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1. Welcoming letter 

 

 Distinguished delegates, we welcome you to the internal edition of the Marymount School 

Model of United Nations and the First Committee of the General Assembly for Disarmament and 

International Security. It is an honor for us, Emiliana Restrepo and María Vélez, to be a part of 

your training process. We believe that a commission in which international security and 

disarmament issues are addressed is a challenge for each of you, for it requires more than the 

information granted in the guide. We hope this will motivate you, even more, to continue to 

improve yourselves as delegates and as people. These simulations grant enriching spaces that 

allow delegates to strengthen and acquire multiple abilities, that later on will help them become 

not only better delegates, but also exceptional human beings and citizens of the world. 

We would like to remind you that these spaces are more than just making interventions. Take 

this experience as a time to reflect and understand the scenarios in which we find ourselves, this 

does not remain in the portfolio or in the debate, this transcends to our lives because in our 

words, in our arguments, in our minds, and in our determinations is the change the world needs 

to see. 

We expect you to challenge yourselves, put a lot of effort and dedication into your investigation 

and preparation, and give your absolute best during the debate. We trust you to be responsible 

and committed acknowledging that we must work together to make the committee successful. 

We are looking forward to the sessions, where we expect you to build and enrich yourselves, 

develop natural and empowering debates, and enjoy this experience. We have grand 

expectations; we hope you exceed them all. 

 

Sincerely, your presidents: Emiliana Restrepo and María Vélez. 

 Medellín, 2020.  

In case of having any doubts or concerns feel free to contact us through the committee’s e-mail: 

disec@marymountmedellin.edu.co or our personal contact: 316 5468751; 317 5027436 

 



   
 

   
 

2. Committee’s information   

            2.1 History and purpose of the committee  

According to the United Nations, The Disarmament and International Security Committee 

(DISEC) was the first main Committee in the General Assembly when the charter of the United 

Nations was signed in 1945. Mindful of the events in Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the first 

resolution by the Disarmament and International Security Committee was done in 1946 to 

address international problematics around the “Establishment of a Commission to Deal with the 

Problems Raised by the Discovery of Atomic Energy.” DISEC was created to establish an 

international reunion meant to discuss international peace and security amongst members of the 

international community.  

The committee aims to regulate military equipment and to establish general principles of 

international disarmament. In addition, it also gives recommendations to the United Nations 

Security Council concerning such principles. The commission works closely with the United 

Nations Disarmament Commission and the Geneva-based Conference of Disarmament. 

Furthermore, the goals of the commission are to maintain worldwide peace and security and to 

regulate the use of armament.  

All 193 United Nations members are automatically eligible as representatives in DISEC’s body 

and have an equal vote. Even though DISEC deals with important international security issues, it 

cannot specifically dictate an order nor ask for military intervention, but it can recommend these 

actions to the United Nations Security Council. Documents drafted by this committee are passed 

by a simple majority. 

As stated by the United Nations charter, the biggest aim of the Disarmament and International 

Security Committee is to “establish general principles of cooperation in the maintenance of 

international peace and security, including the principles governing disarmament and the 

regulation of armaments”. DISEC functions in a three-step structure. First, the committee begins 

with a general debate about the topics under consideration. Second, the committee proceeds to 

thematic discussions. Lastly, the committee moves to action on draft resolutions. 

 



   
 

   
 

            2.2 Committee performance and structure 

As stated by the United Nations official webpage, some of the most outstanding 

accomplishments of the Disarmament and International Security Committee are successful 

promotion, enforcement, and verification of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 

Weapons; the establishment of Nuclear Weapons Free Zones in Antarctica, Latin America, the 

South Pacific, Africa, and Central Asia; and the Partial Test Ban Treaty.  

The DISEC committee draws its attention mostly on topics that deal with conflict and conflict 

prevention, disarmament, and international security. Ratified by 193 members of the General 

Assembly, the Treaty of the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) is one of the most 

well-known and important resolutions concerning the reduction and limitation of arms.  

The NPT is an international agreement in which nations stop the development of nuclear 

weapons and the five nations who had already developed them (United Kingdom, United States, 

Soviet Union, France, and China) agreed to disarm them.  

This treaty served the international community to perfection.  It has three objectives: firstly, to 

prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons. Secondly, to have peaceful use of nuclear energy 

and lastly, achieving the goal of nuclear disarmament. Israel, India, and Pakistan are the only 

countries that never joined the treaty, and North Korea abandoned it. However, the NPT is one of 

the best demonstrations of how the First Committee can have a lasting effect on global security.  

The United Nations Disarmament and International Security Committee meets every October for 

four to five-week sessions after the General Debate concluded by the General Assembly. Its 

headquarters are in New York, the United States, and its current chairperson is Sacha Llorenty. 

3. Legalities of drone warfare in international conflicts 

3.1 Topic’s history and definition  

Since the turn of the century, the use of drones has proliferated exponential and has become 

ubiquitous around the globe in the arsenal of states and armed groups.  

There is some controversy regarding the use of drone strikes. The US has been met with ongoing 

human rights groups' criticism of its unmanned drone attacks in Pakistan, Yemen, and Somalia. 



   
 

   
 

The British Government was also threatened in 2015 after the deliberate killing of two British 

civilians in Syria. 

Issues of transparency and accountability abound; States frequently do not properly clarify their 

legal interpretations or disclose basic details on their drone programs, making it difficult to test 

claims of legality.  

 

Resolution of the IBAHRI  

On 25 May 2017, the International Bar Association's Human Rights Institute (IBAHRI) Council 

adopted a Resolution on the use of drones, which expresses concern about the spread of the use 

of armed drones by states and non-state actors to deliver lethal force, and calls for clarification 

and accountability in the implementation of the legal structure regulating drone strikes. 

The resolution states that:  

The use of drones must comply with the existing law regulating the use of force: the agreed 

exceptions to the general prohibition against the threat or use of force set out in Article 2 (4) of 

the Charter of the United Nations are that force may be lawfully used only in cases where 

permission has been obtained and granted by a valid government of a territorial state, or in a 

proportionate form of self-defense, or in a witty manner. 

Whether or not a drone attack happens in the sense of an armed conflict is key to determining its 

legitimacy: international humanitarian law (IHL) and international human rights law (IHRL) 

have different guidelines on when and how lethal force should be used. The degree and type of 

force inherent in the use of armed drones will rarely if ever, be legal under the more protective 

scope of international human rights law outside armed conflict. 

A history paper on the resolution has also been made available. It offers an overview of the legal 

structure applicable to the use of drones, both within and outside armed conflict, by state and 

non-state actors. In addition, the History Paper outlines the legal sense in which the resolution 

was adopted and addresses the cases of drone attacks in Afghanistan, Pakistan, Somalia, Yemen, 

Iraq, Libya, and Syria. 



   
 

   
 

 



   
 

   
 

file:///C:/Users/mrvel/Downloads/IBAHRI-Drones-Resolution-July-2017.pdf 

Greater scrutiny and controversy emerge with the dramatically increased lethal use of unmanned 

aerial vehicles (UAVs). This monograph sets out the ethical and legal environment in which 

drone killings take place and make crucial recommendations not only to ensure the legality and a 

sound moral basis for operations but also to ensure that such operations are successful. While 

proponents argue that drone warfare is not only legal but ethical and prudent, others have argued 

that drones are illegal weapons under International Humanitarian Law (IHL) because they trigger 

or have the effect of causing indiscriminate killings of civilians, such as those in the vicinity of 

the goal.  

The key legal rationale for the use of armed drones by the Barack Obama administration is self-

defense. However, there is uncertainty as to whether this claim may explain a number of recent 

attacks by the United States. To determine the legality of armed drone strikes, consideration must 

also be given to other considerations such as autonomy, proportionality, the validity of individual 

targets, and the techniques used to choose targets. The legal condition is also unclear. One reason 

is the minimized amount of collateral damage that may be incurred by drones compared to other 

types of attacks. Real-time goal eyes allow for last-minute decisions and monitoring of 

unintended victims, and accurate objective tracking across multiple systems facilitates more 

refinement of proportionality. 

This is of little help, however, if the concept of "targets" is itself inaccurate and includes non-

combatants and unconnected civilians. This monograph also sets out a range of concrete 

guidelines aimed at ensuring that the benefits of drone warfare are balanced against medium-and 

long-term second-order consequences, so as to measure whether targeted killings achieve their 

intended function of combating terrorism rather than facilitating and fueling it. 

   3.2 Previously implemented solution  

With the exponential increase of drone strikes and its employment, the laws and controversy 

around the topic have also evolved to draw boundaries for its usage. Supporters of this modern 

technology assure it is not just wise and ethical to use them but also legal. However, others 

suggest that the use of drones should be prohibited under the International Humanitarian Law 

(These are rules which limit the effects of armed conflicts. It may also be known as the laws of 



   
 

   
 

war. IHL applies only to armed conflict, it does not apply to disturbances. It determines behavior 

during armed conflicts.) 

Several countries, such as the United States, assure the unmanned combat aerial vehicle (drone) 

is only used in cases of self-defense, but to assure this we must consider other factors such as 

sovereignty,  legitimacy of the targets, proportionality, among others. Drones have been used 

mainly by the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) for counterterrorism purposes.  

There are different reasons for countries to justify the use of drones in assassinations, but one of 

the most recognized justifications is the following: the reduction of collateral damage with drone 

strikes in comparison to other forms of attacks. But this argument is disarmed if we take into 

consideration that the definition of “targets” is itself flawed and encompasses noncombatants and 

unconnected civilians. 

Determining if the use of drones should be legal or not is far from straightforward. There is no 

applicable international court to determine the legality or otherwise of drone strikes.  

An unmanned combat aerial vehicle may offer many benefits, including significant economic 

value and social benefits, for this, many countries are not willing to reject nor prohibit the use of 

drones. Outside defense and security, the technology is also used by several industries for 

civilian applications such as agriculture, media, catering, private security, law enforcement, 

conservation, and environmental monitoring.  

As previously mentioned, the use of drones (for many nations) it's not only beneficial but also 

necessary. And for that, they encourage research around the innovatory drones. On the other 

hand, experts such as Christof Heys (United Nations special rapporteur on extrajudicial killings), 

assures that the use of drones can lead to war crimes and can violate the International 

Humanitarian Law.  

The legality of drone attacks conducted by the military can be accepted under the Law of Armed 

Conflicts, however, when the attacks are carried out by law enforcement the judgment of its 

legality becomes more complex. Several legal sources and advised guidance may be needed to 

determine if an armed drone attack is legal.  



   
 

   
 

To decide if an attack is legal, first, the legitimacy of a target must be determined. For this, the 

target must also be legitimate in the eyes of the law, not only from the country’s point of view. 

The United Nations offers legal guidance as to what constitutes if a target is truly valid.  

According to the International Humanitarian Law (IHL), if someone from the target’s family is 

compromised, the attack is not legal anymore, unless there is proof that the family member was 

also part of a targeted organization and causing harm.  

The most important aspect when determining the legality of an attack is whether the attack was 

carried out as part of an actual armed conflict (such as the non-international armed conflict in 

Afghanistan) and the role in the conflict. Nevertheless, targets always have the right to surrender 

and defend themselves in court. Still, for a target to be selected, it must pose a direct threat to the 

country for the attack to be considered legitimate.  

The geographic region where the drone attack is being performed can also determine its 

legitimacy. Countries, where the unmanned combat aerial vehicle attack is being performed, 

must have consented to it previously. If there is consent, there is no contravention of sovereignty. 

Nations, such as Iraq, have provided consent to other countries, in this case, the United States, 

for drone attacks to be committed in their territory. A different situation is happening in Pakistan. 

The United States claims that it is acting with Pakistan’s consent, meanwhile, Pakistan denies 

this.  

As a result of the lack of explicit laws for drone usage, the legalities around unmanned combat 

aerial vehicle attacks have not been clear.  

  

3.3 Situation today  

As drone’s technology keeps advancing, the laws around it must also evolve to follow the rapid 

growth of Unmanned Air Vehicles. However, nowadays laws are as intact as they were a decade 

ago. With evolving warfare, laws are no longer applicable for today’s wars. 

Unmanned air vehicles are now seen as the face of United States airpower. According to a 

report: “By 2017, the Army, Air Force, Navy and Marine Corps combined will have 8,388 

Unmanned Aircraft Vehicles.” (Department of Defense to the Congress, 2012). 



   
 

   
 

At the moment, there is still a lot of controversy whether International Human Rights Law 

(IHRL) and International Humanitarian Law (IHL), could be correctly applied to current armed 

conflicts and present warfare.  

As well as there is controversy around the UAVs ethics and legality, the accountability of the 

attack is a major problem now. With the new drone technology, pointing accountability has 

become more ambiguous and difficult to pin on someone.  

Many researchers affirm that while military developments keep innovating and growing in 

population, size, among others, the laws (especially the legalities around drone use) seem as if 

they were on standby. Governments, lawyers, and human activists can't expect any drastic 

changes in the UAVs laws until the legalities do not become contemporaneous.  

It is impossible to determine if current United States drones attacks are legal, as there are no 

explicit international laws. On the other hand, it is unfeasible to apply previous laws in nowadays 

warfare as they have faults with the new technologies.  

The situation today is incomprehensible. The attacks with drones as the face of airpower is 

growing rapidly. The laws are not adapting to the UAVs broadening.  

 

3.4 Nation’s pronounces towards the topic 

Between 2010 and 2020 the Bureau monitored US drone strikes and other covert actions in 

Pakistan, Afghanistan, Yemen, and Somalia. Comprehensive reporting on civilian deaths has 

helped to improve official accountability on targeted killings and provided the evidence required 

to keep the White House accountable. 

 

The U.S. drones and jets have been attacking Afghanistan since late 2001 and are likely to 

continue. 

 

The strikes in Afghanistan are under the overall command of the US Air Force Central 

Command (Afcent), an Air Force part of the United Central Command (Centcom). Centcom is in 

charge of the US wars in the Middle East and Afghanistan.  



   
 

   
 

 

The Bureau began tracking strikes in 2015 when 411 US airstrikes struck Afghanistan – the third 

decline from 2014. This was the lowest number of strikes in Afghanistan in a year since 2006, 

although nearly as many strikes have been reported in 11 years of US drone operations in 

Pakistan.  

 

This year, the US has targeted a number of militant groups in Afghanistan, such as al-Qaeda, the 

Haqqani Network, the Islamic State's Afghan franchise, the Islamic State – Khorasan, the 

Pakistan Taliban, and the Afghan Taliban. 

 

These attacks have been undertaken under two wide policy objectives: one is a counterterrorism 

(operations intended to deter or prevent terrorism.) policy directed at al-Qaeda, its allies, and its 

affiliates. The Islamic State – Khorasan, its allies and affiliates, was introduced to the strategy in 

January 2016. The second is a declaration on the defense of power. This allows the US to target 

and destroy anyone threatening the US or NATO forces in the world.  

 

 

The US military has been directed not to threaten the Afghan Taliban leadership in 

counterterrorism strikes as a matter of policy to withdraw from fighting the insurgency and to 

place the Afghan army and police at the forefront of this conflict. That is despite the President 

telling Congress in three consecutive letters that the US is in armed conflict with the Taliban. 

The newest of these letters, written in December 2015, suggests that active hostilities are still 

underway. 

 

Since June 2004, the US has been carrying out drone strikes in Pakistan. Since then, more attacks 

have taken place in the country than in any other country outside Afghanistan.  

 

The attacks in Pakistan are under the direction of the CIA on their own, unlike in Yemen and 

Somalia, where the military and the CIA work together. Initially, the airbase attacks were 



   
 

   
 

conducted within Pakistan. However, US-Pakistan relations soured in 2011, and US drones were 

expelled across the border to Afghanistan. 

 

The CIA has sometimes conducted strikes in Pakistan for the first few years of the campaign. 

The number of attacks rose in 2008, the last year of George W. Bush's presidency. However, 

after President Barack Obama moved to the White House, the number of strikes increased 

significantly. More strikes were conducted during President Obama's first year in office than 

during the Bush administration. 

 

When using this data, it should be remembered that Barack Obama did not succeed George Bush 

until 20 January 2009. In the first days of 2009, two CIA drone strikes were launched prior to 

this accession. This distinction is not made by the year-by-year overview tables, but by the tables 

summarizing the data for each of the administrations.  

 

The strikes targeted and killed members of numerous militant groups based in Pakistan, 

including al-Qaeda, the Taliban in Pakistan, and the Haqqani Network. More than 400 people 

have also been killed by the attacks.  

 

The US has been involved in systematic clandestine operations in Somalia since 2001.  

 

The Pentagon Joint Special Operations Command (JSOC) is the lead organization in the U.S.'s 

clandestine war on terror in Somalia, while the CIA has a significant presence in the Horn of 

Africa.  

 

The Pentagon's JSOC elite troops are regularly stationed on the ground for surveillance, 

reconnaissance, and attack and capture operations. In June 2011, the US launched drone strikes 

in Somalia. 

 

JSOC has its own fleet of armed Reaper drones operating from various bases in the country.  



   
 

   
 

 

The CIA also operates a secret base at Mogadishu Airport, according to a thorough investigation 

conducted by Jeremy Scahill at The Country. Unarmed US surveillance drones also fly daily 

from the airport, according to a well-informed Bureau source. Although some of them are part of 

the US 'war on terror,' several support peacekeeping operations in the region. 

 

Both Kenya and Ethiopia have occupied parts of Somalia, reportedly with comprehensive US 

assistance.  

 

The African Union Peacekeeping Force has been operating from Mogadishu since 2007. The 

powers, called Amisom, eventually forced the armed group Al Shabaab out of Mogadishu and 

other major population centers. Amisom is a UN agency mandated and sponsored by the 

international community. 

The EU and the US are educated. It consists of soldiers from Burundi, Djibouti, Uganda, and 

Sierra Leone. Kenya and Ethiopia are also adding troops to Amisom-re-hatched units already 

occupying parts of Somalia after each nation has invaded its neighbors.  

 

The Bureau has gathered reliable accounts of established US covert operations and other 

activities in Somalia. This is primarily focused on the open-source material: news stories, NGO 

stories, and field investigations, for example. 

 

The first reported US drone attack outside Afghanistan struck Yemen in 2002, killing six people. 

After a break of more than seven years, the US carried out its second recorded attack in the 

region.  

 

The Pentagon and the CIA carried out strikes in Yemen from Camp Lemonnier in Djibouti and a 

base in Saudi Arabia at an undisclosed location. Combat attacks shall be carried out under the 

direction of the Joint Special Operations Direction. 



   
 

   
 

 

At times, this mysterious Special Forces Unit allegedly stopped its attacks after botching and 

killing civilians. The US has also launched attacks against other weapons systems, including 

conventional jet aircraft and cruise missiles. 

 

The attacks were directed at al-Qaeda soldiers. The first attack, in 2002, targeted Abu Ali al 

Harithi, a member of al-Qaeda since the 1990s and leader of the group's presence in Yemen. In 

2007, al-Qaeda in Yemen and al-Qaeda in Saudi Arabia joined forces to form al-Qaeda in the 

Arabian Peninsula (AQAP). Since then, this has been the focus of US operations in Yemen and 

is sometimes referred to as the most dangerous of al-Qaeda's affiliates and franchises. 

 

AQAP sometimes used another name, Ansar al-Sharia, after taking charge of southern Yemen in 

2011, taking advantage of the common uprising that swamped the Arab-speaking world that 

year. Ansar al-Sharia was a re-branding exercise by the AQAP, an attempt to step away from the 

reputation of al-Qaeda that had been stained by the bloodthirsty al-Qaeda in Iraq and the intense 

sectary brutality that it unleashed across Iraq in 2006 and 2007. The strikes also killed dozens of 

civilians.  

States that used them on the grounds of self-defense, described in a very elastic manner against 

suspected terrorists, risked creating a situation where "there will be no specific red lines," she 

told reporters later.  War is in danger of being normalized as a necessary companion to peace, 

and not the opposite.  

Calling for greater arms control and lending its support to demands for an UN-led forum 

explicitly to address the deployment of drones, the Special Rapporteur (SRs are independent 

experts which advise, report and monitor human right situations which are appointed by the 

United Nations), insisted that their increasing usage would increase the danger of a global 

conflagration. Russian state news agency TASS informs that a drone swarm was used for the 

first time in a military drill.  

 

The drone activity was part of the giant Kavkaz-2020 (Caucasus 2020) exercise currently being 



   
 

   
 

conducted at the Southern Military District training grounds, which includes some 80,000 staff. 

Previous releases suggested that the focus of this exercise would be on drone warfare. 

 

A combined group of unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) was developed at the Kapustin Yar test 

ground. It integrated Southern Military District units armed with drones such as Forpost, Orlan-

10, Eleron-3, and others, "according to a Defense Ministry official quoted by TASS.  

 

The various drones reportedly carried out reconnaissance from very low to high altitudes, as well 

as reaching ground targets. 

Although this does not appear to be a true drone swarm in the technical sense, in which the set of 

unmanned vehicles combines their behavior in order to function as a single coherent body, it 

does reflect a step-change in Russian drone operations. 

Russian drones have already been efficiently integrated with their artillery, particularly the 

feared multiple rocket launchers: in the fighting in eastern Ukraine, the sighting of a Russian 

drone was often followed within minutes by devastating and accurate rocket fire. This 

reconnaissance strike model – which effectively wiped out two Ukrainian battalions in minutes 

at Zelenopillya – has raised concerns in the United States. Circles of the Army. 

At present, however, each drone appears to be connected to a particular device, with one type 

associated with medium-sized BM-21 rocket batteries and another for the heavier Smerch and 

Uragan launchers. 

 

“Earlier, Russia flew different types of drones separately,” Samuel Bendett, advisor to the 

Russian CNA think tank program, specializing in Russian unmanned military systems, says. “For 

the past several years, the MoD discussed combining different types of weapons into combined 

systems.” 

 

 

 



   
 

   
 

4. Useful questions for the delegate 

1. Does your delegation have any laws that apply to the use of drone warfare? 

2. Has your delegation been a victim/attacker of a drone strike?  

3. Has your delegation participated in an armed conflict that includes UAVs warfare?  

4. Does your delegation fund research for new drone-related technologies? 

5. Will your delegation try to implement drones as an airpower in the future?  

            5. QARMAS  

1. What kind of measures for the use of combat drones would suit your country's laws? 

2. Will your country prefer legalities with strict restrictions toward UAVs?  

3. Would it be acceptable for your delegation to ban drone warfare? 

4. Will your delegation support international research towards the use of drones?  

           6. Useful links  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_GbXictC9eU  

https://www.hsdl.org/?view&did=789199  

https://www.bbc.com/news/science-environment-52933958  

https://www.ncsl.org/research/transportation/current-unmanned-aircraft-state-law-landscape.aspx  
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