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Topic Description 
 
The world is rapidly becoming more connected than ever, and the power balances 
are changing just as quickly. With the rise of China, new Nuclear Powers and a 
gradual return to regionalism, NATO as a body needs to change as well. NATO has 
their foundations as a post war alliance network to contain the Soviet Union. While 
that mission has been accomplished (and might soon need to be accomplished again) 
it is time for NATO to look further afield and develop new priorities.  

From the humanitarian intervention in Libya, to the NATO presence in Afghanistan, 
NATO has evolved significantly and has taken roles upon itself that it traditionally 
has. And with the evolving diplomatic landscape it might be time for NATO to 
continue its evolution.  

NATO has a middle eastern policy, and policies for many other parts of the world in 
order to protect peace and promote stability. One of the regions that risks this 
stability is Asia. There are many diplomatic issues here that have direct impact on 
Europe and the NATO members. The lack of an in-depth strategy is something that 
must be amended. 

There are immense issues in Asia that must be discussed. Firstly NATO strategy in 
regards to China. With the Trump presidency behind us and the Biden presidency in 
its infancy, we still need to see the US attitude to China. While the US and NATO 
position are not identical, US attitudes have a tendency to be reflected in NATO 
attitudes. China has grown exponentially and faster than most other parts of the 
world. Its economic and political dominance in the region are undeniable, and will 
require an accurate and in depth strategy to address. With China’s aggressive 
position in the South China Sea, its meddling in internal affairs of nations in South 
East Asia, and its nuclear weapons program require special care. 

India and Pakistan are also a sore spot in the region. Their nuclear programs and 
unwillingness to reduce their stockpile are threats to world security. NATO, as a 
nuclear alliance can play a special role in addressing these issues.  

Delegates in the NATO committee will be crafting a strategy and policy for Asia. You 
will be determining what shape the NATO presence should take in Asia, or if there 
should be a presence in Asia at all. They must look at cooperation on a bilateral, as 
well as a multilateral level between states in Asia and the regional bodies that exist 
there.  

 

QARMA 1: What form should a NATO presence take in Asian Cooperation?  

 

History/Background of the Problem  
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SAARC 

In international politics, a region can be defined as “a limited number of states linked 
by a geographical relationship and by a degree of mutual interdependence”. 
“Region” is a complicated concept to comprehend in a single definition. In a broader 
view, regions are “areas having definable characteristics but not always fixed 
boundaries”.  (Jagannath 2010) 

In contemporary times, regions have seen a massive transformation over the years. 
One major change includes the change in relative weights given at the various levels 
of analysis i.e. international, national, and regional level. (Jagannath 2010) 

During the era of the Cold War, regional classification depended upon states’ political 
or economic, and sometimes military, orientation. However, since the 1980s, 
regional and some sub-regional or micro-regional organizations have been playing a 
major role in world politics, including the Shanghai Group, Mercosur, The Baltic 
Council of Ministers, and the Visegrad Group, etc. 

A second major transformation includes the ever-enhancing differentiation between 
physical (geographical and strategic) and functional (economic, environmental, and 
cultural) regions. A growing focus on global-regional relationships has increased the 
importance of sub-regional and functional regions. 

 

In South Asia, the South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation—SAARC—was 
established in 1985 for the promotion of regional cooperation. The main idea behind 
its formation was the promotion of socio-economic and political interaction among 
its member countries.  
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In the ending years of the 1970s, the seven inner South Asian nations that 
included Bangladesh, Bhutan, India, the Maldives, Nepal, Pakistan, and Sri 
Lanka agreed upon the creation of a trade bloc and to provide a platform for the 
people of South Asia to work together in a spirit of friendship, trust, and 
understanding. (Jagannath 2010)  President Ziaur Rahman later addressed official 
letters to the leaders of the countries of the South Asia, presenting his vision for the 
future of the region and his compelling arguments for cooperation. During his visit 
to India in December 1977, Rahman discussed the issue of regional cooperation with 
the Indian Prime Minister, Morarji Desai (Jagannath 2010). In the inaugural speech 
to the Colombo Plan Consultative Committee which met in Kathmandu also in 
1977, King Birendra of Nepal gave a call for close regional cooperation among South 
Asian countries in sharing river waters. Officially, the union was established in 
Bangladesh with Kathmandu in Nepal having the union's secretariat. (Jagannath 
2010) The first SAARC summit was held in Dhaka on 7–8 December 1985 and hosted 
by the President of Bangladesh Hussain Ershad. The declaration was signed by King 
of Bhutan Jigme Singye Wangchuk, President of Pakistan Zia-ul-Haq, Prime Minister 
of India Rajiv Gandhi, King of Nepal Birendra Shah, President of Sri Lanka JR 
Jayewardene, and President of Maldives Maumoon Gayoom. (Jagannath 2010) 

 

ASEAN 

ASEAN was preceded by an organisation formed on 31 July 1961 called the 
Association of Southeast Asia (ASA), a group consisting of Thailand, the Philippines, 
and the Federation of Malaya. ASEAN itself was created on 8 August 1967, when 
the foreign ministers of five countries: Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, 
Singapore, and Thailand, signed the ASEAN Declaration(Cheeppsensook 2020). As 
set out in the Declaration, the aims and purposes of ASEAN are to accelerate 
economic growth, social progress, and cultural development in the region, to 
promote regional peace, collaboration and mutual assistance on matters of common 
interest, to provide assistance to each other in the form of training and research 
facilities, to collaborate for better utilization of agriculture and industry to raise the 
living standards of the people, to promote Southeast Asian studies and to maintain 
close, beneficial cooperation with existing international organisations with similar 
aims and purposes. (Cheeppsensook 2020) 

The creation of ASEAN was motivated by a common fear of communism. The group 
achieved greater cohesion in the mid-1970s following a change in the balance of 
power after the end of the Vietnam War in 1975. The region's dynamic economic 
growth during the 1970s strengthened the organization, enabling ASEAN to adopt a 
unified response to Vietnam's invasion of Cambodia in 1979  (Cheeppsensook 2020) 
. ASEAN's first summit meeting, held in Bali, Indonesia in 1976, resulted in an 
agreement on several industrial projects and the signing of a Treaty of Amity and 
Cooperation, and a Declaration of Concord (Cheeppsensook 2020).The end of the 
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Cold War allowed ASEAN countries to exercise greater political independence in the 
region, and in the 1990s, ASEAN emerged as a leading voice on regional trade and 
security issues. (Cheeppsensook 2020) 

On 15 December 2008, member states met in Jakarta to launch a charter, signed in 
November 2007, to move closer to "an EU-style community". The charter turned 
ASEAN into a legal entity and aimed to create a single free-trade area for the region 
encompassing 500 million people. President of Indonesia Susilo Bambang 
Yudhoyono stated: "This is a momentous development when ASEAN is 
consolidating, integrating, and transforming itself into a community. 
(Cheeppsensook 2020) It is achieved while ASEAN seeks a more vigorous role in 
Asian and global affairs at a time when the international system is experiencing a 
seismic shift". (Cheeppsensook 2020) Referring to climate change and economic 
upheaval, he concluded: "Southeast Asia is no longer the bitterly divided, war-torn 
region it was in the 1960s and 1970s". (Cheeppsensook 2020) 

 
Recent Developments  
 
As a bloc of nations, ASEAN’s goal was to help the US contain Vietnam and the 
Soviet Union in the region. With the Cold War gone, the organization has set its sight 
on China as a potential  threat to the region. Washington has fully supported the 
efforts of ASEAN and its members in that regard going to the extent of establishing 
military relations with almost all of them and supplying most with arms. 
(Cheeppsensook 2020)  

China’s only escape from its geographical prison is through the sea, which is now 
littered with the US military. China views ASEAN similar to how the Soviet Union 
perceived NATO. Even though ASEAN does not possess the military regime that 
characterizes NATO it is slowly getting there. (Cheeppsensook 2020) China views 
ASEAN as a nascent military coalition and collective security arrangement that is 
backed by the US military.  

ASEAN members in the last decade have witnessed an exponential increase in 
bilateral defense and security arrangements with one another and foreign powers 
that China views as hostile in some respects. The head of the Indonesian army 
referred to the myriad of bilateral alliances amongst ASEAN members as a “defense 
spider web in ASEAN.” (Cheeppsensook 2020) The discussion of a multilateral 
ASEAN security regime is no longer an afterthought or whisper, but actual 
discussions are taking place between ASEAN members that count on the support of  
the US and Japan as well. Members will no longer feel obligated to ease tensions at 
all costs but are rather inclined  to project their collective military power, which will 
be backed in some cases by the US in order to challenge China. Diplomacy will no 
longer be the preferred approach. Such a coalition will only further isolate and contain 
China. (Cheeppsensook 2020)  In addition, these nations are in control of important 
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commercial straits that not only supply China’s economy, but also fuel its growth as 
an aspiring global power. (Cheeppsensook 2020)  

Since 1993, China has been a net importer of fuel and almost all of it comes through 
the Malacca Strait and the South China Sea. Such an alliance could cripple China and 
threatens the existence of the regime because of its ability to control the vital straits 
to China. Thus, China has been reticent since the beginning to give credence to 
ASEAN in the hopes of working bilaterally with the nations of the region rather than 
collectively. However with the continual support of the US and Japan, ASEAN has 
managed to get China to become a signatory to the Code of Conduct, which entails 
a behavior of peaceful resolution of issues regarding the South China Sea. However, 
the growing militarism of ASEAN and the potential for this nascent military alliance 
to actually become a multilateral security regime could not only threaten the code of 
conduct but isolate and contain China further. (Cheeppsensook 2020)  The balance 
of power is tipping in favor of ASEAN, but China – which since the century of 
humiliation, a period of unequal colonial treaties with Europe sees itself as a victim 
of previous occupation - will not allow itself to be subjugated at the hands of foreign 
nations again. (Cheeppsensook 2020)  

In the traditional security sphere, China has continued its aggressive actions in the 
South China Sea while expanding its naval power beyond the waters of Asia to the 
Indian Ocean, the Mediterranean, the North Atlantic, and the Arctic. This activity is 
accompanied by an increasingly global military footprint—including the development 
of overseas bases and strategic seaports. Such actions and their potential 
consequences pose an increasing threat to the maritime security of NATO allies, as 
well as their access to global seaborne trade. Beijing’s growing military cooperation 
with Moscow in both the Asian and European theaters also complicates allied 
contingency planning by raising the possibility of a coordinated horizontal escalation. 
(Cheeppsensook 2020) 

In the non-traditional sphere, Europe will face a particularly acute challenge from the 
Chinese Communist Party’s (CCP) global influence operations. While the CCP’s 
efforts to shape the global information environment came to the fore in Europe at 
the outset of the COVID-19 outbreak, it has long engaged in more malign and 
surreptitious forms of influence operations. These include cyber warfare and 
espionage, dis- and misinformation campaigns, election interference, co-opting 
independent media, and bribing public officials. 

A good example of this is what is going on in The Phillipines with support for pro-
china rulers politicians via social media programs. (Diplomat 2020) Support for 
politicians like Duterte is done through creating fake social media profiles, setting up 
pages and getting millions of engagements. But this is only the beginning, now new 
attempts are being made by the chinese governments to change the narrative on the 
origin of COVID-19. (Gertz 2020) They are making making false claims that the virus 
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was brought to China from the US. These efforts are an attempt to turn opinion pro 
china and anti-american.  

NATO members is not alone in facing this challenge from China. Much like the 
individual countries of Europe and North America, not all Indo-Pacific states are 
equipped to counter traditional and non-traditional security threats from Beijing. In 
order to protect their economic freedom, democratic institutions, and national 
security, transatlantic and Indo-Pacific states share the common task of responding 
to China’s rise. (DW 2019) The international community needs a credible, multilateral 
champion that can form an “Atlantic-Pacific Partnership” and serve as a strategic 
counterweight to Beijing’s growing military assertiveness, whether it’s in the South 
China Sea, the European theater, or the Arctic. Given its institutional structure, 
capabilities, and capacity to link Indo-Pacific partners under a cohesive multilateral 
mechanism, NATO is the institution best suited to take on this role. (DW 2019) 
 

International Approaches that Have Already Been Undertaken 
 

NATO-Australia Agreements 

Australia can definitely be seen as a strong partner in the pacific, with their 
cooperation in International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) operations, such as the 
peacekeeping operations in Afghanistan and Libya.  Australia can be seen as a 
Sweden-like nation in this case, which aligns itself with NATO despite not being a 
member.  (Wellings 2018) Australia places a high regard on this partnership so it 
should be considered as a possible template for future  agreements in the area. 
NATO and Australia have been engaged in dialogue and cooperation since 2005.  
Australia is one of a range of countries beyond the Euro-Atlantic area – often referred 
to as “partners across the globe” – with which NATO is strengthening relations. As 
part of a Provincial Reconstruction Team in Uruzgan Province in southern 
Afghanistan, Australian personnel provided security and delivered reconstruction and 
community-based projects. Additionally, Australia’s Special Operations Task Group 
operated in direct support of ISAF elements in Uruzgan Province. Australia continues 
to support NATO’s follow-on Resolute Support Mission to train, advise and assist 
the Afghan forces. (Wellings 2018) Australia is also a leading contributor to the 
Afghan National Army Trust Fund, having pledged USD 440 million to the fund since 
2010. These type of agreements could pave the way for more cooperation in that 
area. (Wellings 2018) 
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QARMA 2: What should NATO’s role be in the South China Sea dispute? 

 
History/Background of the Problem  
Claims to the territory of the South China Sea (SCS) date back to the Han Dynasty 
(206 BC-220 CE) and the Ming Dynasty (1403-1644) during which the waterways 
under consideration were regulated under the tributary system of the Chinese 
Empire (Xuechan, 2016). Historically China devised the tributary system according to 
which the vassal states in the region were given autonomy to carry out trade and 
transit in the region, in order to increase its influence over the region and to avoid 
protracted border skirmishes. In return for giving tribute to the Chinese emperor and 
acknowledging China’s dominance, the vassal states would receive gifts and 
protection by China (Brown 2018). These regulations clashed with the freedom of 
navigation and concept of trade by Western states when they entered into the region 
in search of trade routes beginning in the early 16th Century. (Xuechan, 2016) During 
this time period China’s South Sea Region trade was with Funan (present day 
Cambodia, Thailand and Vietnam) dating back to 502-587 CE and further trade and 
shipping with Malaya City states dating back to the 13th Century (Xuechan, 2016). 
The tributary system saw its demise when China suffered humiliating defeat during 
the Opium Wars of 1839-42 and 1856-60 (Brown 2018). The tributary systems were 
replaced with treaties that resulted from China’s defeat during the Opium Wars. 
 

 
Figure 2. Territorial Claims in South China Sea 
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The historical claims drawn by the PRC over the control of SCS territory is based on 
the ‘nine-dash line’, which refers to the number of lines drawn on the original map 
to mark the boundaries of China’s maritime claim. These lines were drawn by 
geographer Yang Huarien in 1949, for the then Nationalist government of China 
(Xuechan, 2016). Yang’s map consisted of 11-dashes that were vaguely drawn in the 
SCS region to claim the contested regions of Paracel Islands, Spratly Islands, 
Macclesfield Bank, Pratas Islands and Scarborough Shoal (Xuechan, 2016). The two-
dashes were removed on the behest of Mao Zedong when he ceded the Gulf of 
Tonkin to Vietnam in 1952, thus, reducing the total line to nine (Brown, 2018). 
 

Figure 3. Historical Map Showing 11 Dash Line Claim 
 
Law of the Seas 
The Law of the Seas is defined as “constitution for the oceans”. It is a set of legal 
frameworks that aim to codify the international rules and laws that govern the 
sovereignty of internal waters, territorial waters, sea lanes and ocean resources 
(Xuechan, 2016). The Law of the Seas was codified in the United Nations Convention 
on Law of the Seas (UNCLOS) in 1982 and came into force in 1994 after being 
ratified by more than 150 states (Miyoshi 2012). The authors drew upon four 
conventions relating to the Convention on Territorial Sea and Contagious Zone, 
Fishing and High Seas Conservation resources and Continental Shelf. These rules 
regulate everything from resource exploitation ina region to economic and 
navigational freedom and right of innocent passage within the maritime domain of 
an independent and sovereign coastal state (Miyoshi, 2012). 
 
The SCS dispute is a maritime claims dispute among various states including China, 
Taiwan, Philippines, Indonesia, Malaysia, Vietnam and Brunei. At the heart of the s 
dispute is a disagreement over the claims of territorial control, freedom of navigation, 
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fisheries, shipping lines and exploitation of natural resources of oil and gas in the 
South China Sea region (Miyoshi, 2012). The disputed territories within  the SCS 
include the Spratly Islands, Paracel Islands, Mischief Reefs, Johnson, Hughes, Fiery 
Cross, Cuarteron, Gaven (North) and Subi Reefs, Scarborough Shoals, among various 
continental shelves and banks (Miyoshi, 2012).  
 
China over the years has been exercising its influence in the region covered in the 
nine-dash line and building military bases and structures on the artificial islands in 
the Spratly and Paracel Islands. Thus, maintain an Area Access Area Denial (A2/AD) 
strategy, hampering freedom of navigation of western and especially American naval 
assets (Miyoshi, 2012). China has maintained a physical presence and claim in the 
region since the late 1950’s. China has carried out various oil exploration and drilling 
expeditions off the coast of Vietnam near disputed Paracel Islands in SCS, which has 
at times triggered stand-offs (Miyoshi, 2012). 
 
Permanent Court of Arbitration; A  Case Study of Philippines vs China  
On 22 January 2013, the Philippines registered an arbitral proceeding against China 
in the Permanent Court of Arbitration (PCA) in Hague, under Annex VII of the 
UNCLOS 1982. According to the statement, the Philippines claimed that China had 
violated its sovereign right of freedom of navigation and jeopardized its access to 
maritime entitlements in the South China Sea by extending its territorial claim in the 
SCS region, creating artificial islands and maintaining excessive presence of 
surveillance vessels, naval assets and fishing boats in the region (Xuechan, 2016). 
 
The PCA issued its ruling on the case over a period of four procedural hearing orders 
on July 12, 2016. According to the ruling, China had no legal basis for claiming the 
historic rights to maritime boundaries and resources in the areas falling in the Nine-
Dash line. The UNCLOS does not recognize the group of continental shoals, reefs in 
the Spratly Islands collectively to generate maritime zones (Xuechan, 2016). The PCA 
further ruled that China violated the obligations of maritime safety under Article 94 
of UNCLOS. The arbitral tribunal also gave verdict that the Thomas Shoal and 
Mischief Reef and its adjacent continental maritime features are well within the 200 
nautical miles range of the Philippines and thus part of the country’s EEZ (Xuechan, 
2016). 
 
The tribunal stated that the Chinese claim originating from various Reefs in the 
Spratly Islands hold no legitimacy as some reefs ( e.g. Mischief and Subi Reefs, 
Second Thomas Shoal) are low tied elevations and have no entitlement of maritime 
zones, whereas other shoals ( e.g. Scarborough Shoal, Johnson Reef and Fiery Rock) 
are high-tide areas of land surrounded by water under Article 121(1) of UNCLOS 
(Xuechan, 2016). Yet, since they are further categorized as rocks that are 
uninhabitable, they do not generate any maritime zone claims under the Article 
121(3) of UNCLOS of 1982. The PAC also ruled that China was unable to protect and 
preserve the maritime environment in the region and that its naval and commercial 
activities in the region have violated the International Regulations for the Prevention 
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of Collisions at Sea. The tribunal further said  that China has violated the Articles 
123, 192, 194(1), 194(5), 197 and 206 of UNCLOS by building artificial islands on the 
Cuarteron, Fiery Cross and Johnson, Hughes, Subi, Mischief, Gaven Reefs (Xuechan, 
2016). The PCA’s, verdict thus strongly favoured the Philippines, which 
promptedChina to refuse to accept it. Instead, the country released a White Paper 
that strongly pressed its historical claims on the SCS, stating that China would seek 
to solve issues bilaterally (Xuechan, 2016).  
 
Recent Developments 
During his visit to a group of islands at the edge of the South China Sea that China 
claims as its traditional fishing area, Indonesian President Joko Widodo reaffirmed 
his country’s sovereignty and contested territory. Joko Widodo  was accompanied 
by top military officials, who toured the Natuna Islands on a naval ship in a move 
designed to send a message to Beijing (McRae, 2019). 

“Natuna is part of Indonesia’s territory, there is no question, no doubt,” 
Jokowi said in a speech after the trip. “There is no bargaining for our 
sovereignty.” (McRae, 2019)  

China’s claims to usage rights drew indignation in Indonesia and prompted the 
military to beef up its forces at the islands. Although China has been making such 
claims for years, recently dozens of Chinese fishing boats, escorted by its coast 
guard vessels, were reportedly making more aggressive moves in the area and 
ignoring Indonesia’s warnings to leave  (McRae, 2019). 

This move is indicative of how China goes about its foreign policy with states it 
considers weaker. Similar trends can be seen in Vietnam, Taiwan, and Malaysia. This 
behaviour, combined with its disregard for national sovereignty regarding its 
disinformation and election meddling in the area, we begin to see a worrying picture. 
How does this change when China “picks on someone their own size?” 

General Charles Q. Brown, commander of US Pacific Air Forces, said at a Defense 
Writers Group breakfast in Washington that the military should rely more on 
deception and redirecting the enemy’s attention rather than simply the shock and 
awe of expensive weapons (SecDef, 2020). 

“It’s something we’ve done in the past,” Brown told the writers late last 
month. “What I really believe (is) it’s something we, as a department, 
probably need to start paying more attention to. [...] We have to look at other 
ways of how we do things from the capabilities standpoint,” Brown said. “I 
really believe that (China) will not actually go to war unless they feel confident 
they can actually win.” (SecDef, 2020) 

The use of deception and decoys will keep China guessing and could reduce its 
confidence in its ability to win in a confrontation with the U.S., possibly over Taiwan, 
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Brown said. Brown also cited electronic warfare as “another way to confuse an 
adversary. Those kinds of things that may not take as much money, but may have 
the same effect,” Brown said.  Here we see that there is willingness, in the US at 
least, for intervention and an aggressive strategy towards china. 

 

Relevant Actors/Institutions  
 

Non-claimant states: India, Japan and South Korea 

India has no direct connection to the SCS region. However, its broader strategic 
challenge to China, paired with its effort to increase relations with affected regional 
states like the Philippines and Malaysia, makes India more than a simple bystander. 
Its economic progress greatly depends on its continued reliance on trading relations 
with countries such as South Korea and Japan, both of which have voiced concerns 
over Chinas actions. For them, the situation is particularly dire, as approximately 60% 
of their energy imports pass through the South China Sea. Given vested economic 
interests, these regional stakeholders are wary of disruptions to trade from a 
geopolitical crisis, or outright conflict, over the contested waters. Non-claimant 
states such as India, Japan and South China thus have a vested interest that freedom 
of navigation and the rites of passage and overflight in and over the South China Sea 
are maintained (Kaplan, 2015).  
 

Permanent Court of Arbitration 

The Permanent Court of Arbitration (PCA) is an intergovernmental organization 
located in The Hague, Netherlands. It is not a court in the traditional sense, but 
provides services of arbitral tribunal to resolve disputes that arise out of international 
agreements between member states, international organizations or private parties. 
The cases span a range of legal issues involving territorial and maritime boundaries, 
sovereignty, human rights, international investment, and international and regional 
trade (PCA, 1998).  The PCA is constituted through two separate multilateral 
conventions with a combined membership of 122 states. The organization is not a 
United Nations agency, but the PCA is an official United Nations Observer (PCA, 
1998).  
 

Conclusion 
 
The South China Sea dispute might be a key battleground to a NATO containment 
of Chinese expansion. With the USA already involved NATO  must be ready to 
respond to escalation in this part of the world.  
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In general NATO can have a significant partnership network in the region, either 
through cooperation with regional organizations or bilateral cooperation in an 
Australia style series of partnerships. Delegates will need to consider what role 
regional organizations play in the NATO Asia strategy, and what the priorities for 
these cooperation will be. 

 

QARMA 3: How can NATO help facilitate nuclear disarmament in South and 
East Asia? 

 
History/Background of the Problem  
 
China 

Mao Zedong decided to begin a Chinese nuclear-weapons program during the First 
Taiwan Strait Crisis of 1954–1955 over the Quemoy and Matsu Islands. While he did 
not expect to be able to match the large American nuclear arsenal, Mao believed that 
even a few bombs would increase China's diplomatic credibility. (Woolgar-James 
2016) Construction of uranium-enrichment plants in Baotou and Lanzhou began in 
1958, and a plutonium facility in Jiuquan and the Lop Nur nuclear test site by 1960. 
The Soviet Union provided assistance in the early Chinese program by sending 
advisers to help in the facilities devoted to fissile material production and, in October 
1957, agreed to provide a prototype bomb, missiles, and related technology. 
(Woolgar-James 2016) The Chinese, who preferred to import technology and 
components to developing them within China, exported uranium to the Soviet Union, 
and the Soviets sent two R-2 missiles in 1958. (Woolgar-James 2016) 

That year, however, Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev told Mao that he planned to 
discuss arms control with the United States and Britain. (Gidadhubli 2013) China was 
already opposed to Khrushchev's post-Stalin policy of "peaceful coexistence". 
Although Soviet officials assured China that it was under the Soviet nuclear umbrella, 
the disagreements widened the emerging Sino-Soviet split. In June 1959, the two 
nations formally ended their agreement on military and technology cooperation, and 
in July 1960, all Soviet assistance with the Chinese nuclear program was abruptly 
terminated and all Soviet technicians were withdrawn from the program. (Gidadhubli 
2013) 

According to Arms Control and Disarmament Agency director William Foster, the 
American government, under Kennedy and Johnson administration, was concerned 
about the program and studied ways to sabotage or attack it, perhaps with the aid 
of Taiwan or the Soviet Union, but Khrushchev was not interested. (Gidadhubli 2013) 
The Chinese conducted their first nuclear test, code-named 596, on 16 October 
1964, China's last nuclear test was on July 29, 1996. According to the Australian 
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Geological Survey Organisation in Canberra, the yield of the 1996 test was 1–5 
kilotons. This was China's 22nd underground test and 45th test overall.  (Gidadhubli 
2013) 

China has made significant improvements in its nuclear miniaturizing techniques 
since the 1980s. This technique involves the adaptation of nuclear material to fit onto 
missiles and ballistic armaments. There have been accusations, notably by the Cox 
Commission, that this was done primarily by covertly acquiring the U.S.'s W88 
nuclear warhead design as well as guided ballistic missile technology. (Woolgar-
James 2016) Chinese scientists have stated that they have made advances in these 
areas, but insist that these advances were made without espionage. 

The international community has debated the size of the Chinese nuclear force since 
the nation first acquired such technology. Because of strict secrecy it is very difficult 
to determine the exact size and composition of China's nuclear forces.  Estimates 
vary over time. Several declassified U.S. government reports give historical 
estimates. (SecDef 2020) The 1984 Defense Intelligence Agency's Defense 
Estimative Brief estimates the Chinese nuclear stockpile as consisting of between 
150 and 160 warheads. A 1993 United States National Security Council report 
estimated that China's nuclear deterrent force relied on 60 to 70 nuclear armed 
ballistic missiles. The Defense Intelligence Agency's The Decades Ahead: 1999 – 
2020 report estimates the 1999 Nuclear Weapons' Inventory as between 140 and 
157. (SecDef 2020) In 2004 the U.S. Department of Defense assessed that China 
had about 20 intercontinental ballistic missiles capable of targeting the United States. 
(SecDef 2020)  In 2006 a U.S. Defense Intelligence Agency estimate presented to 
the Senate Armed Services Committee was that "China currently has more than 100 
nuclear warheads." (Hanson 2011) 

A variety of estimates abound regarding China's current stockpile. Although the total 
number of nuclear weapons in the Chinese arsenal is unknown, as of 2005 estimates 
vary from as low as 80 to as high as 2,000. The 2,000-warhead estimate has largely 
been rejected by diplomats in the field. (Hanson 2011)  It appears to have been 
derived from a 1990s-era Usenet post, in which a Singaporean college student made 
unsubstantiated statements concerning a supposed 2,000-warhead stockpile. 
(Hanson 2011) 

In 2004, China stated that "among the nuclear-weapon states, China ... possesses 
the smallest nuclear arsenal," implying China has fewer than the United Kingdom's 
200 nuclear weapons. Several non-official sources estimate that China has around 
400 nuclear warheads. However, U.S. intelligence estimates suggest a much smaller 
nuclear force than many non-governmental organizations. (Hanson 2011) 

In 2011, high estimates of the Chinese nuclear arsenal again emerged. One three-
year study by Georgetown University raised the possibility that China had 3,000 
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nuclear weapons, hidden in a sophisticated tunnel network. The study was based on 
state media footage showing tunnel entrances, and estimated a 4,800 km network. 
(Hanson 2011)The tunnel network was revealed after the 2008 Sichuan earthquake 
collapsed tunnels in the hills. China has confirmed the existence of the tunnel 
network. (Hanson 2011) In response, the US military was ordered by law to study 
the possibility of this tunnel network concealing a nuclear arsenal. However, the 
tunnel theory has come under substantial attack due to several apparent flaws in its 
reasoning. From a production standpoint, China probably does not have enough 
fissile material to produce 3,000 nuclear weapons. (Hanson 2011) Such an arsenal 
would require 9–12 tons of plutonium as well as 45–75 tons of enriched uranium and 
a substantial amount of tritium. The Chinese are estimated to have only 2 tons of 
weapons-grade plutonium, which limits their arsenal to 450–600 weapons, despite 
an 18-ton disposable supply of uranium, theoretically enough for 1,000 warheads. 
(Hanson 2011) 

As of 2011, the Chinese nuclear arsenal was estimated to contain 55–65 ICBMs.  
(Hanson 2011) 

In 2012, STRATCOM commander C. Robert Kehler said that the best estimates were 
"in the range of several hundred" warheads and FAS estimated the current total to 
be "approximately 240 warheads". (Gidadhubli 2013) 

The U.S. Department of Defence 2013 report to Congress on China's military 
developments stated that the Chinese nuclear arsenal consists of 50–75 ICBMs, 
located in both land-based silos and Ballistic missile submarine platforms. In addition 
to the ICBMs, the report stated that China has approximately 1,100 short-range 
ballistic missiles, although it does not have the warhead capacity to equip them all 
with nuclear weapons. (Gidadhubli 2013) 

 

India/Pakistan 

While Washington and Moscow were fortunate enough to avoid a nuclear 
war despite being at the brink of starting one at numerous points—during the Cuban 
Missile Crisis of 1962, for example—this does not give any assurance that South 
Asia will follow the same pattern. In terms of political, technical, and situational 
conditions, the South Asian security milieu is quite different from that of the Cold 
War. (Pulla 2019)  For instance, politically, Islamabad and New Delhi have not 
engaged in open dialogue since the 2008 Mumbai terror attacks and a lack of 
communication increases the risk of miscalculation in a crisis. (Pulla 2019) Even 
geographically, both countries share a border, which further exacerbates the risk of 
cross-border terrorism and other provocations that could spur a nuclear crisis. (Pulla 
2019) 
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To complicate matters, nuclear deterrence has turned into an arms race between 
Pakistan and India, with each continuing to flex their nuclear muscle. Last November, 
India flight-tested Brahmos, the world’s fastest supersonic cruise missile. Pakistan 
tested its cruise missile with anti-ship and land-attack capabilities. (Pulla 2019) A few 
days later, New Delhi test-fired the Agni-V intercontinental ballistic missile. It also 
tested the Agni-II medium-range ballistic missile, Prithvi-II short-range ballistic 
missile, and the nuclear-capable Dhanush ship-launched ballistic missile in February. 
(Pulla 2019)   Then in March, Islamabad test-fired a long range anti-ship cruise 
missile. These developments reflect the concerning broader trend that India and 
Pakistan are furiously developing nuclear weapons platforms and even expanding 
their nuclear arsenals. At a time when both Pakistan and India have given indications 
that they may utilize the nuclear option, the geometry of deterrence stability 
becomes increasingly complicated. (Pulla 2019) 

 

Recent Developments  
 
New START 

New START (Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty) is a nuclear arms reduction treaty 
between the United States and the Russian Federation with the formal name of 
Measures for the Further Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms. 
(Gidadhubli 2013) It was signed on 8 April 2010 in Prague, and, after ratification, 
entered into force on 5 February 2011. It is expected to last until 5 February 2026, 
having been extended in 2021. The treaty calls for halving the number of strategic 
nuclear missile launchers. (Gidadhubli 2013) A new inspection and verification 
regime will be established, replacing the SORT mechanism. It does not limit the 
number of operationally inactive nuclear warheads that can be stockpiled, a number 
in the high thousands. (Gidadhubli 2013) China is not currently party to any reduction 
treaties so the New START treaty could be seen as a standard for modern nuclear 
treaties.  

 

Chinese plans to Double Warhead Stockpile 

China plans to double its stockpile of nuclear warheads in the next decade, including 
those designed to be carried atop ballistic missiles that can reach the United States, 
the Pentagon said in their annual 2020 report. (SecDef 2020) Even with such 
increases, China’s nuclear force would be far smaller than that of the United States, 
which has an estimated 3,800 warheads in active status and others in reserve. 
China’s nuclear warhead stockpile is estimated to be in the low 200s. (SecDef 2020) 

In its annual “China Military Power” report to Congress, the Pentagon said the 
modernization and expansion of China’s nuclear forces is part of a broader effort by 
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Beijing to develop a more assertive position on the world stage and to match or 
surpass America by 2049 as the dominant power in the Asia-Pacific region. (SecDef 
2020)  

On the nuclear side, China is developing a nuclear air-launched ballistic missile and 
revealed the H-6N as its first nuclear-capable bomber that can be refuelled mid-air. 
China is also moving toward a more ready “launch-on-warning” posture for its 
missiles with an expanded silo-based force, the Pentagon report said. (SecDef 2020)  

The report noted that the number of warheads on China’s land-based 
intercontinental ballistic missiles capable of threatening the U.S. is expected to grow 
to roughly 200 in the next five years. China’s ICBM arsenal consists of 100 missiles 
with various ranges. (SecDef 2020) 

 

Relevant Actors/Institutions  
 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) 

The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) is an international organization that 
seeks to promote the peaceful use of nuclear energy, and to inhibit its use for any 
military purpose, including nuclear weapons. The IAEA was established as an 
autonomous organisation on 29 July 1957. Though established independently of the 
United Nations through its own international treaty, the IAEA Statute, the IAEA 
reports to both the United Nations General Assembly and Security Council. (Brown 
2018)  

The IAEA serves as an intergovernmental forum for scientific and technical co-
operation in the peaceful use of nuclear technology and nuclear power worldwide. 
The programs of the IAEA encourage the development of the peaceful applications 
of nuclear energy, science and technology, provide international safeguards against 
misuse of nuclear technology and nuclear materials, and promote nuclear safety 
(including radiation protection) and nuclear security standards and their 
implementation. (Brown 2018) 

The IAEA classifies safety as one of its top three priorities. It spends 8.9 percent of 
its 352 million-euro ($469 million) regular budget in 2011 on making plants secure 
from accidents. Its resources are used on the other two priorities: technical co-
operation and preventing nuclear weapons proliferation. (Brown 2018)  

The IAEA itself says that, beginning in 1986, in response to the nuclear reactor 
explosion and disaster near Chernobyl, Ukraine, the IAEA redoubled its efforts in the 
field of nuclear safety. The IAEA says that the same happened after the Fukushima 
disaster in Fukushima, Japan. (Brown 2018) 
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In June 2011, the IAEA chief said he had "broad support for his plan to strengthen 
international safety checks on nuclear power plants to help avoid any repeat of 
Japan's Fukushima crisis". Peer-reviewed safety checks on reactors worldwide, 
organised by the IAEA, have been proposed. (Brown 2018) 

The IAEA might be a good institution to assist in the safe disarmament of nuclear 
weapons. 

 
Conclusion 
 
NATO can bring much experience to the field of nuclear disarmament. With this 
background delegates will have to draft a nuclear strategy for the Asia policy. How 
will NATO engage in these talks, should they take a side in the India Pakistan stand 
off? How can NATO best negotiate with China to remove nuclear weapons? These 
are all essential priorities for any communique.  
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