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Greetings Delegates, 

We would like to take this platform to extend a hearty welcome to you on 
behalf of Team QMUN 2017! In this letter, let us talk to you about how we 
can make this conference a fun and a knowledgeable experience and help 
put any doubts and fears that you may have to rest. In the 2 days we shall 
be together, let us make the best of the opportunity that we have been 
bestowed with. For a lot of you, this may be your first conference, and for 
many others, you may be seasoned debaters. First timers, worry not! The 
executive board and the experienced delegates are here to help you 
understand the dynamics of Model UNs and how countries interact with 
one another in real-time global politics. Others, we are here to help you 
refine your debating and negotiating skills, to try and bring you closer to 
the functioning of the United Nations. And it doesn’t end there! The 
learning will remain mutual at all times. We hope to learn the new facts and 
skills that you bring to the table as well. In this edition, the UN Security 
Council has set the agenda as "Agenda I: Status of Iran’s Nuclear Project" 
and "Agenda II: Reduction of Military Budgets All Over the World ". We 
hope you all will come well prepared for the discussions. Lastly, but most 
importantly, We wish to place an immense amount of emphasis in the 
importance of bringing good and adequate research to this council. 
Delegates, it is time to move away from rhetoric and move towards the 
'real'. Inadequate research often renders good arguments shallow, thereby 
denying the committee a fruitful and well-meaning dialogue. Shallow 
arguments also leave you at the risk of being exposed by forms of simple 
and hard-hitting questions that may be posed to you. Therefore, it is our 
sincere urge to all of you to come having read well.  
Delegates, in the event that any discrepancy or doubt regarding the agenda 
or the background guide arises, feel free to reach out to us. Please shoot us 
an email if you feel nervous, lost or simply anything else! We would be 
immensely happy to aid you in your journey to learn. Cheers! 

 

Shreya Neogi                                                                             Manojav Pal 

Chairperson                                                                               Deputy Chair 

neogi.shreya16@gmail.com                           manojav.pal@gmail.com 

mailto:neogi.shreya16@gmail.com
mailto:manojav.pal@gmail.com
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Background 

Iran’s nuclear program began during the 1950s. Construction of a U.S.-supplied research 

reactor, called the Tehran Research Reactor (TRR), located in Tehran began in 1960; the 

reactor went critical in 1967.1 During the 1970s, Tehran pursued an ambitious nuclear 

power program; according to contemporaneous U.S. documents, Iran wanted to construct 

10-20 nuclear power reactors and produce more than 20,000 megawatts of nuclear power 

by 1994.2 Iran also began constructing a light-water nuclear power reactor near the city of 

Bushehr and also considered obtaining uranium enrichment and reprocessing technology.   

Iran took steps to demonstrate that it was not pursuing nuclear weapons. For example, 

Tehran signed the nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty (NPT) in 1968 and ratified it in 1970. Iran 

also submitted a draft resolution to the U.N. General Assembly in 1974 that called for 

establishing a nuclear-weapons-free zone in the Middle East. Nevertheless, mid-1970s U.S. 

intelligence reports expressed concern that Iran might pursue a nuclear weapons program.3 

Although Iran cancelled its nuclear program after its 1979 revolution, a 1981 Department of 

State draft paper argued that Iran might develop a nuclear weapons program in response to 

a then-suspected Iraqi nuclear weapons program, although Iran was not one of several 

countries of “near to medium term proliferation concern” to which the paper referred.4   

Tehran “reinstituted” its nuclear program in 1982.5 According to International Atomic 

Energy Agency (IAEA) reports, Iran conducted experiments during the 1980s and early 1990s 

related to uranium conversion, heavy water production, and nuclear reactor fuel 

fabrication. A 1985 National Intelligence Council report, which cited Iran as a potential 

“proliferation threat,” stated that Tehran was “interested in developing facilities that ... 

could eventually produce fissile material that could be used in a [nuclear] weapon.” The 

report, however, added that it “would take at least a decade” for Iran to do so.1 A U.S. 

intelligence report published 10 years later stated that Iran was “aggressively pursuing a 

nuclear weapons capability and, if significant foreign assistance were provided, could 

produce a weapon by the end of the decade.”2  

                                                             
1 The Dynamics of Nuclear Proliferation: Balance of Power and Constraints, National Intelligence Council, September 

1985.  

2 The Weapons Proliferation Threat, Nonproliferation Center, March 1995.  
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The Iranian government says that it plans to expand its reliance on nuclear power in order 

to generate electricity. This program will, Tehran says, substitute for some of Iran’s oil and 

gas consumption and allow the country to export additional fossil fuels; the previous Iranian 

regime also made this argument.3 Iran has begun to operate the Bushehr reactor and 

Tehran says it intends to build additional reactors to generate 20,000 megawatts of power 

within the next 20 years.4 The 2015 Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action requires Iran to 

refrain from building heavy water-moderated reactors for 15 years, and Iran pledges to 

refrain from constructing any such reactors indefinitely. Iranian officials say that Tehran has 

begun design work on its first indigenously-produced light-water reactor, which is to be 

constructed at Darkhovin. According to official U.S. and Iranian sources, France agreed to 

construct the reactor during the 1970s, but ended the project after the 1979 revolution in 

Iran.5 According to a February 2011 report from IAEA Director-General Yukiya Amano, 

satellite imagery indicated that “construction activities” had not begun at the planned 

reactor site.6 President of Iran’s Atomic Energy Organization Ali Akbar Salehi stated in 

September 2016 that “we are almost about to sign a contract for designing” the reactor, 

“but it will take a rather long time.”7  

Iranian officials have repeatedly asserted that the country’s nuclear program is exclusively 

for peaceful purposes. For example, Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamene’i declared 

during a June 3, 2008, speech that Iran is opposed to nuclear weapons “based on religious 

and Islamic beliefs as well as based on logic and wisdom.” He added, “[n]uclear weapons 

have no benefit but high costs to manufacture and keep them. Nuclear weapons do not 

bring power to a nation because they are not applicable. Nuclear weapons cannot be used.” 

Similarly, then-Iranian Foreign Ministry spokesperson Hassan Qashqavi stated November 10, 

2008, that “pursuance of nuclear weapons has no place in the country’s defense doctrine.”8 

Then-Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad asserted during an April 9, 2009, speech 
                                                             
3 For example, according to a 1976 State Department cable, the President of the Atomic Energy Organization of Iran cited 
these arguments as reasons for starting an ambitious nuclear program (U.S. Embassy Tehran Airgram A-76 to State 
Department, 1976). Ambassador Ali Asghar Soltanieh, then Iran’s Permanent Representative to the International Atomic 
Energy Agency, has explained that nuclear power would only meet “perhaps a small portion” of the projected national 
electricity demand. “Interview with Iran’s Ambassador to IAEA,” Campaign Against Sanctions and Military Intervention in 
Iran, June 29, 2008 (published July 2, 2008).   

4 “Iran to Follow Nuclear Timetable Regardless of IAEA Reports – Official,” Islamic Republic of Iran News Network, 
February 25, 2009. A spokesperson for the Atomic Energy Organization of Iran stated on January 11, 2016, that the country 

“needs to generate 20,000 megawatts of nuclear electricity” and should produce 12,000 megawatts of nuclear electricity by 
2025 (Sara Ma'sumi, Interview with Behruz Kamalvandi, “Less Than Seven Day to the Implementation of the JCPOA [Joint 
Comprehensive Plan of Action],” E'temad, January 11, 2016).   

5 “Iran Asks France to Remain Committed to N. Power Plant Construction Deal ,” FARS News Agency, October 28, 2014. 

Director of Central Intelligence, Joint Atomic Energy Intelligence Committee, Iran’s Nuclear Program: Building a Weapons 

Capability, February 1993. France completed five percent of the project, according to former President of  

Iran’s Atomic Energy Organization Reza Amrollahi (“If We Want Nuclear Energy, We Should Not Make a Fuss,” Sharq, 
September 7, 2013).  
6 Implementation of the NPT Safeguards Agreement and Relevant Provisions of Security Council Resolutions in the Islamic 

Republic of Iran, Report by the Director General, GOV/2011/7, February 25, 2011.  

7 “Iran to Build More Power Plants - Nuclear Chief,” IRTV2, September 10, 2016.  

8 “Weekly Briefing of the Foreign Ministry Spokesman,” November 10, 2008.  
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that “those who accumulate nuclear weapons are backwards in political terms.”9 More 

recently, Khamene’i stated in 2012 that  

“Ideologically and religiously speaking, we believe that it is not right [to have 
nuclear weapons]. We believe that this move [making nuclear weapons] and 
the use of such weapons are a great sin. We also believe that stockpiling such 
weapons is futile, expensive and harmful; and we would never seek this.”10  

Asked in 2012 if Iran is trying to develop the capability to produce a nuclear weapon,  

Ambassador Mohammad Khazaee, Iran’s Permanent Representative to the United Nations, 

“[w]e are not going to develop the capacity to be able to make any weapon of mass 

destruction.”11 Iranian Foreign Minister Javad Zarif argued in 2014 that Khamene’i “has 

explicitly declared his opposition with regard to the manufacture, stockpile and use of 

nuclear weapons,” and observed that “nuclear weapons have no place in Iran’s defense 

doctrine.”12  

Nevertheless, the United States and other governments have argued that Iran may be 

pursuing, at a minimum, the capability to produce nuclear weapons. Discerning a peaceful 

nuclear program from a nuclear weapons program can be difficult because much nuclear 

technology is dual-use. In addition, military nuclear programs may coexist with civilian 

programs, even without an explicit governmental decision to produce nuclear weapons. 

Jose Goldemberg, Brazil’s former secretary of state for science and technology, observed 

that a country developing the capability to produce nuclear fuel  

does not have to make an explicit early [political] decision to acquire nuclear 
weapons. In some countries, such a path is supported equally by those who 
genuinely want to explore an energy alternative and by government officials 
who either want nuclear weapons or just want to keep the option open.13  

Some analysts argue that several past nuclear programs, such as those of France, Sweden, 

and Switzerland, illustrate this approach.19 A Swedish official involved in that country’s 

nuclear weapons program “argued that the main aim should be the generation of nuclear 

energy, with plutonium production, which would make possible the manufacture of nuclear 

                                                             
9 Islamic Republic of Iran News Network, April 9, 2009.  

10 “Leader Says West Knows Iran Not Seeking ‘Nuclear Weapons’,” Vision of the Islamic Republic of Iran Network 1, 

February 22, 2012.  

11 The Charlie Rose Show, January 18, 2012.  

12 “Iran Foreign Minister Calls for Building Mutual Trust with West,” Islamic Republic News Agency, January 7, 2014.  

13 Jose Goldemberg, “Looking Back: Lessons From the Denuclearization of Brazil and Argentina,” Arms Control Today, 

April 2006.  19 See James Acton, “The Problem with Nuclear Mind Reading,” Survival, February-March 2009, pp. 119-42; 

Paul M. Cole, “Atomic Bombast: Nuclear Weapon Decision-making in Sweden 1945–1972,” The Henry L. Stimson Center, 

1996; “Neutral States: Sweden and Switzerland,” in T.V. Paul , Power Vs. Prudence: Why Nations Forgo Nuclear Weapons 

(Montreal: McGill University Press), 2000, pp. 84-98; and Bruno Tertrais, “Has Iran Decided to Build the Bomb? Lessons 

from the French Experience,” January 30, 2007.   
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weapons as a sideeffect.”14 Moreover, a 1975 U.S. intelligence assessment argued that 

countries might develop an “unweaponized” nuclear explosive device “to further their 

political, and even military, objectives.”15   

The main source of proliferation concern generated by Iran’s nuclear program has been 

Tehran’s construction of gas centrifuge uranium-enrichment facilities. Gas centrifuges 

enrich uranium by spinning uranium hexafluoride gas at high speeds to increase the 

concentration of the uranium235 isotope. Such centrifuges can produce both low-enriched 

uranium (LEU), which can be used in nuclear power reactors, and highly enriched uranium 

(HEU), which is one of the two types of fissile material used in nuclear weapons. HEU can 

also be used as fuel in certain types of nuclear reactors.16 Iran also has a uranium-

conversion facility, which converts uranium ore concentrate into several compounds, 

including uranium hexafluoride.17  

Iran claims that it wants to produce LEU fuel for its planned light-water nuclear power 

reactors, as well as the TRR and other planned future research reactors. The latter reactors 

will be used to produce isotopes for medical purposes, according to Tehran. Although Iran 

has expressed interest in purchasing nuclear fuel from other countries, Tehran asserts that 

the country should have an indigenous enrichment capability as a hedge against possible 

fuel supply disruptions.1819 It is worth noting that an Iranian naval commander’s June 12, 

2012, announcement that Iran “has taken initial steps to design and build power and engine 

systems for nuclear submarines” may provide Tehran with a rationale for enriching uranium 

to levels suitable for use as fissile material in nuclear weapons, although the commander did 

not mention enrichment.20 Notably, then- President of Iran’s Atomic Energy Organization of 

Iran, Fereydun Abbasi-Davani Abbasi, stated the next month that, despite Iran’s “capability 

to design nuclear fuel for ships and submarines,” the country does not plan to produce 

enriched uranium containing more than 20% uranium-235.21   

A reactor moderated by heavy water, which Iran was constructing at Arak, was also been a 

source of concern. Although Tehran says that the reactor is intended for the production of 

                                                             
14 Thomas Jonter, “The Swedish Plans to Acquire Nuclear Weapons, 1945–1968: An Analysis of the Technical 

Preparations,” Science & Global Security, 18:61–86, 2010.  
15 Memorandum to Holders, Special National Intelligence Estimate, Prospects for Further Proliferation of Nuclear  

Weapons, SNIE 4-1-74, December 18, 1975. The assessment did not discuss whether Iran was pursuing such an option.  
16 Highly enriched uranium used in nuclear weapons typically contains about 90 percent uranium-235, whereas lowenriched 

uranium used in nuclear reactors typically contains less than 5% uranium-235.  
17 For a detailed description of the nuclear fuel cycle, see CRS Report RL34234, Managing the Nuclear Fuel Cycle: Policy 

Implications of Expanding Global Access to Nuclear Power, coordinated by Mary Beth D. Nikitin.  

18 What Are Iran’s “Practical Needs” and Why Does Iran Want to Fuel Reactors on Its Own?, nuclearenergy.ir, July  
19 . “Soltaniyeh: Iran Has No Alternative but to Enrich Uranium,” Islamic Republic News Agency, October 2, 2008; 
“Interview with Iran’s Ambassador to IAEA,” 2008.  

20 “Iran to Make Engine Systems For Nuclear Submarines,” Fars News Agency, June 12, 2012; “Iran Plans NuclearPowered 

Submarine: Report,” Reuters, June 12, 2012. Some naval propulsion reactors use weapons-grade HEU.   

21 “Official Underscores Iran’s Ability to Produce N. Fuel for Trade Vessels,” Fars News Agency, July 23, 2012.  
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radioisotopes for medical purposes, it had been a proliferation concern because its spent 

fuel would have contained plutonium well-suited for use in nuclear weapons. Spent nuclear 

fuel from nuclear reactors contains plutonium, the other type of fissile material used in 

nuclear weapons. In order to be used in nuclear weapons, however, plutonium must be 

separated from the spent fuel—a procedure called “reprocessing.” Iran has said that it will 

not engage in reprocessing. This reactor is designed to use natural uranium fuel, which does 

not require enrichment.   

In addition to the dual-use nature of the nuclear programs described above, Iran’s 

inconsistent cooperation with the IAEA contributed to suspicions that Tehran had a nuclear 

weapons program.22 In the past, Iran has taken actions that interfered with the agency’s 

investigation of its nuclear program, including concealing nuclear activities and providing 

misleading statements. Then-IAEA Director-General Mohamed ElBaradei explained in a 2008 

interview that Iran’s cooperation lagged behind IAEA demands:  

they [the Iranians] have concealed things from us in the past, but that doesn’t 
prove that they are building a bomb today. They continue to insist that they 
are interested solely in using nuclear power for civilian purposes. We have yet 
to find a smoking gun that would prove them wrong. But there are suspicious 
circumstances and unsettling questions. The Iranians’ willingness to cooperate 
leaves a lot to be desired. Iran must do more to provide us with access to 
certain individuals and documents. It must make a stronger contribution to 
clarifying the last unanswered set of questions—those relating to a possible 
military dimension of the Iranian nuclear program.23  

Consistent with ElBaradei’s statement, IAEA Director-General Amano explained in a 2012 

interview that the IAEA has not claimed that “Iran [has] made a decision to obtain nuclear 

weapons.”24 Notably, Tehran has implemented various restrictions on, and provided the 

IAEA with additional information about, its uranium enrichment program and heavy-water 

reactor program pursuant to the July 2015 Joint Cooperative Plan of Action (JCPOA), which 

Tehran concluded with China, France, Germany, Russia, the United Kingdom, and the United 

States.  

Iran and the IAEA agreed in August 2007 on a work plan to clarify the outstanding questions 

regarding Tehran’s nuclear program, most of which concerned possible Iranian procurement 

activities and research directly applicable to nuclear weapons development. A December 

                                                             
22 For a detailed description of Iran’s compliance with its international obligations, see CRS Report R40094, Iran’s Nuclear 

Program: Tehran’s Compliance with International Obligations, by Paul K. Kerr.  
23 “Interview with IAEA Boss Mohamed ElBaradei,” Der Spiegel, June 11, 2008.  

24 Jay Solomon and David Crawford, “An Interview With IAEA’s Yukiya Amano,” Wall Street Journal, June 9, 2012.  
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2015, report to the IAEA Board of Governors from agency Director-General Yukiya Amano 

contains the IAEA’s “final assessment on the resolution” of these outstanding issues.25   

Iran also has extensive programs to develop ballistic missiles and cruise missiles. For more 

details on Iran’s ballistic missile program, see CRS Report R42849, Iran’s Ballistic Missile 

and Space Launch Programs, by Steven A. Hildreth.  

Current Nuclear Controversy  
The current public controversy over Iran’s nuclear program began in August 2002, when the 

National Council of Resistance on Iran (NCRI), an Iranian exile group, revealed information 

during a press conference (some of which later proved to be accurate) that Iran had built 

nuclearrelated facilities at Natanz and Arak that it had not revealed to the IAEA. The United 

States had been aware of at least some of these activities, according to knowledgeable 

former officials.26 During the mid-1990s, Israel’s intelligence services detected Iranian 

“efforts to develop a military nuclear industry,” according to a 2004 Israeli Knesset 

committee report.27   

Iran ratified the NPT in 1970. States-parties to the treaty are obligated to conclude a 

comprehensive safeguards agreement with the IAEA; Tehran concluded such an agreement 

in 1974. In the case of non-nuclear-weapon states-parties to the treaty (of which Iran is 

one), such agreements are designed to enable the IAEA to detect the diversion of nuclear 

material from peaceful purposes to nuclear weapons uses, as well as to detect undeclared 

nuclear activities and material. As a practical matter, however, the IAEA’s ability to inspect 

and monitor nuclear facilities, as well as obtain relevant information, pursuant to a 

comprehensive safeguards agreements is limited to facilities that have been declared by the 

government.28 Additional Protocols to IAEA safeguards agreements augment the agency’s 

ability to investigate clandestine nuclear facilities and activities by increasing the agency’s 

authority to inspect certain facilities and demand additional information from states-

parties.29 The IAEA’s statute requires the agency’s Board of Governors to refer cases of non-

compliance with safeguards agreements to the U.N. Security Council. Prior to the NCRI’s 

                                                             
25 Final Assessment on Past and Present Outstanding Issues Regarding Iran’s Nuclear Programme, GOV/2015/68, 

December 2, 2015.  

26 Gary Samore, Former Senior Director for Nonproliferation and Export Controls on the National Security Council, 

personal communication June 5, 2008; Former Director of Central Intelligence George J. Tenet, “DCI Remarks on Iraq’s 

WMD Programs,” February 5, 2004.  
27 Report – Volume 1 (Unrestricted section), The Committee of Enquiry into the Intelligence System in Light of the War in 

Iraq, The Knesset Foreign Affairs and Defence Committee, March 2004.  
28 The IAEA does have other investigative tools, such as monitoring scientific publications from member-states. For more 

information, see CRS Report R40094, Iran’s Nuclear Program: Tehran’s Compliance with International Obligations, by 

Paul K. Kerr.  
29 NPT states are not required to conclude Additional Protocols. However, applicable U.N. Security Council resolutions 

require Iran to conclude such a protocol.  
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revelations, the IAEA had expressed concerns that Iran had not been providing the agency 

with all relevant information about its nuclear programs, but had never found Iran in 

violation of its safeguards agreement.  

In fall 2002, the IAEA began to investigate Iran’s nuclear activities at Natanz and Arak; 

inspectors visited the sites the following February. During a June 2003 meeting, the IAEA 

board first expressed “concern” about Iran’s past undeclared nuclear activities and urged 

Tehran to cooperate with the agency’s investigation. During a meeting the following 

September, the IAEA board adopted its first resolution, which called on Tehran to increase 

its cooperation with the agency’s investigation and to suspend its uranium enrichment 

activities. For more detail about Iran’s nuclear organization  

President Rouhani identified Iran’s Atomic Energy Organization as “the authority that was,” 

prior to the June 2003 IAEA board meeting, “basically handling all political and technical 

issues concerning” the agency’s investigation of Iran’s nuclear program.” Following that 

meeting,  

Iran’s Supreme National Security Council created the Supreme Nuclear Committee, which 

was composed of officials from various agencies, including the AEOI and the ministries of 

defense, foreign affairs, and intelligence. After the IAEA board adopted its September 2003 

resolution, the government placed Rouhani in charge of the negotiations concerning Iran’s 

nuclear program. Rouhani explained the resulting nuclear decision-making process:  

Even though some people thought the nuclear team was operating with 
complete prerogatives, the facts were otherwise. The work procedure for 
every issue was that we first had to discuss the matter in the Supreme 
Nuclear Committee, then we took that result to the Meeting of Leaders, and 
finally we acted in accordance with the decision of the leaders. 

In October 2003, Iran concluded an agreement with France, Germany, and the United 

Kingdom, collectively known as the “E3,” to suspend its enrichment activities, sign and 

implement an Additional Protocol to its IAEA safeguards agreement, and comply fully with 

the IAEA’s investigation. As a result, the IAEA board decided to refrain from referring the 

matter to the  

U.N. Security Council, despite U.S. advocacy for such a referral. Statements from current 

and former Iranian officials indicate that, during fall 2003, Tehran feared that the United 

States might use Security Council referral as a means to undertake military action or other 

coercive measures against Iran. Rouhani argued in February 2005 that the United States 

would not take such action as long as Iran was cooperating with the IAEA and negotiating 

with the E3. 
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Iran’s Cooperation with the IAEA  

Possible Military Dimensions  
As noted, the IAEA investigation of Iran’s nuclear program began in 2002. Iran and the IAEA 

agreed in August 2007 on a work plan to clarify the outstanding questions regarding 

Tehran’s nuclear program.30 Most of these issues,31 which had contributed to suspicions 

that Iran had been pursuing a nuclear weapons program, were essentially resolved by June 

2008, but then-IAEA Director-General ElBaradei told the IAEA Board of Governors on June 2, 

2008, that there is “one remaining major [unresolved] issue,” which concerns questions 

regarding “possible military dimensions to Iran’s nuclear programme.”   

Iran and the IAEA subsequently held a series of discussions regarding these issues. The 

agency provided Iran with documents or, in some cases, descriptions of documents which 

had been provided to the IAEA by several governments. The documents indicated that 

Iranian entities may have conducted studies related to nuclear weapons development. The 

subjects of these studies included uranium conversion, missile reentry vehicles for delivering 

nuclear warheads, and conventional explosives used in nuclear weapons. Iranian officials 

have claimed that the documents are not authentic,32 but ElBaradei told the IAEA board on 

June 17, 2009, that there was “enough in these alleged studies to create concern in the 

minds of our professional inspectors.” Iranian officials have acknowledged that some of the 

information in the documents is accurate, but argued that the activities described were 

exclusively for non-nuclear purposes.53 Tehran has provided some relevant information 

about these matters to the IAEA, but ElBaradei reported in August 2009 that the 

government should “provide more substantive responses” to the IAEA, as well as “the 

opportunity to have detailed discussions with a view to moving forward on these issues, 

including granting the agency access to persons, information and locations identified in the 

documents.”54   

IAEA Director-General Amano issued a report to the IAEA board in November 2011 which 

stated that Iran had not “engaged with the agency in any substantive way” on the alleged 

studies since August 2008.55 This report provided the most detailed account to date of the 

                                                             
30 The text of the work plan is available at http://www.iaea.org/Publications/Documents/Infcircs/2007/infcirc711.pdf.  
31 These issues included plutonium experiments, research and procurement efforts associated with two types of centrifuges, 

operations of a uranium mine, and experiments with polonium-210, which (in conjunction with beryllium) is used as a 

neutron initiator in certain types of nuclear weapons.  

32 In a September 28, 2008, letter to the IAEA, Iran described some characteristics of the documents discussed above. The 
letter stated that some of the information from the United States was shown to Iranian officials as PowerPoint presentations. 
Additionally, some of the documents are “in contradiction with typical standard Iranian documentation” and lack 
“classification seals,” the letter said. See, Permanent Mission of the Islamic Republic of Iran, Explanatory Comments by the 
Islamic Republic of Iran on the Report of the IAEA Director General to the September 2008 Board of Governors 
(GOV/2008/38), September 28, 2008. INFCIRC/737. Iran also complained that the IAEA has not provided Tehran with 
original versions of some documentation related to the alleged “military dimensions” of Iran’s nuclear program. Several 
reports from ElBaradei have stated that the agency has not had permission to provide this documentation from the 
governments which provided it. In his November 2009 report, ElBaradei again called on such (continued...)  
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IAEA’s evidence regarding Iran’s suspected nuclear weapons-related activities. According to 

the report, the agency has “credible” information that Iran has carried out activities 

“relevant to the development of a nuclear explosive device.” These include acquisition of 

“nuclear weapons development information and documentation,” work to develop “an 

indigenous design of a nuclear weapon including the testing of components,” efforts “to 

procure nuclear related and dual use equipment and materials by military related 

individuals and entities,” and work to “develop undeclared pathways for the production of 

nuclear material.” Although some of these activities have civilian applications, “others are 

specific to nuclear weapons,” the report notes. Most of these activities were conducted 

before the end of 2003, though some may have continued. 
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Agenda 2 – Reduction of Military Budgets All Over the World 

Introduction 

How resources should be allocated in a national budget is always a contentious issue.  Even in the richest 

countries, a dollar spent on the military is usually a dollar not spent on social and economic programs.  As 

US President Dwight D. Eisenhower argued in 1953,   

   
Every gun that is made, every warship launched, every rocket fired signifies in a final sense a 

theft from those who hunger and are not fed, those who are cold and not clothed.  The world in 

arms is not spending money alone.  It is spending the sweat of its laborers, the genius of its 

scientists and the hopes of its children.33  

            
  For a few years after the end of the Cold War, it appeared that the need for a massive military 

budget was a thing of the past and that countries could redirect military spending to improve the lives of 

their people.  But the “peace dividend” did not last long.    

  
  According to researchers at the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), a 

nongovernment organization that monitors military spending, from 1988 to 1996, world military 

spending declined about 28 percent in real (inflation-adjusted) terms (about 4.5 percent per year).  From 

1996 to 2001, it grew about 1.5 percent per year.34  Between 2001 and 2009, worldwide military 

spending increased an average of 5 percent per year, passing Cold War levels in 2005.  In 2011, the rate 

of increase fell to 0.3 percent.35  

  

                                                             
33 Quoted in “More Security for Less Money,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, September/October 1995, p. 37.  

  
34 Elisabeth Sköns, “Military Expenditure vs. Human Security: What are the Realities, What are the Options?”  

Presentation at the 24th Annual International Women’s Day Disarmament Seminar of the Women’s International League for 

Peace and Freedom: Geneva,  March 7, 2007, p. 2, 

http://www.ipb.org/i/pdffiles/Military_Spending_Human_Security_E_Skons.pdf    

  
35 Sam Perlo-Freeman and Carina Solmirano, “Global developments in military expenditure,” SIPRI Yearbook 2012, 

Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, 2012, 

http://www.sipriyearbook.org/view/9780199650583/sipri9780199650583-div1-22.xml   
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  In 2011, states spent $1.738 trillion on military forces and in military conflicts.36  With the world’s 

population at 7.02 billion,37 that was $247 for each person in the world and compared to $133.5 billion 

spent on development aid to less-developed countries (LDCs).38  Thus, states spent 13 times more on the 

military than they did on development aid. 

In the Millennium Declaration (2000), UN member states called on developed countries “to grant more 

generous development assistance, especially to countries that are genuinely making an effort to apply 

their resources to poverty reduction.”  At the 2002 Monterrey Conference on Financing for Development 

and the 2005 World Summit on Sustainable Development, a target of 0.7 percent of gross domestic 

product (GDP) was established.3940  According to the UN Development Programme (UNDP), if all 

developed countries spent this amount on official development assistance (ODA), there would be 

sufficient funds to achieve the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) by the target date of 2015.41    

  
  For the purposes of this target, developed countries are defined as members of the Development 

Assistance Committee of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), which 

includes the 24 richest countries in the world (measured in terms of GDP per capita).42  In 2011, just five 

of these countries (Denmark, Luxembourg, the Netherland, Norway, and Sweden) met or surpassed this 

target.  Overall ODA fell to 0.31 percent of developed countries’ combined GDP.43  

    
  In 2002, a group of experts told the General Assembly that development and security are closely 

related.  According to the group, which included foreign ministry and military officials from around the 

world:    

  
[B]y promoting economic and social progress and by generating opportunities for people, 

development policies and programmes can contribute to eradicating poverty, promoting 

                                                             
36 Perlo-Freeman and Solmirano, “Global developments in military expenditure.”  

  
37 US Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), “World:  People and Society,” CIA World Factbook, 

https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/xx.html, accessed 27 September 2012.  

  
38 UN Development Programme (UNDP), “A Global Partnership for Development:  Where Do We Stand?,” 

http://www.undp.org/content/undp/en/home/mdgoverview/mdg_goals/mdg8/, accessed 27 September 2012.  

 

40 , http://www.unicef.ca/portal/Secure/Community/502/WCM/HELP/take_action/G8/Point7_EN.pdf   See also  

MDG Gap Task Force, “Official Development Assistance (ODA),” 
http://www.un.org/esa/policy/mdggap/mdggap_matrix_oda.html, accessed 29 October 2009.    

  
41 UNDP, “Tracking the MDGs: Global Partnership Progress,” 

http://www.undp.org/mdg/tracking_donorcountryreports2.shtml; accessed 21 October 2009.   

  
42 OECD, “DAC members: dates of membership and websites,” 

http://www.oecd.org/dac/dacmembersdatesofmembershipandwebsites.htm, accessed 27 September 2012.  

  
43 United Nations, “Millenium Development Goals Report 2012,” p. 58, 

http://www.undp.org/content/dam/undp/library/MDG/english/The_MDG_Report_2012.pdf   
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economic growth and stabilizing economies and States, thereby creating conditions of increased 

security and well being. … Non-military threats to peace and security, which retard development 

and create social strain, tension and strife, include economic instability, health crises, 

environmental degradation and resource scarcity, and gross violations of fundamental human 

rights.  The poor are generally more vulnerable to threats of every type.  Non-military threats are 

among the root causes of armed conflict.44  

 
  Progress on the MDGs has been neither as fast nor as far-reaching as hoped.  Even before the 

international crisis began in 2007, it was clear that it would be difficult to attain their fairly modest 

targets.45  Since 2007, two new issues have emerged that threaten to make it even harder to attain 

sustainable development and security.  These issues are the international economic crisis and climate 

change.  To address these new challenges, as well as the long-standing problems of development, it 

would be helpful for states to redirect some of their spending from military to civilian purposes.  But will 

they be willing to do so?  

  

History and Current Events 
  

Military spending can be analyzed in a number of ways, each of which provides insight into how 

military spending could be redirected to other purposes.  One approach is to consider which countries 

spend the most on their militaries and whether they could redirect these funds.  Another approach is to 

consider which conflicts are responsible for the most spending and try to resolve those conflicts so 

spending could be reduced and redirected.  A third approach is to analyze how much countries spend on 

the military compared to the size of their economy and urge those with heavy defense burdens to reduce 

military spending to reduce citizen dissatisfaction and the likelihood of civil war.    

  
Option 1:  The Largest Military Spenders Could Divert Some Spending to Development Purposes 
  
For many decades, the United States has spent far more on the military than any other country.  In 2011, 

US spending was $690 billion and accounted for 41 percent of the world total.  Each of the next largest 

spenders -- China, Russia, the United Kingdom, and France -- accounted for just 4 to 8 percent. 46  Thus in 

2011, just five of UN’s 193 member states were responsible for 58 percent of world military spending.    

  
In 2011, three of the top five military spenders – the US, France, and the UK – were developed 

states.  As developed states, they have been urged to spend at least 0.7 percent of their gross domestic 

                                                             
44 UN General Assembly, “Report of the Group of Governmental Experts on the Relationship between Disarmament and 

Development,” A/59/119, 23 June 2004, p. 8-9, 12 

http://daccessdds.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N04/402/50/PDF/N0440250.pdf?OpenElement    
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product (GDP) on aid to developing countries.   In 2011, US GDP was $15.09 trillion.47  To reach the 

target of 0.7 percent of GDP in ODA, the US would need to spend $1.06 trillion per year in development 

assistance.  As shown in Table 1, in 2011, the US spent 0.21% of its GDP (about $31 billion) in ODA.  To 

meet the target, the US would need to shift $75 billion of its military spending to development assistance.  

This would be an 11 percent reduction in US military spending and equivalent to $238 per American.  

Similar calculations can be made for the UK and France.    

  
  According to SIPRI, “Six of the world’s top military spenders—Brazil, France, Germany, India, the 

United Kingdom and the United States—made cuts in their military budgets in 2011, in most cases as part 

of attempts to reduce budget deficits.  Meanwhile other states, notably China and Russia, increased their 

military spending markedly.”48   

In 2011, the top five spenders spent a total of $999 billion on their militaries.  According to the UN  
Development Program, it would take just 20% of this ($200 billion per year) to attain all eight of the 

MDGs by 2015.49  If the top five spenders reduced their military spending by 20% and gave the savings to 

the UN and developing country programs to attain the MDGs, the goals could be attained.  Alternatively, 

all states could cut their military budgets by 12 percent ($200 billion needed for MDGs/$1.738 trillion 

2011 worldwide military spending).  

  
Option 2:  States Could Resolve Their Conflicts So Military Spending Could Be Reduced 
 
Another option for reducing military spending is to resolve the conflicts towards which spending is 

directed.  Over the past decade, the most expensive military conflicts have been the war in Iraq, the war 

in Afghanistan, and more generally the war on terrorism.  The vast majority of funds spent in those 

conflicts have been spent by the US.  From 2002 to 2011, US military spending increased by 59 percent.50  

According to SIPRI, these wars “cost the USA over $1.2 trillion in additional military expenditure alone by 

the end of 2011, and may result in total long-term costs of as much as $4 trillion.”  These costs are in 

addition to “destruction of capital and infrastructure; disruption of normal economic activity; loss of 

human capital through death, injury, displacement and disruption to education; and loss of foreign 

investment and tourism.”51      

  
  In addition to the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, recent international wars have included Eritrea-

Ethiopia  

                                                             
 

  
48 SIPRI, “World military spending levels out after 13 years of increases,” press release, 17 April 2012, 

http://www.sipri.org/media/pressreleases/17-april-2012-world-military-spending-levels-out-after-13-years-ofincreases-says-

sipri    

49 UNDP, “Tracking the MDGs: Global Partnership Progress.”   

  
50 SIPRI, “SIPRI Military Expenditure Database.”  

  
51 SIPRI, “Military Expenditure,” SIPRI Yearbook 2012, Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, 2012,  

http://www.sipri.org/yearbook/2012/04  
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(1998-2000), India-Pakistan (1999), and US/NATO-Yugoslavia (1999).  In 2011, there were 37 armed 

conflicts, a  

20 percent increase from 2010.  Of these, six had more than 1,000 battle deaths:  Afghanistan, Libya, 

Pakistan, Somalia, Sudan, and Yemen.52  

  
Most of the wars in 2011 were civil wars in sub-Saharan Africa.  As a result, it is not surprising 

that “Africa was the region with the largest increase in military spending in 2011 -- 8.6 per cent. This was 

dominated by a massive 44 per cent increase by Algeria, the continent’s largest spender.” 53  Other 

regions with increases were the Middle East (4.6 percent), Asia and Oceania (2.2 percent) and Europe (0.2 

percent).  2011 military spending in the Americas decreased by 1.4 percent.54    

  
Option 3:  States with Heavy Defense Burdens Could Reduce their Spending to Avoid Future Wars 
  
A third option for reducing military spending is for states with high defense spending relative to the size 

of their economies, populations, or overall government budgets to redirect spending from military to 

civilian purposes within their own borders.  This could increase citizen satisfaction with the government 

and reduce the likelihood of civil war.  Since 1945, most wars have been civil wars.  Thus, averting future 

civil wars is a way to reduce military spending over the long term.    

  
The experience of the Soviet Union provides support for the idea of minimizing the “defense 

burden” on an economy.  During the 1980s, the US Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) estimated that the 

Soviet Union’s military budget was much as 17 percent of its GDP.55  At other times, it may have reached 

25 percent of GDP. GDP measures the total value of go56ods produced in an economy in a given year.  

Thus during the Cold War, as much as 25 cents of every dollar of value produced by the entire Soviet 

economy was spent on the military.  This was a very heavy defense burden.  By comparison, at its Cold 

War peak in 1963, US military spending as a percentage of GDP was 9 percent.  In the 1980s, when Soviet 

spending was estimated to be at 17 percent of GDP, the US was at 6 percent.57  This difference between 

Soviet and US defense burdens contributed to the inability of the USSR to keep up with the US in terms of 

computerization, industrial output, and civilian standards of living and played a large role in the 

disintegration of the Soviet Union in 1991.    

                                                             
52 Uppsala University, “The number of armed conflicts increased strongly in 2011,” press release, accessed 27 September 

2012, http://www.pcr.uu.se/digitalAssets/119/119469_ucdp-2012english-version.uu.12jul.pdf   

  

 

 

  
55 “Russian Military Budget Expenditures,” GlobalSecurity.org, http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/russia/mo-

budget-expenditures.htm, accessed 29 October 2009.  

56 David Francis, “Recession for Russia? Sounds Like Good News,” Christian Science Monitor 89:166, 23 July 1997, p. 8.  

  
57 Pamela Hess, “Defense Spending approaching Cold War high,” United Press International, 8 February 2006, 
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Another way to assess the defense burden is to consider states’ military spending per capita (per 

person).  Figures for the top five military spenders are shown in Table 1 (above).  According to some 

analysts, spending per capita is a better measure of defense burden than spending as a percentage of 

GDP because it shows the effect of military spending on individual citizens.  This statistic is especially 

significant in times of economic downturn because states do not automatically reduce military spending 

when GDP falls.58  

 
A final way to assess national defense burdens is to compare government spending on the 

military to government spending on economic and social programs such as education and health care.  

There is usually a tradeoff between these types of spending because tax revenues can only be increased 

to a certain point before taxpayers start to complain.  This trade-off is why analysts often talk about “guns 

versus butter.”    

  
States facing potential domestic instability, such as China, often spend relatively little on their 

militaries compared to social programs.59  By contrast, states that are more stable internally are able to 

spend more on international military operations.  For example, in 2008, the US spent 55 cents of all 

income tax dollars on the military.  The remaining 45 cents were split among education and other social 

and economic programs such as agriculture, commerce, justice, foreign aid, and health and human 

services (not including Social Security and Medicare, which are funded by payroll taxes).60  In addition, 

Congress approved special appropriations for Iraq and Afghanistan, which were financed by issuing US 

government debt.  The US has been able to do this because investors have confidence in the value of the 

US dollar and the long-term prospects for growth in the US economy.  If their confidence fell, the US 

would either have to pay higher interest rates on its debt or reduce its spending to levels that could be 

covered by tax revenues.    

  
When the British, French, and Japanese empires broke up at the end of World War II, many new 

states emerged in Africa and Asia.  Like Latin American states, which attained independence earlier, they 

began to create national militaries and spent considerable sums to assure their continued independence 

and retain domestic authority.  At the end of the Cold War, it became obvious that these states could not 

maintain their rates of military spending and continue to develop socially and economically.  To reduce 

developing countries’ emphasis on military spending, major donor countries began to tie development 

aid to agreements on military budget reduction.61  Despite such efforts, according to SIPRI researchers, 

                                                             
 

  
59 Avery Goldstein, Deterrence and Security in the 21st Century : China, Britain, France, and the Enduring Legacy of the 

Nuclear Revolution (Stanford, CA:  Stanford University Press, 2000).  

  
60 US Office of Management and Budget, “Summary Table S3,” Budget of the US Government, Fiscal Year 2010,  

Updated Summary Tables, May 2009, p. 6, http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/fy2010/assets/summary.pdf    
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developing countries continue “to have the highest military burden, give the lowest priority to social 

expenditures and have the greatest development needs.”62  

  
New Reasons to Reduce Military Spending:  Economic Crisis and Climate Change  
 
State stability has long depended on reasonable levels of military spending compared to social and 

economic programs.  In addition, developing countries have long depended on development aid to 

realize progress for their people.  In the current context of economic crisis and climate change, 

reductions in military spending and increases in social and economic spending and development aid have 

become even more important.    

  
  According to the UN Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), the international 

economic crisis that began in 2008 imperils development and realization of the MDGs:  

  
The current financial crisis has … pushed most developed countries into a recession that is likely 

to have negative consequences for LDCs’ future economic prospects.  …The human and social 

costs of the present crisis are considerable everywhere, but for the poorest countries, they will 

include not just the loss of employment but also rising levels of poverty, spreading malnutrition 

and higher mortality rates for children and other vulnerable groups.  There will also be increased 

pressure on the skilled and able-bodied to emigrate.  For many LDCs, there is thus a real risk that 

this economic crisis will turn into a social and humanitarian disaster.63  

  
In addition, according to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), “over the next half-

century, climate change could impede achievement of the MDGs” by creating severe weather patterns, 

reducing agricultural production, contributing to health problems, and requiring resettlement of coastal 

populations.64    

  
The economic crisis and climate change pose problems not only for development, but also for 

security.  As explained by a group of experts commissioned by the GA in 2002, “economic instability, 

health crises, environmental degradation and resource scarcity” threaten international peace and 

security because they “create social strain, tension and strife.”65    

  Sometimes it is argued that military spending has a stimulating effect on economies and is 

therefore beneficial during economic crises.  In the present situation, this argument has three flaws.  

First, military spending will not address climate change.  Second, military spending is not development 
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aid.  In 2011, more than 50 percent of world military spending was carried out by just the US, UK, and 

France.  Thus increasing military spending is unlikely to help developing countries, unless it does so by 

helping developed countries emerge from economic crisis so they will increase trade and aid.  But (and 

third), there are more efficient ways to stimulate developed countries’ economies.  In the 21st century, a 

dollar of military spending has fewer direct benefits to civilians than a dollar of social and economic 

spending.  According to researcher James Hecht, in the US $1 billion spent for military procurement 

creates about 25,000 military jobs.  By contrast, $1 billion spent on education would create 40,000 jobs, 

and the same amount spent on health care would create 45,000 jobs.  

  
  Evidence for the economic benefits of reduced military spending is provided by post-Cold War 

Russia.  From 1990 to 1997, Russia suffered a slump much worse than the US’s Great Depression.  

Economic output (GDP) plunged 40 percent, compared to 30 percent in the US between 1929 and 1933.  

The situation finally turned around in 1997, when Russian military spending fell to just three percent of 

GDP from its Cold War high of 25 percent.66   Evidence for the security benefits of development aid and 

reduced military spending is provided by Liberia.  In 2003, after 14 years of civil war, the UN and 

international donors provided aid to demobilize combatants and meet emergency development needs.  

In 2005, a new government was elected, and Liberia received additional aid for post-conflict 

reconstruction.  This benefited not only Liberia but also other countries in the region, which had been 

burdened by refugees and other effects of the Liberian civil war.67     

  
Why Is It So Hard to Reduce Military Spending? 
 
Despite the benefits of reducing military spending, it is often hard to persuade states to do so.  The first 

reason often cited for this is the desire to provide for an adequate national defense in an uncertain 

international world.  This reason is illustrated by a recent US public opinion poll in which 72 percent of 

Americans felt that it was better to have too much defense than too little.68    

  
  A second reason states are reluctant to reduce their military spending is the influence of what US 

President. Eisenhower referred to as the “military-industrial-Congressional complex.”69  This reason is 

illustrated by the fact that countries with big militaries (such as Russia and the US) continue to have large 

militaries, while states with smaller militaries (such as Sweden) consistently have smaller ones.  In each 

country, certain corporations, politicians, and workers benefit from the status quo and work hard to 

preserve it.  For example, although Russia has fallen from great power status and today spends far less on 

its military than it did during the Cold War, due largely to domestic pressures it has significantly increased 

its military spending over the past 10 years.  
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  In practice, these two reasons interact.  Although states may claim that their spending is used 

only to build up defenses, other states may fear that these militaries will be used against them.  This 

situation, known as the “security dilemma,” can lead to cycles of increased military spending (arms 

races). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


