issue is the imbalance within the nuclear order itself.
According to the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, nearly
12,100 nuclear warheads still exist globally, with around 90% controlled by the
United States and Russia. Despite commitments toward disarmament under the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, nuclear powers continue
investing billions into modernisation programmes involving hypersonic
missiles, tactical warheads, and advanced delivery systems. This weakens the
credibility of global disarmament efforts and creates accusations of double
standards.
Technological advancement has further complicated enforcement. Modern
centrifuge technology can enrich uranium faster and in smaller concealed
facilities, while cyberattacks increasingly threaten nuclear infrastructure
and surveillance systems. At the same time, nuclear terrorism remains a
persistent concern, with the IAEA recording thousands of incidents involving
illicit trafficking or unauthorized possession of radioactive materials since
the 1990s.
Enforcement mechanisms also remain limited because the IAEA can report
violations but cannot directly punish states. Decisions depend heavily on the
United Nations Security Council, where political divisions between major
powers often delay or weaken responses.
Ultimately, the non-proliferation system resembles a dam developing cracks

faster than engineers can seal them: every unresolved conflict, technological breakthrough, or political rivalry increases the
pressure on a system already struggling to contain global nuclear risks.
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Conclusion
 Asglobalizationerased the certainty once provided by borders, regional

conflicts evolved into global security threats capable of accelerating
nuclear proliferation and intensifying the arms race. Territorial disputes,
military rivalries, and strategic insecurities have repeatedly pushed nations
toward nuclear deterrence as a means of survival. From South Asia to the
Korean Peninsula and from Eastern Europe to the Middle East, unresolved
border conflicts continue to fuel mistrust, military expansion, and the
modernisation of nuclear arsenals.
Today, the world possesses more than 12,000 nuclear warheads, many capable
of causing destruction on a scale unimaginable a century ago. The danger
lies not only in their existence, but in the growing normalization of nuclear
deterrence as a permanent security strategy. As geopolitical tensions rise
and diplomatic cooperation weakens, the risk of escalation, whether
intentional, accidental, or through miscalculation, moves humanity closer
to potential doom.
The task before delegates is therefore not simply to condemn proliferation,
but to confront the underlying drivers that sustain it: insecurity, political
instability, unresolved territorial disputes, and the absence of mutual trust
between states. Delegates must work toward strengthening arms control
frameworks, enhancing verification mechanisms, promoting diplomatic
dialogue, and ensuring that international security is based on cooperation
rather than fear.
The future of global stability will not be decided by the size of nuclear
stockpiles, but by the willingness of nations to choose diplomacy over
destruction. In an age where weapons can cross continents within minutes,
humanity cannot afford leadership guided solely by rivalry and suspicion.
“The unleashed power of the atom has changed everything save our modes of
thinking, and thus we drift toward unparalleled catastrophe.” ~ Albert
Einstein
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	Pakistan and the Chagai Nuclear Tests (1998) On May 28 and 30, 1998, Pakistan conducted a series of nuclear tests in the Chagai Hills of Balochistan, known as the Chagai-I and Chagai-II tests. These tests were carried out in direct response to India’s Pokhran-II nuclear tests earlier that month and officially declared Pakistan a nuclear weapons state. Pakistan argued that the tests were necessary to maintain strategic balance and national security in South Asia, especially due to long-standing tensions and territorial disputes with India over Kashmir. The tests triggered international concern regarding a potential nuclear arms race in the region and led to economic sanctions from countries such as the United States, Japan, and several Western nations under the Glenn Amendment. Pakistan faced restrictions on military aid, financial assistance, and technological cooperation. The nuclearization of both India and Pakistan significantly escalated regional instability, particularly during the 1999 Kargil Conflict, where fears of nuclear confrontation alarmed the international community. Pakistan’s nuclear programme later became further controversial after revelations in 2004 that scientist A. Q. Khan had operated an international proliferation network supplying nuclear technology and designs to states including Iran, Libya, and North Korea, exposing weaknesses in global non-proliferation enforcement mechanisms.
	Israel and Nuclear Ambiguity Israel has never officially confirmed or denied possessing nuclear weapons, following a policy known as “nuclear ambiguity.” Although Israel never signed the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, it is widely believed to have developed nuclear weapons through the Dimona nuclear facility during the 1960s. This undeclared capability has caused long-term tensions in the Middle East, with critics arguing that it weakens global non-proliferation efforts by allowing an unofficial nuclear state to avoid international inspections and accountability.
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	Through a number of bilateral arms control agreements with the United States at the end of and after the Cold War, the Russian arsenal was reduced significantly. Today, Russia maintains a stockpile of an estimated 5,459 nuclear warheads, 1,718 of which are deployed on strategic land-based ballistic missiles, submarine-launched ballistic missiles, and heavy bombers. An estimated 1,150 warheads await dismantlement.  Russia and the United States together still hold more than 90% of the world’s nuclear arsenal, however, so it is imperative to maintain civil relations between the two countries to reduce the number of nuclear weapons and eliminate the risk of nuclear war. For decades, U.S. presidents and Members of Congress from both parties have supported verifiable arms control treaties beginning with the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty through the START treaties. With the end of the Soviet Union, significant focus was placed on reducing fissile materials in Russia through the Nunn-Lugar Cooperate Threat Reduction (CTR) programme and eliminating nuclear weapons from the former Soviet states of Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan. Today, with U.S.-Russian relations at a post-Cold War low, and as both countries modernize their nuclear arsenals, the reality of a new nuclear arms race underscores the need for sensible non-proliferation and arms control cooperation. Despite this, the Trump administration withdrew from a number of critical arms control agreements, including the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty and the Open Skies Treaty. In early 2021, the Biden administration reached an agreement with Russia to extend the New START treaty until February 2026, the only remaining arms control treaty between the world’s two largest arsenals. With this extension in place, the United States and Russia should begin talks to expand on further mutual reductions and other areas of concern, including non-strategic nuclear weapons, missile defences, and other emerging technologies. Unfortunately, Russian President Vladimir Putin declared in late February 2023 that Russia was “suspending” its participation in New START. He framed the step as necessary given (imagined) U.S. provocations, but in reality it merely confirmed what was already Russian policy. This announcement followed a series of implementation issues. The United States determined that Russia was not in compliance with the treaty in January 2023. A State Department Spokesperson explained, “Russia’s refusal to facilitate inspection activities prevents the United States from exercising important rights under the treaty and threatens the viability of US-Russian nuclear arms control.” In August 2022, the Kremlin blocked treaty-bound inspections visits to its facilities and in November 2022, Moscow postponed the treaty’s bilateral consultative commission. As yet, there has been no finding of a material breach of treaty limits, and Russia and the United States remain below the 2018 deployment limits.
	France Estimated Arsenal: ~290 warheads Key Treaties/Frameworks Supported: NPT, CTBT, New START support frameworks In 1960, France became the fourth nuclear-armed state when it tested its first large nuclear device in Algeria, then a French colony. France conducted 17 nuclear weapons tests in Algeria in total. Following Algerian independence in 1962, France created two new test sites in French Polynesia and conducted another 193 atmospheric and underground tests between 1966 and 1996. France then signed the 1996 Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty and ratified the agreement in 1998. France is one of the five nuclear-weapon states recognized under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Since the end of the Cold War, France has reduced its stockpile of nuclear weapons from an approximate high of 540 to its current estimated arsenal of approximately 290. The country deactivated its land-based missiles at Plateau d’Albion in 1996 and imploded the silos, so it no longer has a nuclear triad. France maintains a constant at-sea presence through its nuclear-powered submarines, assuring it a second-strike capability, and is in the process of modernizing its air- and sea-based nuclear forces, as well as their delivery vehicles. France’s nuclear forces are not a part of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s (NATO) integrated military
	structure,
	so
	France
	retains
	independent
	decision-making responsibilities. However, France is the only remaining nuclear-weapon state in the European Union (EU), following the United Kingdom’s exit from the EU on January 31, 2020. President Emmanuel Macron was quick to articulate in a speech on France’s nuclear forces after the UK’s exit that, “France’s vital interests now have a European dimension.”
	command
	United Kingdom Estimated Arsenal: ~225 warheads Key Treaties/Frameworks Supported: NPT, CTBT, NATO nuclear arrangements The United Kingdom remains a significant stakeholder in the Euro-Atlantic security architecture through its role within NATO’s nuclear deterrence framework. The resurgence of conflict in Eastern Europe and concerns regarding Russian military activity near NATO borders have contributed to the expansion and modernisation of Britain’s nuclear posture. London has increasingly emphasized the importance of credible deterrence amid a deteriorating strategic environment.
	India Estimated Arsenal: ~180 warheads Key Treaties/Frameworks Supported: No-first-use doctrine; not party to the NPT or CTBT India’s nuclear weapons programme developed largely in response to regional border conflicts and strategic insecurity. The 1962 Sino-Indian War, territorial disputes along the Line of Actual Control with China, and repeated conflicts with Pakistan over Kashmir significantly influenced India’s pursuit of nuclear deterrence capabilities. India maintains a doctrine of credible minimum deterrence; however, recurring military confrontations along disputed borders continue to heighten escalation risks within South Asia.
	Pakistan Estimated Arsenal: ~170 warheads Key Treaties/Frameworks Supported: Civilian IAEA cooperation; not party to the NPT Pakistan’s nuclear programme emerged directly from its strategic rivalry and territorial disputes with India, particularly regarding Kashmir. Successive wars, border skirmishes, and military crises reinforced Islamabad’s perception that nuclear deterrence was necessary to offset India’s conventional military superiority. The Kargil Conflict and subsequent cross-border escalations demonstrated the extent to which unresolved territorial disputes can generate nuclear instability in South Asia.
	Israel Estimated Arsenal: ~90 warheads (though undeclared officially) Key Treaties/Frameworks Supported: CTBT (signed); not party to the NPT Israel’s undeclared nuclear capability is intrinsically linked to the broader security environment of the Middle East. Since 1948, Israel has confronted repeated wars, territorial disputes, and security threats involving neighbouring states and non-state actors. Ongoing tensions concerning Gaza, southern Lebanon, Syria, and Iran continue to shape Israeli strategic doctrine, with nuclear ambiguity serving as a deterrent against perceived existential threats.
	North Korea Estimated Arsenal: ~56 warheads Key Treaties/Frameworks Supported: Former NPT member; withdrew in 2003 North Korea represents one of the most direct challenges to the international non-proliferation regime. The unresolved division of the Korean Peninsula, military tensions along the Demilitarized Zone, and adversarial relations with the United States and South Korea have accelerated Pyongyang’s nuclear weapons programme. North Korea views nuclear deterrence as indispensable for regime survival and territorial security, thereby making border conflict a central driver of its proliferation activities.
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	Iran Iran remains a major stakeholder due to persistent international concerns regarding its uranium enrichment activities and latent nuclear capabilities. Regional insecurity, particularly tensions with Israel, U.S. military presence in the Gulf, and instability across Iraq and Syria, have contributed to Tehran’s emphasis on strategic deterrence. The collapse and weakening of the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action following renewed sanctions heightened fears
	that
	weaponization efforts.
	Ukraine Key Treaties/Frameworks Supported: NPT, Budapest Memorandum (1994) At the time of Ukraine’s independence from the Soviet Union in 1991, Ukraine held the third largest nuclear arsenal in the world, including an estimated 1,900 strategic warheads, 176 intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), and 44 strategic bombers. By 1996, Ukraine had returned all of its nuclear warheads to Russia under the Budapest Memorandum in exchange for economic aid and security assurances, and in December 1994, Ukraine became a non-nuclear weapon state-party to the 1968 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). However, the annexation of Crimea in 2014 and the subsequent Russia–Ukraine war profoundly undermined confidence in security guarantees offered to non-nuclear states. The conflict has consequently intensified debates worldwide regarding whether states facing territorial threats may increasingly perceive nuclear weapons as essential instruments of deterrence and survival.
	South Korea South Korea remains heavily affected by North Korea’s nuclear programme and the unresolved division of the Korean Peninsula. Repeated missile tests, military provocations near maritime borders, and concerns regarding the credibility of external security guarantees have periodically generated domestic debates within South Korea concerning
	nuclear
	tensions,
	deterrence.
	The
	have
	intensified
	Korean
	conflict
	fears
	of
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	therefore illustrates how prolonged border insecurity and asymmetric threats can contribute indirectly to proliferation pressures even among non- nuclear states.
	independent
	Saudi Arabia The strategic rivalry between Iran and Saudi Arabia has become a defining feature of Middle Eastern geopolitics. Proxy conflicts across Yemen, Syria, Lebanon, and the Gulf region, combined with maritime and
	nuclear proliferation. Saudi officials have repeatedly indicated that any future Iranian weaponization could compel Riyadh to pursue comparable deterrence capabilities, thereby demonstrating how regional conflicts may generate cascading proliferation pressures. Saudi Arabia’s Crown Prince Mohammed bin Salman has stated that Saudi Arabia will develop nuclear weapons if its regional rival, Iran, acquires them, aiming to match Iran's nuclear capabilities. While the kingdom officially pursues a peaceful nuclear programme for energy, this "red line" signals a potential nuclear arms race in the Middle East.
	territorial
	Case Studies Indo- Pak Border Conflict
	The Nuclear Dimension
	In May 1998, India conducted a series of nuclear tests under Operation Pokhran-II, officially declaring itself a nuclear weapons state. India justified the tests as necessary for national security and strategic deterrence. In response, Pakistan carried out its own tests shortly afterward through the Chagai-I Nuclear tests. Pakistan argued that the tests were essential to maintain strategic balance in the region and prevent military disadvantage against India.  These events marked a major turning point in South Asian geopolitics, as both countries openly demonstrated nuclear capability within weeks of each other.
	Following the 1998 nuclear tests, both India and Pakistan accelerated the development of their nuclear infrastructure and military capabilities. This included investments in ballistic missile systems, nuclear delivery mechanisms, uranium enrichment facilities, and weapons stockpiles. The region consequently entered a nuclear arms race, with each state seeking to maintain strategic parity and prevent the other from gaining military superiority.
	Consequences
	The 1998 nuclear tests conducted by India and Pakistan were strongly criticized by the international community, which feared increased regional instability and weakening of the global non-proliferation regime. Countries such as the United States imposed economic sanctions and suspended cooperation with both states, while the United Nations Security Council condemned the tests through Resolution 1172. Despite this, both countries continued to modernize and expand their nuclear arsenals, investing in missile systems, uranium enrichment, and deterrence capabilities. Today, the continued development of nuclear arsenals and missile capabilities by India and Pakistan has contributed to an ongoing nuclear arms race in South Asia, increasing global concerns over regional instability, accidental escalation, and the broader weakening of international non-proliferation efforts.
	Conclusion
	The Indo-Pak border conflict shows how long-standing territorial disputes can escalate into nuclear rivalry, with both India and Pakistan developing nuclear weapons for deterrence. This has intensified regional tensions and contributed to an ongoing arms race. Today, it remains a key example of how border conflicts can have serious implications for global peace and nuclear security.
	Russia-Ukraine Border Conflict
	In 1922, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) was established under a centralized communist regime. The USSR included republics such as Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, Georgia, Kazakhstan, and others, before dissolving in December 1991. The Russia-Ukraine conflict began in 2014 and has become one of the most significant geopolitical crises of the 21st century. Following protests in 2014 that overthrew pro-Russian President Viktor Yanukovych, Russia annexed Crimea in February 2014. Following the annexation, pro- Russian separatist movements emerged in the Donetsk and Luhansk regions, resulting in violent clashes with Ukrainian forces. Diplomatic efforts such as the Minsk Agreements failed to establish lasting peace. In February 2022, Russia launched a full-scale invasion of Ukraine. The invasion marked a major escalation of the conflict and intensified global security concerns, including fears of possible nuclear escalation.
	The Nuclear Dimension
	The threat of Russia using tactical nuclear weapons largely fuels public “nuclear” fears associated with the war in Ukraine. Russian officials repeatedly issued nuclear threats and warnings during the conflict, particularly in response to Western military support for Ukraine. Following Russia’s annexation of Crimea in 2014 and the full-scale invasion in 2022, many analysts questioned whether Ukraine’s decision to surrender its nuclear arsenal under the Budapest Memorandum weakened its national security. At the time of Ukraine’s independence from the Soviet Union in 1991, Ukraine possessed the world’s third-largest nuclear arsenal. By 1996, Ukraine had returned all of its nuclear warheads to Russia in exchange for economic aid and security assurances from Russia, the United States, and the United Kingdom under the Budapest Memorandum. In 2022, the uranium enrichment market was impacted by the Russian-Ukrainian conflict, as many utilities, particularly in Europe and the United States, sought to diversify their nuclear fuel supply. The conflict has also raised fears of a renewed global arms race, with several countries reassessing the importance of nuclear deterrence and strategic military capabilities in maintaining national security.
	Consequences
	global consequences, including food insecurity, an energy crisis in Europe, economic instability, and rising inflation. However, one of the most significant impacts has been on global nuclear non-proliferation efforts. After the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, Ukraine inherited a large number of Soviet nuclear weapons, becoming the world’s third-largest nuclear power. Although there was support for retaining these weapons as a deterrent, Ukraine agreed to give them up under the Budapest Memorandum on Security Assurances (1994) in exchange for economic support and security guarantees from Russia, the United States, and the United Kingdom. The agreement stated that Ukraine’s territorial integrity and political independence would be respected. Following Russia’s annexation of Crimea in 2014 and the full-scale invasion in 2022, many Ukrainians argued that the security assurances of the Budapest Memorandum had failed. This has weakened confidence in nuclear disarmament agreements worldwide. Many analysts believe that Ukraine’s experience may discourage other countries from giving up nuclear weapons in the future, as nuclear deterrence is increasingly viewed as essential for national security. The conflict has also raised concerns about nuclear proliferation in countries such as North Korea and Iran. Reports suggest that Russia’s growing reliance on these states for military support may involve transfers of missile or nuclear-related technology. Additionally, the war has revived debates over whether Ukraine may eventually reconsider developing nuclear weapons, although there is currently no evidence of an active nuclear weapons programme.
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	Conclusion
	The Russo-Ukrainian war in the highly technological era has plenty to offer regarding how war is not to be fought by the superior nation and how the end state of the superior force can still be kept at bay by an inferior nation, although at a higher cost. It also reveals that every country will have to depend on itself during such a crisis due to global and regional geopolitical and geoeconomic complexities. Due to the situation being faced by Ukraine, other nations have taken it as a learning lesson to retain nuclear arms in their countries. Overall, this conflict demonstrates how territorial disputes can
	Role of Border Conflicts in Fostering Cross-Border Terrorism
	Amid the chaos of the Soviet–Afghan War (1979–1989), the mountainous Afghanistan–Pakistan frontier transformed into more than a battlefield, it became the incubator of modern transnational extremism. What began as fragmented militant resistance during the conflict gradually evolved into heavily armed jihadist networks, eventually contributing to the emergence of groups such as Al-Qaeda and later the Taliban. Backed by illicit arms flows, foreign fighters and weak border enforcement, the conflict zone institutionalized militant mobility across borders, creating operational corridors that continue to destabilise South and Central Asia decades later. Border conflicts frequently foster cross-border terrorism and these conflicts severely weaken state authority by overstretching military and administrative institutions, reducing the government’s ability to effectively enforce law, maintain border infrastructure and regulate civilian movement in contested regions. Simultaneously, repeated clashes damage surveillance
	such
	as
	radar
	systems,
	checkpoints,
	fencing
	networks
	and communication lines, creating intelligence gaps along borders. These security vacuums generate “ungoverned spaces”: territories where state presence becomes minimal or inconsistent allowing non-state actors to establish training camps, weapons depots, smuggling corridors and recruitment networks beyond effective governmental oversight
	According to the United Nations, over 108 million people were forcibly displaced globally by 2023, with conflict zones becoming prime recruitment grounds for extremist organizations. Porous borders further facilitate illegal arms trafficking; the global illicit arms trade is estimated to exceed USD 1 billion annually. Regions such as the Sahel witnessed a 2,000% increase in terrorism-related deaths between 2007 and 2022 due to border instability, weak governance and militant expansion across Mali, Niger and Burkina Faso. Similarly, infiltration across the Line of Control between India and Pakistan has repeatedly intensified regional tensions and insurgent violence.
	assets
	Thus, prolonged border disputes no longer remain confined to territorial disagreements alone; they evolve into transnational security threats
	capable
	of
	destabilizing
	economies,
	displacing
	populations
	and
	strengthening extremist networks across entire region Ensuring effective border security and management is essential for preventing and countering the flow of suspected terrorists and Foreign Terrorist Fighters (FTFs) across land, air, and maritime borders, as well as the cross-border movement of licit and illicit cargo, including drugs, weapons, arms, and munitions that may be used for terrorist purposes. Despite enhanced measures taken by Member States in recent years to strengthen border security, particularly in light of the evolving FTF phenomenon, capacities in this area vary widely and gaps continue to exist in the collection, use and sharing of passenger data, effective control of identity papers and travel documents, border screening processes, use of technical equipment and trained border personnel, and coordinated border management. To respond to the gaps, UNCCT (United Nations Counter- Terrorism Centre) supports Member States and regional organizations in implementing the UN Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy and relevant Security Council resolutions, such as 1373 (2001), 1540 (2004), 2178 (2014), 2309 (2016), 2396 (2017), and 2482 (2019) through the provision of tailored technical assistance on border security and management good practices, inter-agency
	cross-border
	cooperation,
	information
	sharing,
	and
	border-
	and
	management strategies and action plans, among other issues.
	Economic Implications of Nuclear Proliferation  In today’s world of global interdependence, the potential economic impact of nuclear weapons use is likely to be far more extensive than previously estimated. National economies rely on cross-border trade and investment, interconnected financial markets, digital infrastructure, and complex global supply chains. As a result, a major shock in a single country, especially something as consequential as nuclear weapons use is likely to cause widespread cascading failures across the global economy. At the same time, the risk of nuclear weapons use, whether intentional or through accident or miscalculation, is growing. This coincides with the rapid evolution of emerging technologies, which will continue to increase nuclear risks and make them more complex and unpredictable. Despite the high stakes, the economic and financial considerations of nuclear weapons use remain underexplored. Experts have raised questions about whether the consequences of “limited” nuclear use would truly be catastrophic, overlooking the fact that a single ship stuck in the Suez Canal caused major disruptions to global trade, the COVID-19 pandemic shattered supply chains worldwide, and the Fukushima nuclear accident inflicted hundreds of billions of dollars in losses. In the same way, the “mere” act of a country gaining a nuclear weapon may lead to financial repercussions for the global order as a whole. This may include:
	Diversion of Global Financial Resources:
	Nuclear proliferation redirects substantial capital toward warhead production, missile delivery systems, uranium enrichment and strategic deterrence infrastructure. The nine nuclear-armed nations spend many tens of billions of dollars each year maintaining and modernizing their nuclear arsenals. Global military expenditure surpassed USD 2.4 trillion in 2024, with nuclear modernisation programmes consuming a significant share. Nuclear weapons programmes divert public funds from health care, education, disaster relief and other vital services. Such allocation reduces fiscal capacity for sustainable development and technological innovation, slowing global GDP growth and widening developmental disparities between advanced and emerging economies.
	Disruptions Through Sanctions and Economic Restrictions:
	Nuclear proliferation frequently triggers multilateral sanctions, export controls and restrictions on international banking systems such as SWIFT access. These measures disrupt global supply chains, reduce cross-border capital flows and weaken investor confidence. For instance, sanctions on Iran reduced oil exports by nearly 50% during peak enforcement periods, contributing to volatility in international energy markets and inflationary pressures globally.
	Instability in Global Trade and Energy Markets:
	Nuclear-related geopolitical tensions disrupt maritime trade corridors, insurance markets and energy supply chains. Strategic uncertainty in regions such as East Asia and the Middle East contributes to fluctuations in crude oil and LNG prices, increasing transportation and manufacturing costs worldwide. Even temporary disruptions in key shipping routes can delay billions of dollars in daily trade flows, intensifying inflation and weakening global market stability.
	Long-Term Economic Burden and Risk Management Costs:
	Maintaining nuclear arsenals requires continuous expenditure on command-and- control systems, cybersecurity, reactor safety and non-proliferation enforcement mechanisms. The global cost of nuclear weapons maintenance exceeds USD 80 billion annually. Additionally, nuclear disasters impose severe economic liabilities; the Chernobyl Nuclear Disaster alone generated hundreds of billions of dollars in long-term cleanup, healthcare and productivity losses, demonstrating the enduring economic repercussions of nuclear risks.
	Environmental Costs:
	Nuclear weapons are the only devices ever created that have the capacity to destroy all complex life forms on Earth. It would take less than 0.1% of the explosive yield of the current global nuclear arsenal to bring about devastating agricultural collapse and widespread famine. The smoke and dust from fewer than 100 Hiroshima-sized nuclear explosions would cause an abrupt drop in global temperatures and rainfall. “Climate change may be the global policy issue that has captured most attention in the last decade, but the problem of nuclear weapons is at least its equal in terms of gravity – and much more immediate in its potential impact.”  –International Commission on Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament, 2009.
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