9TH-11TH SEPTEMBER 2022

DISARMAMENT AND INTERNATIONAL
SECURITY COMMITTEE

Greetings,
Delegates are requested to keep a few pointers in mind before reading the background guide and
preparing for the simulation of the United Nations General Assembly First Committee –
Disarmament and International Security at KIIT International Model United Nations 2022.
A background guide is not supposed to contain all the information on an agenda. It contains an
introduction to the agenda to help delegates in further research.
The background guide is divided into diﬀerent sections.
The ﬁrst section is about the DISEC and its function and powers. The functions and powers of all
councils and committees are outlined by their mandate, which also deﬁnes the scope of debate in
council. The mandate also deﬁnes what kind of actions can be taken by the DISEC and how it is
separate from the actions taken by other committees.
The second section explains the agenda at hand in brief. Delegates must note that to understand
any agenda it is important to deeply explore its development in history and understand various
political, social, legal, cultural, religious, economic, and security aspects riding with it. The guide
just touches upon some of these aspects and the delegates must explore them in detail while
preparing for and deliberating during the conference.
And at last, we would like to extend our warmest welcome to you all for KIIT International MUN
2022.
Regards,
Satrajit Sahani
Yash Agrawal
Vedant Mishra

COMMITTEE HISTORY
The Disarmament and International Security Committee (DISEC) is the First Committee of the United
Nations General Assembly. It was established in 1946 to discuss disarmament and international
safety and security issues.
There are two main bodies in DISEC: the Disarmament Commission (UNDC) and the Conference on
Disarmament (CD). CD is not formally a part of the United Nations, yet it still reports to the GA every
year.
DISEC consists of all 193 member states of the United Nations. Unlike some of the other committees,
every country has equal voting power in this committee; because DISEC is part of the GA, it does not
have the power to enforce any rule or guideline of the established resolution on any country. DISEC
centers around topics of discussion such as nuclear weapons, other weapons of mass destruction,
outer space, conventional weapons, regional disarmament and security, other disarmament measures
and international security, and disarmament machinery.
In addition, DISEC has passed the very first General Assembly resolution that was cosponsored by all
the Member States of the time. This resolution, adopted in 2001, reaffirmed all resolutions on the
situation in Afghanistan and confirmed that the United Nations would play an important role in the
country. It also called for the establishment of a transitional administration leading to the formation of
a new government. Keep in mind that all resolutions passed by this committee are non-binding
resolutions and must be formatted as recommendations to the 193 nations in the committee.
Furthermore, given its direct association with the United Nations General Assembly (being a
subsidiary organ as authorised under Article 22), it retains the powers and responsibilities of the
General Assembly as outlined in Chapter IV of the Charter of the United Nations, including:
● Article 10 ―mak[ing] recommendations to the Members of the United Nations or to the Security
Council or to both on any such questions or matters.‖
● Article 11(2) ―discuss[ing] any questions relating to the maintenance of international peace and
security brought before it...‖
● Article 11(3) ―call[ing] the attention of the Security Council to situations which are likely to endanger
international peace and security.‖
● Article 14 ―recommend[ing] measures for the peaceful adjustment of any situation...‖
As delegates at KIIT MUN 2022, you should keep in mind these values of international cooperation
and the promotion of world peace as you work to craft solutions to this issue, which is extremely
important to the promotion of international security.

Working Methods
Over the years, efforts have been made to rationalize the work of the Committee, concentrating on
rearranging its agenda and improving its organization of work (see resolution 42/42 [N] of 30
November 1987).
 During the 48th session of the Assembly, in 1993, the item entitled ―Rationalization of the
work and reform of the agenda of the First Committee‖ was included in the agenda of the
Assembly. Thereafter, the Assembly has focused on improving the effectiveness of the
methods of work of the First Committee (see resolutions 48/87 of 16 December
1993, 49/85 of 15 December 1994, 57/300 of 20 December 2002, 58/41 of 8 December
2003, 58/126 of 19 December 2003, 58/316 of 1 July 2004 and 59/95 of 3 December
2004).
 During the 59th session, in response to a request of the Secretary-General to seek the
views of Member States on improving the effectiveness of the methods of work of the
First Committee, a report compiling those views was submitted by the Secretariat
(see A/59/132 and addenda 1 to 6).
 Since the 60th session, under the item ―Revitalization of the work of the General
Assembly‖, the Committee has adopted its programme of work and timetable for the
forthcoming session.

Resources








United Nations Office for Disarmament Affairs (UNODA)
Conference on Disarmament — the international community‘s sole
multilateral negotiating forum for disarmament agreements. The
Conference successfully negotiated both the Chemical Weapons
Convention and the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty.
UN Disarmament Commission — guide to reports to the General Assembly,
press releases working papers, agenda, officials.
United Nations Office at Geneva, Disarmament Activities.
United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR)
Advisory Board on Disarmament Matters — advises the Secretary-General
on matters relating to arms limitation and disarmament, and serves as the
Board of Trustees of UNIDIR. It also advises on implementation of the
recommendations of the United Nations Disarmament Information
Programme.

International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA

Agenda - Deliberation over unlawful occupation of territory, forced governance
and territorial claims: Underling the present Russia-Ukraine and Afghanistan
Crisis.
Introduction
The term 'illegal occupation' has in various cases been used in both political and legal texts to the
term 'illegal occupation'. Yet the meaning and significance of this legal category has never been
systematically investigated.
We‘ll explore with reference to UN practice in which specific situations of occupation have been
declared 'illegal'.
There are 2 major issues here:

1. The first issue examined is the parameters for the illegality of an
occupation.
2. The second issue examined is the consequences of an occupation's
illegality
Let‘s try and understand things slightly better from this ICRC extract below:

1. What is occupation?
Article 42 of the 1907 Hague Regulations (HR) states that a " territory is considered
occupied when it is actually placed under the authority of the hostile army. The
occupation extends only to the territory where such authority has been established
and can be exercised. "
According to their common Article 2, the four Geneva Conventions of 1949 apply to
any territory occupied during international hostilities. They also apply in situations
where the occupation of state territory meets with no armed resistance.
The legality of any particular occupation is regulated by the UN Charter and the law
known as jus ad bellum. Once a situation exists which factually amounts to an
occupation the law of occupation applies – whether or not the occupation is
considered lawful.
Therefore, for the applicability of the law of occupation, it makes no difference
whether an occupation has received Security Council approval, what its aim is, or
indeed whether it is called an ―invasion‖, ―liberation‖, ―administration‖ or ―occupation‖.
As the law of occupation is primarily motivated by humanitarian considerations, it is
solely the facts on the ground that determine its application.

2. When does the law of occupation start to apply?
The rules of international humanitarian law relevant to occupied territori es become
applicable whenever territory comes under the effective control of hostile foreign
armed forces, even if the occupation meets no armed resistance and there is no
fighting.
The question of " control " calls up at least two different interpretations. It could be
taken to mean that a situation of occupation exists whenever a party to a conflict
exercises some level of authority or control within foreign territory. So, for example,
advancing troops could be considered bound by the law of occupation already during
the invasion phase of hostilities. This is the approach suggested in the
ICRC's Commentary to the Fourth Geneva Convention (1958).
An alternative and more restrictive approach would be to say that a situation of
occupation exists only once a party to a conflict is in a position to exercise sufficient
authority over enemy territory to enable it to discharge all of the duties imposed by
the law of occupation. This approach is adopted by a number of military manuals.

3. What are the most important principles governing occupation?
The duties of the occupying power are spelled out primarily in the 1907 Hague
Regulations (arts 42-56) and the Fourth Geneva Convention (GC IV, art. 27-34 and
47-78), as well as in certain provisions of Additional Protocol I and customary
international humanitarian law.
Agreements concluded between the occupying power and the local authorities
cannot deprive the population of occupied territory of the protection afforded by
international humanitarian law (GC IV, art. 47) and protected persons themselves
can in no circumstances renounce their rights (GC IV, art. 8).
The main rules of the law applicable in case of occupation state that:


The occupant does not acquire sovereignty over the territory.

Occupation is only a temporary situation, and the rights of the occupant are limited to the extent of
that period.
 The occupying power must respect the laws in force in the occupied territory,

unless they constitute a threat to its security or an obstacle to the application
of the international law of occupation.



The occupying power must take measures to restore and ensure, as far as
possible, public order and safety.



To the fullest extent of the means available to it, the occupying power must
ensure sufficient hygiene and public health standards, as well as the provision
of food and medical care to the population under occupation.



The population in occupied territory cannot be forced to enlist in the occupier's
armed forces.



Collective or individual forcible transfers of population from and within the
occupied territory are prohibited.



Transfers of the civilian population of the occupying power into the occupied
territory, regardless whether forcible or voluntary, are prohibited.



Collective punishment is prohibited.



The taking of hostages is prohibited.



Reprisals against protected persons or their property are prohibited.



The confiscation of private property by the occupant is prohibited.



The destruction or seizure of enemy property is prohibited, unless absolutely
required by military necessity during the conduct of hostilities.



Cultural property must be respected.



People accused of criminal offences shall be provided with proceedings
respecting internationally recognized judicial guarantees (for example, they
must be informed of the reason for their arrest, charg ed with a specific
offence and given a fair trial as quickly as possible).



Personnel of the International Red Cross/Red Crescent Movement must be
allowed to carry out their humanitarian activities. The ICRC, in particular, must
be given access to all protected persons, wherever they are, whether or not
they are deprived of their liberty.

4. What rights does the occupying power have regarding property and natural
resources in the occupied territory?

Private property
Private property cannot be confiscated by the occupier.
Food and medical supplies may be requisitioned exclusively for the use of the
occupation forces and administration personnel themselves (i.e. not for purposes of
export outside of the occupied territory and not for the benefit of anyone beyond the
occupying personnel, unless necessary for the benefit of the population under
occupation itself) and only if the needs of the civilian population have been taken into
account (GC IV, art. 55).

Public property
The occupying power may seize any movable property, belonging to the state, which
may be used for military operations (HR, art. 53).
The occupant does not acquire ownership of immovable public property in the
occupied territory, since it is only a temporary administrator. Subject to restrictions
regarding their exploitation and use, it can nevertheless make use of public property,
including natural resources, but it must safeguard their capital value, in accordance
with the law of usufruct (H R, art. 55).

5. When does occupation come to an end?
The normal way for an occupation to end is for the occupying power to withdraw
from the occupied territory or be driven out of it. However, the continued presence of
foreign troops does not necessarily mean that occupation continues.
A transfer of authority to a local government re-establishing the full and free exercise
of sovereignty will normally end the state of occupation, if the government agrees to
the continued presence of foreign troops on its territory. However, the law of
occupation may become applicable again if the situation on the ground changes, that
is to say, if the territory again becomes " actually placed under the authority of the
hostile army " (H R, art. 42) – in other words, under the control of foreign troops
without the consent of the local authorities.

6. What is the situation of people deprived of their liberty, during and after
occupation?
Prisoners of war are captured members of armed forces and associated militias who
meet the criteria laid down in the third Geneva Convention (GC III art. 4 A (2)); they
are entitled to the rights granted in the Convention. All other people held in occupied
territory are protected by the Fourth Geneva Convention (GC IV), apart from very
few exceptions, such as the nationals of the occupying power or its allies. However,
in no case can persons deprived of their liberty for reasons related to the situation of
occupation fall outside the customary minimum standards guaranteed in article 75 of
Protocol I.
Prisoners of war and civilian internees must be released without delay after the end
of hostilities. However, those who are accused of an indictable offence may remain
in captivity until the end of criminal proceedings or completion of their sentence (GC
III, art. 119 (5), GC IV, art. 133 (2)). Until their release, and as long as they are under
the authority of the occ upant, all those in custody remain protected by international
humanitarian law (GC III, art. 5 (1) and GC IV, art. 6 (4)).
Territorial Claims and Forced Governance
Border disputes are notoriously difficult to resolve. International law does not contain a clear,
prioritized set of norms—established through international conventions or jurisprudence—for
determining national sovereignty over territory in the face of competing factual claims (e.g., based on
cultural, ethnic, historical, religious, and other political, economic, and social factors). Governments
are unwilling to ―lose‖ boundary disputes since they might suffer political consequences as well as
loss to national interests. Border disputes often flare up after they become linked with important
economic or social interests.
Disputed territories may contain important natural resources, such as hydrocarbon, mineral reserves,
or water sources; provide access to the sea or shared terrestrial resources, such as grazing areas; or
be a strategic location. Such areas also may be subject to irredentist claims based on historical or
cultural factors or demands for self-determination by their inhabitants. Competition for contested or
shared resources has become more intense in recent years due to economic developments, such as
higher commodity prices, and environmental changes, such as overutilization of agricultural land,
overgrazing, and desertification, as well as regional and global climate change. It is unlikely that
increasing stresses among states resulting from these factors can be successfully resolved using
traditional legal methods, particularly adjudication.
Two cross-cutting distinctions between approaches to the resolution of border disputes form the basis
for a matrix of approaches.

The first distinction is between binding and nonbinding procedures, with the former encompassing
adjudication and arbitration and the latter including ―good offices‖ or facilitation, for example utilizing
the services of international leaders or eminent persons for conciliation and mediation. Mediation is
distinguished from arbitration in that the resulting award must be accepted by the parties to the
dispute. Nonbinding international means of resolving disputes, especially good offices and
conciliation, allow for participation of the parties throughout the process of dispute resolution.
The second distinction is between approaches based primarily on law and those that permit the
dispute resolution agent or panel to explore alternative approaches based on equity and natural
justice. Depending on their terms of reference, arbitrators may be granted the power to make an
award on this basis.
Even the International Court of Justice, under its statute, may decide cases ex aequo et bono (i.e.,
based on equity and welfare) at the request of the parties. Even so, parties to a territorial dispute may
be unwilling to submit their competing claims to arbitration or adjudication. The International Court of
Justice, constituted of judges, has limited capacity to resolve factual issues related to equity; and in
any event it would in all likelihood retain a special master to advise the judges on such matters. While
arbitral procedures are more efficient, and an appropriate arbitral panel could be selected to deal with
factual or equitable issues, the parties may yet be unwilling to commit themselves to accept in
advance an award based on such factors.
Except where arbitration or adjudication has previously been agreed to, the most flexible approaches
to the resolution of border disputes would combine elements of the nonbinding methods and equitable
approaches to problem solving. This involves focusing on the practical elements of a territorial
dispute, including the resource and other issues at stake, as well as how to address them in a way
that is acceptable to the parties while avoiding, or at least deferring, legal issues related to
sovereignty. Many cooperative approaches to resource and border issues have been implemented by
states on an agreed basis or as a result of dispute resolution assistance.
Examples of such approaches include: joint management and exploitation of contested or shared
resources, including hydrocarbon reserves or fishery stocks; joint regulation, or cooperative sharing,
of contested and/or shared resources, such as grazing rights or water supplies; negotiated access to
the sea for landlocked states or through territorial waters for neighboring states; agreed rights of
transit for states with noncontiguous territories; and/or commitments to respect the cultural, historical,
or social heritage, as well as political autonomy of national minorities.
Let‘s try and understand a few basic concepts:

What is territory?
One common preliminary distinction is between territory and land. Land is that part of
the earth‘s surface that is not covered by water. Territory is a political and
geographic concept. It refers to the spatial area of jurisdictional authority. States
have territory: it is the geographical extent of their jurisdictional authority. This
usually covers the land within the borders of the state, but it can and does in the
modern world extend off shore into the sea, below the earth‘s surface (to control
resources) and above the earth‘s surface, as most states also claim jurisdiction over
their air space. Territory, then, is not co-extensive with land, although all (or almost
all) land on this planet is divided up into different jurisdictional units, or territories.
The critical geography literature on ‗territory‘ tends to primarily conceive of ‗territory‘
as a geographical area that is controlled, or over which power is exercised (Elden
2013); whereas the political philosophy literature tends to be more interested in
territory as the domain of legitimate jurisdictional control and associated rights (Miller
2012; Nine 2012; Banai 2014; Moore 2015; Angeli 2015; Stilz 2019). Territory is also
distinct from property as will be explained below.

What are territorial rights?
The political philosophy literature on territory makes use of the idea of territorial
rights. This is often done in a way that is analogous to how we think about property
rights—viz., as a bundle of different liberties, powers, immunities, and claims, which,
when held together with respect to a material thing, constitutes what we mean by
property rights. In the case of property, the fullest form of normative control over that
thing was what Honoré (1961) called ‗full liberal ownership‘, but he also recognized
that property rights can be parcelled out and held by different agents and that each
right within the bundle may have its own, separate justification.
In the case of territorial rights, the central and fundamental right is the right of jurisdiction, which is the
right to create and enforce laws within the domain in question. However, there are other related rights
(powers, immunities) related to jurisdiction, which we also lump together as part of ‗territorial right‘. It
includes the power to make changes to the territory‘s status, for example by incorporating it into some
larger entity such as the EU, and the power to create sub-jurisdictional units of a federal system. It
includes the right to do business in the world as a legal entity—to make war and peace, to conclude
treaties, and enter into alliances. And it includes rights against other similar entities not to be
interfered with in the exercise of this power.

Territorial rights are also normally understood to include other rights beyond
jurisdiction and the associated claims, powers and immunities: rights to control
resources within the geographical area, rights to control borders and regulate the
flow of people and goods across them and rights to defend the territory against
outside aggression (Simmons 2001; Miller 2012). Although these are often assumed
to be inherent in the very idea of a sovereign state, we can envisage entities that
have some rights of jurisdiction but lack other elements in the territorial bundle.

What is a theory of territorial justice?
A theory of territorial justice has to explain and justify rights over territory. It has to
explain what rights there are, the limits of these rights, and who holds these rights. In
doing so, it has to examine and justify the relationship between three different
elements: the people (or individual persons); land; and the regime, government or
state. There are different ways in which these elements are related and different
justificatory values may undergird these different configurations, but all extant
theories offer an argument that relates these different elements and justifies their
particular configurations.
The main differences among these theories tend to track the following dimensions:
(1) the putative territorial right-holder;
(2) the value that explains and justifies rights over territory and which limits the scope
of each of these rights; and
(3) the argument for connecting both the justifying value and the rights to the particular geographical
area.

Russia – Ukraine Conflict Timelines in pictures:

Russia-Ukraine Conflict
Background
Armed conflict in eastern Ukraine erupted in early 2014 following Russia‘s annexation of Crimea. The
previous year, protests in Ukraine‘s capital Kyiv against Ukrainian President Viktor Yanukovych‘s
decision to reject a deal for greater economic integration with the European Union (EU) were met with
a violent crackdown by state security forces. The protests widened, escalating the conflict, and
President Yanukovych fled the country in February 2014.
One month later, in March 2014, Russian troops took control of Ukraine‘s Crimea region. Russian
President Vladimir Putin cited the need to protect the rights of Russian citizens and Russian speakers
in Crimea and southeast Ukraine. Russia then formally annexed the peninsula after Crimeans voted
to join the Russian Federation in a disputed local referendum. The crisis heightened ethnic divisions,
and two months later pro-Russian separatists in the Donetsk and Luhansk regions of eastern Ukraine
held a referendum to declare independence from Ukraine.
Armed conflict in the region quickly broke out between Russian-backed forces and the Ukrainian
military. Moscow denied military involvement, though both Ukraine and NATO reported the buildup of
Russian troops and military equipment near Donetsk and Russian cross- border shelling immediately
after Russia annexed Crimea. The conflict transitioned to an active stalemate, with regular shelling
and skirmishes occurring along the front line that separated Russian- and Ukrainian-controlled border
regions in the east.
Beginning in February 2015, France, Germany, Russia, and Ukraine attempted to kickstart
negotiations and broker a cessation in violence through the Minsk Accords. The agreement
framework included provisions for a cease-fire, withdrawal of heavy weaponry, and full Ukrainian
government control throughout the conflict zone.
However, efforts to reach a diplomatic settlement and satisfactory resolution were largely
unsuccessful.
In April 2016, NATO announced that the alliance would deploy four battalions to Eastern Europe,
rotating troops through Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, and Poland to deter possible future Russian
aggression elsewhere in Europe, particularly in the Baltics. In September 2017, the United States also
deployed two U.S. Army tank brigades to Poland to further bolster NATO‘s presence in the region.

In January 2018, the United States imposed new sanctions on twenty-one individuals–including a
number of Russian officials–and nine companies linked to the conflict in eastern Ukraine. In March
2018, the State Department approved the sale of anti-tank weapons to Ukraine, the first sale of lethal
weaponry since the conflict began. In October 2018, Ukraine joined the United States and seven
other NATO countries in a series of large-scale air exercises in western Ukraine. The exercises came
after Russia held its annual military exercises in September 2018, the largest since the fall of the
Soviet Union. Ukraine has been the target of thousands of cyberattacks. In December 2015, more
than 225,000 people lost power across Ukraine in an attack on power generation firms, and in
December 2016 parts of Kyiv experienced another power blackout following a similar attack targeting
a Ukrainian utility company. In June 2017, government and business computer systems in Ukraine
were hit by the NotPetya cyberattack,
which was attributed to Russia; the attack spread to computer systems worldwide and caused billions
of dollars in damages. In February 2022, Ukrainian government websites, including the defense and
interior ministries, banking sites, and other affiliated organizations were targeted by distributed-denialof-service attacks alongside the Russian invasion.

Concerns
The current conflict has severely strained U.S.-Russia relations and increased the risk of a wider
European conflict. Tensions are likely to increase between Russia and neighboring NATO member
countries that would likely involve the United States, due to alliance security commitments.
Additionally, the conflict in Ukraine will have broader ramifications for future cooperation on critical
issues like arms control, cybersecurity, nuclear nonproliferation, energy security, counter-terrorism,
and political solutions in Syria, Libya, and elsewhere.

Recent Developments
Since Russia launched a full-scale military invasion into Ukraine on February 24, 2022, fighting has
caused nearly three thousand civilian deaths and internally displaced more than seven million people,
according to the United Nations. The conflict has forced another five million Ukrainians to flee to
neighbouring countries—the majority of whom have arrived in Poland, a NATO country where the
United States and other allies are helping to accommodate the influx of refugees.
In October 2021, Russia began moving troops and military equipment near its border with Ukraine,
reigniting concerns over a potential invasion. Commercial satellite imagery, social media posts, and
publicly released intelligence from November and December 2021 showed armour, missiles, and
other heavy weaponry moving toward Ukraine with no official explanation.

By December, more than one hundred thousand Russian troops were in place near the RussiaUkraine border and U.S. intelligence officials warned that Russia may be planning an invasion for
early 2022. In mid-December 2021, Russia‘s foreign ministry issued a set of demands calling for the
United States and the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) to cease any military activity in
Eastern Europe and Central Asia, to commit against further NATO expansion toward Russia, and to
prevent Ukraine from joining NATO in the future. The United States and other NATO allies rejected
these demands and warned Russia they would impose severe economic sanctions if Russia invaded
Ukraine. The United States sent additional military assistance to Ukraine, including ammunition, small
arms, and other defensive weaponry.
In early February 2022, U.S. President Joe Biden ordered around three thousand U.S. troops to
deploy to Poland and Romania—NATO countries that border Ukraine—to counter Russian troops
stationed near its border with Ukraine and reassure NATO allies. Satellite imagery showed the largest
deployment of Russian troops to its border with Belarus since the end of the Cold War. Negotiations
between the United States, Russia, and European powers—including France and Germany—did not
result in a resolution. While Russia released a statement claiming to draw down a certain number of
troops, reports emerged of an increasing Russian troop presence at the border with Ukraine.
In late February 2022, the United States warned that Russia intended to invade Ukraine, citing
Russia‘s growing military presence at the Russia-Ukraine border. Russian President Vladimir Putin
then ordered troops to Luhansk and Donetsk, separatist regions in Eastern Ukraine partly controlled
by Russian-backed separatists, claiming the troops served a ―peacekeeping‖ function. The United
States responded by imposing sanctions on the Luhansk and Donetsk regions and the Nord Stream 2
gas pipeline a few days later.
On February 24, during a United Nations Security Council meeting to dissuade Russia from attacking
Ukraine, Putin announced the beginning of a full-scale land, sea, and air invasion of Ukraine targeting
Ukrainian military assets and cities across the country. Biden declared this attack ―unprovoked and
unjustified‖ and has since issued severe sanctions in coordination with European allies, including
sanctions that target four of Russia‘s largest banks, its oil and gas industry, and the financial assets of
Putin and Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov. The U.S. continues to commit military assistance
to Ukraine; following Ukrainian President Volodymyr Zelensky‘s address to the U.S. Congress on
March 16, Biden announced an additional $800 million in military assistance. Since Russia‘s invasion,
the United States has committed $3.4 billion in security assistance, including heavy weapons and
artillery. The United States has also dramatically increased the numbers of U.S. troops in Europe,
bringing the total to more than one hundred thousand. The United Nations, G7, EU, and other
countries continue to condemn Russian actions and support Ukrainian forces. In an emergency
United Nations session on March 2, 141 of 193-member states voted to condemn Russia‘s invasion of
Ukraine and demanded that Russia immediately cease its use of force in Ukraine.

In late March 2022, Russia announced that it would ―reduce military activity‖ near Kyiv and Chernihiv.
As the initial Russian invasion slowed, long-range missile strikes caused significant damage to
Ukrainian military assets, urban residential areas, and communication and transportation
infrastructure. Hospitals and residential complexes also sustained shelling and bombing attacks. By
April 6, Russia had withdrawn all troops from Ukraine‘s capital region. In the aftermath of the Russian
withdrawal from Kyiv‘s surrounding areas, Ukrainian civilians described apparent war crimes
committed by Russian forces including accounts of summary executions, torture, and rape.
Meanwhile, civilians in Mariupol, a port city in southeastern Ukraine–have been facing an ongoing
humanitarian crisis with acute shortages of food, water, and heat. By late March, observers estimated
that the Russian bombardment of Mariupol damaged or destroyed more than 90 percent of the city.
Ukrainian officials have put the number of civilians killed during the Russian siege of Mariupol at
twenty thousand, and satellite images show a mass grave located near Mariupol. Russian forces have
surrounded the city for weeks with aerial bombardments that have killed hundreds of civilians. On
April 18, Russia launched a new major offensive in eastern Ukraine following its failed attempt to
seize Kyiv.

ICJ Ruling on Russia-Ukraine Conflict
On 16 March 2022, after a fast-track procedure, the International Court of Justice ordered provisional
measures in the Ukraine v Russia case. In bringing the case, Ukraine argued that Russia had
wrongfully claimed a genocide in Ukraine to justify its invasion. Russia, meanwhile, rejected the
Court's jurisdiction. Given the lack of evidence for Russia's genocide allegations, and the principle
that any action to prevent genocide must be taken in good faith
and in line with international law, the Court called on Russia to suspend military operations
immediately.
For a better understanding of the ICJ Ruling kindly refer to the following,
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2022/729350/EPRS_ATA(202
2)729350_EN.pdf
The Bare Act of the ruling (actual proceedings of the court) can be found at,
https://www.icj-cij.org/public/files/case-related/182/182-20220316-ORD-01-00-EN.pdf

Afghanistan Crisis

Afghanistan is a country that has seen multiple phases, out of which all have been terrible on
accounts of human rights and quality of life and high on military conflicts, arms trade, terrorism,
militant groups and foreign involvement.
In order to fully grasp the current situation in Afghanistan it is advantageous for the delegates to first
understand the history of military conflicts and uprising of Taliban that has taken place in Afghanistan
along with the role of the United States of America and other counterparts and allies which led to the
recent happenings.
Afghan War (1978-1972)
Afghan War, in the history of Afghanistan, the internal conflict that began in 1978 between
anticommunist Islamic guerrillas and the Afghan communist government (aided in 1979–89 by Soviet
troops), leading to the overthrow of the government in 1992. More broadly, the term also
encompasses military activity within Afghanistan after 1992—but apart from the Afghanistan War
(2001–14), a U.S.-led invasion launched in response to the September 11 attacks on the United
States in 2001. By this broader definition, many analysts consider the internal Afghan War as lasting
well into the 21st century and overlapping with the U.S.-led Afghanistan War.
Insurgency against communist rule (1978–92)
The roots of the war lay in the overthrow of the centrist government of President Mohammad Daud
Khan in April 1978 by left-wing military officers led by Nur Mohammad Taraki. Power was thereafter
shared by two Marxist-Leninist political groups, the People‘s (Khalq) Party and the Banner (Parcham)
Party, which had earlier emerged from a single organization, the People‘s Democratic Party of
Afghanistan, and had reunited in an uneasy coalition shortly before the coup. The new government,
which had little popular support, forged close ties with the Soviet Union, launched ruthless purges of
all domestic opposition, and began extensive land and social reforms that were bitterly resented by
the devoutly Muslim and largely anti- communist population. Insurgencies arose against the
government among both tribal and urban groups, and all of these, known collectively as the
mujahideen (Arabic: muj hid n, ―those who engage in jihad‖), were Islamic in orientation. These
uprisings, along with internal fighting and coups within the government between the People‘s and
Banner factions, prompted the Soviets to invade the country in December 1979, sending in some
30,000 troops and toppling the short- lived presidency of People‘s leader Hafizullah Amin. The aim of
the Soviet operation was to prop up their new but faltering client state, now headed by Banner leader
Babrak Karmal, but the mujahideen rebellion grew in response, spreading to all parts of the country.
The Soviets initially left the suppression of the rebellion to the Afghan army, but the latter was beset
by mass desertions and remained largely ineffective throughout the war.
The Afghan War quickly settled down into a stalemate, with about 100,000 Soviet troops controlling
the cities, larger towns, and major garrisons and the mujahideen moving with relative freedom
throughout the countryside. Soviet troops tried to crush the insurgency by various tactics, but the
guerrillas generally eluded their attacks.

The Soviets then attempted to eliminate the mujahideen‘s civilian support by bombing and
depopulating the rural areas. These tactics sparked a massive flight from the countryside; by 1982
some 2.8 million Afghans had sought asylum in Pakistan, and another 1.5 million had fled to Iran. The
mujahideen were eventually able to neutralize Soviet air power through the use of shoulder-fired antiaircraft missiles supplied by the Soviet Union‘s Cold War adversary, the United States.
The mujahideen were fragmented politically into a handful of independent groups, and their military
efforts remained uncoordinated throughout the war. The quality of their arms and combat organization
gradually improved, however, owing to experience and to the large quantity of arms and other war
matériel shipped to the rebels, via Pakistan, by the United States and other countries and by
sympathetic Muslims from throughout the world. In addition, an indeterminate number of Muslim
volunteers—popularly termed ―Afghan-Arabs,‖ regardless of their ethnicity—traveled from all parts of
the world to join the opposition.
The war in Afghanistan became a quagmire for what by the late 1980s was a disintegrating Soviet
Union. (The Soviets suffered some 15,000 dead and many more injured.) In 1988 the United States,
Pakistan, Afghanistan, and the Soviet Union signed an agreement by which the latter would withdraw
its troops (completed in 1989), and Afghanistan returned to nonaligned status. In April 1992 various
rebel groups, together with newly rebellious government troops, stormed the besieged capital of
Kabul and overthrew the communist president, Najibullah, who had succeeded Karmal in 1986.

Conflict after 1992
A transitional government, sponsored by various rebel factions, proclaimed an Islamic Republic, but
jubilation was short-lived. President Burhanuddin Rabbani, leader of the Islamic Society (Jamʿiyyat-e
Esl m ), a major mujahideen group, refused to leave office in accordance with the power-sharing
arrangement reached by the new government. Other mujahideen groups, particularly the Islamic
Party ( ezb-e Esl m ), led by Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, surrounded Kabul and began to barrage the city
with artillery and rockets. These attacks continued intermittently over the next several years as the
countryside outside Kabul slipped into chaos.
Partly as a response, the Taliban (Pashto: ―Students‖), a puritanical Islamic group led by a former
mujahideen commander, Mohammad Omar, emerged in the fall of 1994 and systematically seized
control of the country, occupying Kabul in 1996. The Taliban— augmented by volunteers from various
Islamic extremist groups sheltering in Afghanistan, many of whom were Afghan-Arab holdovers from
the earlier conflict—soon controlled all but a small portion of northern Afghanistan, which was held by
a loose coalition of mujahideen forces known as the Northern Alliance. Fighting continued at a
stalemate until 2001, when the Taliban refused demands by the U.S. government to extradite Saudi
Arabian exile Osama bin Laden, the leader of an Islamic extremist group, al-Qaeda, which had close
ties with the Taliban and was accused of having launched terrorist attacks against the United States,
including the group of devastating strikes on September 11. Subsequently, U.S. special operations
forces, allied with Northern Alliance

fighters, launched a series of military operations in Afghanistan that drove the Taliban from power by
early December. (See Afghanistan War.) After a period of transitional interim government, a republic
was established in 2004, but the new government struggled well into the 21st century to secure
centralized authority over the country against a powerful Taliban insurgency.
Casualties and Repercussions
Afghanistan has never conducted a full census, and it is thus difficult to gauge the number of
casualties suffered in the country since the outbreak of fighting. The best estimates available indicate
that some 1.5 million Afghanis were killed before 1992—although the number killed during combat
and the number killed as an indirect result of the conflict remain unclear. The casualty rate after 1992
is even less precise. Many thousands were killed as a direct result of factional fighting; hundreds or
thousands of prisoners and civilians were executed by tribal, ethnic, or religious rivals; and a large
number of combatants—and some noncombatants—were killed during the U.S. offensive. Moreover,
tens of thousands died of starvation or of a variety of diseases, many of which in less-troubled times
could have been easily treated, and hundreds of thousands were killed or injured by the numerous
land mines in the country. (Afghanistan was, by the end of the 20th century, one of the most heavily
mined countries in the world, and vast quantities of unexploded ordnance littered the countryside.)
The number of Afghan refugees living abroad fluctuated over the years with the fighting and reached
a peak of some six million people in the late 1980s.
Article from: https://www.britannica.com/event/Afghan-War
For extensive research on the history of military conflicts in Afghanistan please refer to the PDF on
the following link:
https://www.hrw.org/legacy/backgrounder/asia/afghan-bck1023.pdf

Taliban: What it is and how it was formed
The group was formed in the early 1990s by Afghan mujahideen, or Islamic guerilla fighters, who had
resisted the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan (1979–89) with the covert backing of the CIA and its
Pakistani counterpart, the Inter-Services Intelligence directorate (ISI). They were joined by younger
Pashtun tribesmen who studied in Pakistani madrassas, or seminaries; Taliban is Pashto for
―students.‖ Pashtuns comprise a plurality in Afghanistan and are the predominant ethnic group in
much of the country‘s south and east. They are also a major ethnic group in Pakistan‘s north and
west.
The movement attracted popular support in the initial post-Soviet era by promising to impose stability
and rule of law after four years of conflict (1992–96) among rival mujahideen groups. The Taliban
entered Kandahar in November 1994 to pacify the crime-ridden southern city, and by September
1996 seized the capital, Kabul, from
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Pakistani counterpart, the Inter-Services Intelligence directorate (ISI). They were joined by younger
Pashtun tribesmen who studied in Pakistani madrassas, or seminaries; Taliban is Pashto for
―students.‖ Pashtuns comprise a plurality in Afghanistan and are the predominant ethnic group in
much of the country‘s south and east. They are also a major ethnic group in Pakistan‘s north and
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The movement attracted popular support in the initial post-Soviet era by promising to impose stability
and rule of law after four years of conflict (1992–96) among rival mujahideen groups. The Taliban
entered Kandahar in November 1994 to pacify the crime-ridden southern city, and by September
1996 seized the capital, Kabul, from President Burhanuddin Rabbani, an ethnic Tajik whom they
viewed as anti-Pashtun and corrupt. That year, the Taliban declared Afghanistan an Islamic emirate,
with Mullah Mohammed Omar, a cleric and veteran of the
anti-Soviet resistance, leading as amir al-mu‘minin, or ―commander of the faithful.‖ The regime
controlled some 90 percent of the country before its 2001 overthrow.
The Taliban imposed a harsh brand of justice as they consolidated territorial control. Taliban
jurisprudence was drawn from the Pashtuns‘ pre-Islamic tribal code and interpretations of sharia
colored by the austere Wahhabi doctrines of the madrassas‘ Saudi benefactors. The regime
neglected social services and other basic state functions even as the Ministry for the Promotion of
Virtue and Prevention of Vice required women to wear the head-to-toe burqa, or chadri; banned music
and television; and jailed men whose beards it deemed too short.
How has the world responded to the Taliban?
Over the past two decades, governments and international bodies joined U.S.-led efforts to oust the
Taliban and bolster Afghanistan‘s government, democratic institutions, and civil society in the
following ways:
Military force: U.S. troops quickly overthrew the Taliban after they invaded Afghanistan in October
2001. The Taliban then waged an insurgency against the U.S.-backed Afghan government. The group
withstood counterinsurgency operations from the world‘s most powerful security alliance, the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), and three U.S. administrations over the course of a war that
killed more than 6,000 U.S. troops and contractors and over 1,100 NATO troops. Some 47,000
civilians died, and an estimated 73,000 Afghan troops and police officers were killed between 2007
and 2021. Tens of thousands of Taliban fighters are also believed to have died. The number of U.S.
troops in Afghanistan peaked at around 100,000 in 2011. NATO assumed leadership of foreign forces
in 2003, marking its first operational commitment outside of Europe. At its height, NATO had more
than 130,000 troops from fifty nations stationed in Afghanistan. In the 2020 U.S.-Taliban agreement,
the United States committed to withdrawing all U.S. and NATO troops from Afghanistan if the Taliban
carried out commitments that included cutting ties with terrorist groups. The United States completed
its troop withdrawal in August 2021.

Sanctions: The UN Security Council first imposed sanctions on the regime for harboring al- Qaeda in
1999 and expanded the sanctions after 9/11. They target Taliban leaders‘ financial assets and ban
them from most travel. The Security Council also imposed an arms embargo on the Taliban. The
United States and the European Union maintain additional sanctions.
Democratic reforms and aid: Dozens of countries have aided Afghanistan, with 75 percent of the
government‘s public expenditures covered by grants from international partners, according to a 2019
World Bank report. However, many Western countries have suspended aid and the World Bank has
blocked the Taliban from accessing millions of dollars in the aftermath of the group‘s takeover, risking
further economic turmoil.
Investigation: The Taliban are now under investigation by the International Criminal Court for alleged
abuses of Afghan civilians, including crimes against humanity, carried out since 2003. U.S. and
Afghan forces are also being investigated for alleged war crimes.
Source:
https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/taliban-afghanistan
For extensive research on the US-Taliban deal please refer to the following link:
https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/us-taliban-peace-deal-agreement-afghanistan-war
Delegates, this background guide just provides you hints and techniques of sites that you can visit to
follow through with your research work, do not rely solely on the same and it would be very much
appreciated if you take initiative of your own research work, for any queries on how to research and
which sites to refer or any other sources you might have any doubts or enquiries about will be more
than welcome in the training session, do bring them up and the executive board will be delighted to
sort them out for you.

