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Chair Letters: 

Dear delegates,  

My name is Eden and let me start by saying that I'm more than honored to chair DISEC at 

ATIDMUN 2019.  

I am an  Atid Lod High-School graduate. My MUN experience started pretty late, in my 11th 

grade, so unfortunately, I've been able to participate in only three conferences as a delegate- 

Trade and Development Committee as the Republic of South Sudan at TIMEMUN 2015, the 

ECOSOC committee as Azerbaijan at TIMEMUN 2016), and UNICEF as Panama at 

BAKUIMUN in Azerbaijan. In the past years after I graduated, I have mentored delegates 

preparing them for TIMEMUN and ATIDMUN conferences (ECOSOC, Trade and 

Development, Human Rights, just to name a few.) and chaired at UNESCO at ATIDMUN 17 

and DISEC at ATIDMUN 18 Conferences  

Besides the MUN, I practiced debating for five years, taught for two and competed in both 

Debating and Public Speaking. 

I also worked as a Kickbox trainer, was a Student Council member for four years, danced in a 

dancing ensemble for 12 years and was the head of the media and public relations in my school’s 

robotics team.  I also love reading.  

As for me, MUN conferences were the best days in my high school. I enjoyed learning new 

subjects, meeting new friends and discussing ideas in a formal framework. I hope that you will 

learn new things, have the ability to express your assigned countries’ opinions and ideas and in 

the end of this conference, will feel the same as I did in the end of each one of mine.  

Feel free to ask any question on our important issue! Mail- edenmishne@gmail.com, phone 

number- 0544602214. 

 

Best regards, 

Eden Mishne   

Chair  

DISEC Committee                            
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Dear Delegates, 

Welcome to the 2019 ATIDMUN conference! We are very happy to have you and hope you have 

an amazing time. Our committee will be DISEC, or the Disarmament and International Security 

Committee, where high priority topics regarding the safety of billions are discussed and solved 

every year. As delegates in this committee, you have the honor to do the same and become heroes 

through debate and diplomacy. 

This year’s DISEC committee will be a beginners’ committee, so we expect many of you to be 

first-timers. If this is the case, please remember that MUN should first of all be fun for everyone, 

and I am confident that our committee will be just that. However, to truly enjoy this experience, 

what we really need is your cooperation. By speaking and participating in the committee you can 

add a lot to the discussion and there is nothing we would like to see more than this. Gather your 

confidence, prepare well, ready your position papers and we are sure you will have a great time 

with us! 

Finally regarding myself, I have graduated last year and this is my third year in MUN. I have been 

to many conferences here in Israel and even some abroad in places such as Vancouver, Oxford, 

and Prague. Quite funnily, in most conferences I have attended as a delegate I have been in the 

DISEC committee as well, and I also once chaired it in another conference! 

To conclude, we really are excited to see you all in the committee and go through the fun and 

sacred ritual of MUN with you. This may not be your first time, but either way we can ensure it 

will not be your last. 

For any questions regarding the conference, the topics or even myself, please contact me at 

kirshenbaumtom@atidmun.com 

Good luck and enjoy, 

Tom Kirshenbaum 

  

mailto:kirshenbaumtom@atidmun.com
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Introduction to the Committee: 

 

The Disarmament and International Security Committee, known in short as DISEC, is the first of 

the six committees of the UN General Assembly. The committee handles subjects such as 

disarmament, global challenges, and issues that could threaten the peace, affecting the international 

community, and offers solutions to the challenges in the international security regime.1 Being a 

General Assembly committee, all UN member states are automatic members of this committee as 

well. 

DISEC was the first committee of the United Nations and is famous for passing Resolution 1, the 

very first UN resolution, on January 24th, 1946 in London.1 While unable to take military action 

or impose economic sanctions like the UN Security Council, the committee is responsible for 

dealing with threats and issues regarding regional disarmament and security, outer space 

disarmament, nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction, etc.2 However, the DISEC 

committee can recommend the UNSC to take certain actions.  

As delegates in this historic committee, remember that the security of billions of people all over 

the globe depends on your decisions. Prepare well, work hard and the population of the world will 

thank you for addressing today’s most dangerous threats to their lives.  

  

 
1 https://www.un.org/en/ga/first/ 
2 https://www.eda.admin.ch/dam/mission-new-york/en/documents/UN_GA__Final.pdf 

https://www.un.org/en/ga/first/
https://www.eda.admin.ch/dam/mission-new-york/en/documents/UN_GA__Final.pdf
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Topic A: Addressing the Possible End of the 

Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty: 

Background: 

The Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF Treaty) is an agreement that was originally 

signed between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (now 

the Russian Federation) on the elimination of their Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range 

Missiles (ranges of 500 to 5,500 kilometers). The treaty was signed on December 8th, 1987 and 

officially ratified on June 1st, 1988. On August 2nd, 2019 Donald Trump, the president of the 

United States of America declared their formal withdrawal from it.  

 

 

Brief History of Weapon Races: 

 

Ever since humans began settling in the form of communities they were always in a consistent 

chase after innovative weaponry and combat strategies. There were always points of tension that 

frequently led to wars on land, beliefs or power between political entities all over the globe. This 

situation led humans to seek ways to be always one step ahead of their enemies, and look for 

powerful and intimidating means. After discovering and bringing gunpowder to Europe, the field 

of weapons development and production went through major changes. After inventing harmful 

efficient war machines and techniques that involve not only the traditional ground face-to-face 

combats but aerial and naval combats as well, humanity turned the battlefield to even more deadly 

than ever before, in a very short time period. The consequences of military actions now involve a 

variety of aspects and get more extreme every second.  

 

The Tensions Between the Two Superpowers 
 

One of the most prominent conflicts in the 20th century was the “Cold War”. It was a political 

fight over influence over the nations of the world between two of the most powerful entities in 

the geopolitical map - the United states (the Western Bloc) and the Soviet Union (was referred to 

as the Eastern Bloc with the addition of its satellite states). Both sides were in a constant chase 

after new threatening kinds of weapons and combat strategies. The nations were “competing” 

against each other over which side had access to more weapons.   
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The turning point that led to negotiations on limiting both blocks was the launch of the Soviet SS-

20 missile (also referred to as RSD-10 Pioneer) in the mid 70’s. This new missile was innovative 

in many ways that made it very harmful but still fall under the criteria of the international 

limitations during that time.  

 

Signing the Treaty: 
  

The policy of both two global superpowers towards each other in the final years of the Cold War 

was that of détente. Both sides had become aware of how far their weapon race has gone, and 

tried to take the necessary steps to slow things down. The INF Treaty negotiations began to show 

progress once Mikhail Gorbachev became the Soviet General Secretary in March 1985. In the fall 

of the same year, the Soviet Union put forward a plan to establish a balance between the number 

of SS-20 warheads in Soviet possession and the growing number of allied intermediate-range 

missile warheads in Europe. The United States expressed interest in the Soviet proposal, and the 

scope of the negotiations expanded in 1986 to include all US and Soviet intermediate-range missiles 

around the world. Using the momentum from these talks, President Ronald Reagan and 

Gorbachev began to move toward a comprehensive intermediate-range missile elimination 

agreement. Their efforts culminated in the signing of the INF Treaty on Dec. 8, 1987, and the 

treaty entered into force on June 1, 1988. 

The treaty originally applied only to American and Soviet forces, however, the treaty's membership 

expanded throughout time to some European countries such as Germany, Hungary, and Poland, 

beside former USSR states such as Belarus and Ukraine.  

 

The INF Treaty protocol on missile elimination named the specific types of ground-launched 

missiles to be destroyed and the acceptable means of doing so. Under the treaty, the United States 

committed to eliminate its Pershing II, Pershing IA, and Pershing IB ballistic missiles and BGM-

109G cruise missiles. The Soviet Union had to destroy its SS-20, SS-4, SS-5, SS-12, and SS-23 

ballistic missiles and SSC-X-4 cruise missiles. In addition, both parties were obliged to destroy all 

INF Treaty-related training missiles, rocket stages, launch canisters, and launchers. Most missiles 

were eliminated either by exploding them while they were unarmed and burning their stages or by 

cutting the missiles in half and severing their wings and tail sections. 
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Current Situation: 

 

Causes of the End of the INF Treaty 

 

The Accusations: 

 

Since the official ratification of the treaty, both Russia and the US accused one another of violating 

the INF treaty many times in many cases. The accusations began in the early 2000s, when Russia 

questioned the American deployment of anti-ballistic missile systems in Europe, and implied that 

it might lead Russia to withdraw from the treaty. However, during the UN General Assembly on 

October 25th, 2007, both countries have stated their support for the INF treaty. Nevertheless, in 

2014, the United States Department of State discovered the violations of the treaty by Russia. The 

violations primarily consisted of a cruise missile test. Even though Russia denied the accusations, 

The American Department of State was skeptic on the matter. Over the years of 2016 and 2017, 

more accusations of violations of the INF Treaty by the Russian Federation have been stated by 

different American sources, including The New York Times and the Vice Chairman of the US Joint 

Chiefs of Staff. In 2018, the annual assessment of the Department of State declared and listed the 

details of Russia’s noncompliance with its obligations stated in the treaty. In return, Russia denied 

the claims yet again as well as questioning the compliance of the USA with the treaty. The 

accusation by both sides continued through 2018 and 2019 as well as many threats of termination 

of the agreement.  

 

Obtainment of Missiles by Other Nations: 

 

During the period of time of the signing of the INF treaty, the US and the USSR were the most 

powerful entities in the world, a situation that has changed throughout the years. Nowadays the 

treaty has no ability to limit new threatening nations such as China and Iran.  

China was seen as a threat when speaking of development of intermediate-range missiles. From 

the early 2000s, Russia has kept a close eye on the Chinese production of missiles. Russia’s fear 

was one of the prime reasons for its statements of the possible withdrawal. As tensions between 

the United States and China deteriorated, especially during the Trump Administration, the USA 

grew concerned about the Chinese arsenal of the INF Treaty range missiles. In times of awareness 

over China’s entity as a global superpower, no one can doubt China’s role in the demise of the 

INF treaty.  

 

Possible Outcomes: 

 

The termination of the INF treaty symbolizes the demise of limitations of the development of 

intermediate-range missiles by two of the most powerful entities in the world. As stated above, the 

threat of the Chinese missile arsenal was one of the main reasons for the withdrawal of the US 

from the treaty. Thus, many infer that the world might face a new arms race. One of these was the 

UN Secretary-General, stating that “When [the INF Treaty] expires tomorrow, the world will lose 

an invaluable brake on nuclear war. This will likely heighten, not reduce, the threat posed by 
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ballistic missiles”. In addition, American defense officials have already stated that the test of cruise 

missiles will begin as soon as August 2019, with the missiles being ready for deployment 

approximately 13 months afterwards.  

 

Therefore, it is not only irrelevant to the current political map, it has also become a weakness to 

both Russia and the US that can’t defend themselves against other threatening countries. As a 

result, on August 2nd, 2019 Donald Trump, the president of the U.S, formally withdrew from it.  

 

 

Other Key-Players: 
China  

As mentioned above, China’s missile development was one of the causes of the demise of 

the INF treaty. The United States and Russia have reduced their nuclear stockpiles by about 80% 

(2,692 missiles altogether), whilst China had no treaty to comply to. In recent years, the world 

acknowledged China as an economic and political superpower. In addition, many experts have 

claimed that it has the most advanced conventional missile arsenal in the world. With the 

deterioration of Chinese American relations on the rise, the possibility of the United States 

considering stationing missiles in East Asian countries such as Japan or South Korea could rise as 

well. Nevertheless, taking into account China’s reaction to the plans of installment of an antimissile 

system of 2016 and 2017, one can only assume how terrible the fury and wrath of the Chinese will 

be.  

 

NATO 

The members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization have greeted the demise of the 

INF Treaty with open arms. However, NATO has stated that is does not intend to deploy any 

land-based nuclear systems, and will instead take action in other fields such as intelligence and 

conventional capabilities to improve its security and strengthen the borders of its members. 

However, it’s crucial to mention that once the United States will finish testing its missiles, it will 

search for locations, including in Europe, to house them, now that Russia has become more of a 

threat to many European allies of the USA.  

 

 

On the one hand, the treaty is irrelevant to the current geopolitical map and to the upcoming new 

threats. On the other hand, we must consider the symbolic humanitarian status, that seems as still 

relevant and even more important than ever,  justifies the fight for reestablishing the treaty. You, 

as a delegate in this committee, must decide whether the general intention of the treaty is more or 

less important than it’s implementation.  
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Questions to Consider: 

1. Does my country have any missile or nuclear weapons? 

2. What is my country’s opinion on nuclear weapons and which actions were regarding this 

issue in the past?  

3. Which nations are the most powerful and threatening nowadays to my country? 

4. Was my country influenced by the Cold War or the treaty? How? Did it support or 

oppose it? 

5. Does the treaty need to be reestablished? If so, how can it be improved in order to be 

suitable to nowadays? If not, why? 

6. How can we ensure that another arms race won’t occur as a result of the demise of the 

INF treaty?  

Suggested Readings: 

● NATO and the INF treaty - 

 https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_166100.htm 

● What the INF treaty’s collapse means for nuclear proliferation -  

https://www.cfr.org/in-brief/what-inf-treatys-collapse-means-nuclear-proliferation 

● The Cold War history -  

https://www.history.com/topics/cold-war/cold-war-history 

● Short summary on the treaty -  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ri9VORxQKmE 

Bibliography: 

● “Fact Sheets & Briefs.” The Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty at a Glance | Arms 

Control Association, 2019, www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/INFtreaty.  

● “Kremlin Says Russia Committed to INF Treaty, Has Grounds to Accuse US of Violations.” 

TASS, https://tass.com/politics/1079959.   

● Sanger, David E., and Edward Wong. “U.S. Ends Cold War Missile Treaty, With Aim of 

Countering China.” The New York Times, The New York Times, 2 Aug. 2019, 

www.nytimes.com/2019/08/01/world/asia/inf-missile-treaty.html.  

● Seligman, Lara, and Robbie Gramer. “What Does the Demise of the INF Treaty Mean for 

Nuclear Arms Control?” Foreign Policy, 2 Aug. 2019, 

https://foreignpolicy.com/2019/08/02/what-does-the-demise-of-the-i-n-f-treaty-mean-for-

nuclear-arms-control-intermediate-nuclear-forces-new-start-strategic-arms-limitation-

nonproliferation-trump-russia-arms-control-explained/.  

● Ward, Alex. “The US Just Withdrew from an Important Nuclear Arms Treaty with Russia. 

Don't Panic - Yet.” Vox, Vox, 2 Aug. 2019, www.vox.com/world/2019/8/2/20750158/inf-

treaty-trump-russia-withdraw.  

● “What the INF Treaty's Collapse Means for Nuclear Proliferation.” Council on Foreign 

Relations, Council on Foreign Relations, www.cfr.org/in-brief/what-inf-treatys-collapse-

means-nuclear-proliferation.  

https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_166100.htm
https://www.cfr.org/in-brief/what-inf-treatys-collapse-means-nuclear-proliferation
https://www.history.com/topics/cold-war/cold-war-history
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ri9VORxQKmE
http://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/INFtreaty
https://tass.com/politics/1079959
http://www.nytimes.com/2019/08/01/world/asia/inf-missile-treaty.html
https://foreignpolicy.com/2019/08/02/what-does-the-demise-of-the-i-n-f-treaty-mean-for-nuclear-arms-control-intermediate-nuclear-forces-new-start-strategic-arms-limitation-nonproliferation-trump-russia-arms-control-explained/
https://foreignpolicy.com/2019/08/02/what-does-the-demise-of-the-i-n-f-treaty-mean-for-nuclear-arms-control-intermediate-nuclear-forces-new-start-strategic-arms-limitation-nonproliferation-trump-russia-arms-control-explained/
https://foreignpolicy.com/2019/08/02/what-does-the-demise-of-the-i-n-f-treaty-mean-for-nuclear-arms-control-intermediate-nuclear-forces-new-start-strategic-arms-limitation-nonproliferation-trump-russia-arms-control-explained/
http://www.vox.com/world/2019/8/2/20750158/inf-treaty-trump-russia-withdraw
http://www.vox.com/world/2019/8/2/20750158/inf-treaty-trump-russia-withdraw
http://www.cfr.org/in-brief/what-inf-treatys-collapse-means-nuclear-proliferation
http://www.cfr.org/in-brief/what-inf-treatys-collapse-means-nuclear-proliferation
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Topic B: Coping with the Challenges of Fourth 

Generation Warfare: 

Background: 

Fourth Generation Warfare, known shortly as 4GW, is a loosely defined term coined by a team of 

US military analysts during the late 1980s. While there is no exact popular definition, 4GW 

generally refers to a new form of war-waging that includes political pressure, propaganda, cyber 

warfare, terrorism and other means in addition to “regular” military combat. However, the most 

important aspect of 4GW that truly distinguishes it from previous generations is the loss of the 

state’s monopoly on war so that non-state actors are considered belligerents as well. This means 

that wars are not fought exclusively between states anymore, but rather between states and non-

state actors, such as terrorist organizations or private militias, challenging the sovereignty and 

legitimacy of the states. 

Dividing the history of warfare to four generations is another subject of debate by itself, with some 

even defining the first generation as wars fought with clubs and spears many millennia ago. The 

popular division though begins at a more recent time and emphasizes the strange nature of the 

fourth generation even more. 

First Generation Warfare: 

The first generation of warfare is said to begin after the Peace of Westphalia, the peace 

treaty that ended the Thirty Years War in 1648. The treaty is credited with establishing the modern 

definition of a state as we know it today, in addition to the principles of self-governance, 

international legal equality and non-intervention of one state in another’s internal affairs.  

The reason for choosing this point in time to mark the start of the first generation in the history 

of warfare is that the treaty also gave states a monopoly on war, thus only wars fought between 

states were legally considered as wars. This was revolutionary because up until this point, most 

wars were in fact not between states but rather states fighting against barbarians, Vikings, pirates 

and other such groups that did not govern or represent a population. 

In terms of actual warfare, the first generation was very different from any other. Formations of 

lines and columns were the most widespread and thus the manpower usually determined the victor. 

Battles were formal and the battlefield was one of order, creating a complementing culture of order 

that helped distinguish soldiers from civilians using uniforms, ranks, saluting and other methods 

we use to this day. 
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The end of this generation is commonly believed to be after the American Civil War in 1865, but 

this is a long time before the agreed-upon start of the second generation which seems to make 

little sense in the eyes of historians. Because of that, many include the years before World War I 

as part of the first generation even if they do not truly resemble its earlier years. 

Second Generation Warfare: 

As explained above, the second generation of warfare began during World War I, 

presumably by the French army. It took only the war itself, which lasted four years, to fully 

transition from the first generation to the second and so it caught the world fully off guard. No 

country knew how to deal with the new rules that each country set themselves and some credit the 

war’s short duration to this among other reasons. 

What sets this generation apart from its predecessor more than anything is the new technologies 

that were used, i.e. the first-ever tanks used by the British army. This meant that manpower was 

no longer as prevalent, with firepower now determining one’s chance of success instead. Another 

noteworthy alteration is the use of camouflage on uniforms and the new battle machines, replacing 

the bright and proud colors of uniforms during the first generation. Of course, other elements of 

the previous generation remained, including the culture of order, centralized and hierarchical 

decision-making and more. 

Third Generation Warfare: 

The beginning of this generation also marks the end of the second one, taking place with 

the start of World War II. This generation saw the death of victory by force, speed became 

paramount. The linear form of fighting prevalent even in WWI became rare. Instead, the military 

had to utilize new techniques. These involved quick movements around the battlefield and 

effective communication between all units. This was proven to prevent a stalemate like the one 

made by the trenches in WWI. This generation completely changed the concepts of victory; battles 

were no longer won by capturing land, but rather by weakening and tiring the enemy off the 

battlefield until it surrenders. While this idea came about during WWI and could belong to the 
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second generation, the third generation was the first to operate according to it. 3GW was the first 

to  

Finally, and most importantly, this new generation decentralized decision-making and 

instead focused on the enemy and adapted to it, for example in the case of a counter-attack. This 

means that a certain level of trust would be placed in low ranking commanders, that would need 

to operate independently without being micromanaged by their superiors.  

Current Situation: 

At present, we are dealing with the fourth generation of warfare while still seeing remnants of the 

third generation and even the second in some regions of the world. As said at the start, 4GW is 

different from other generations because it recognizes non-state actors as belligerents for the first 

time since the Peace of Westphalia, but there are other reasons showing that this generation is 

much more dangerous than first assumed. 

The Issues with Retaliation: 

4GW is all about breaking the rules that were set during the first generation that are still in 

effect up to this day. Which is why distinguishing soldiers from civilians, war from politics, 

battlefields from shelter and conflict from peace is now harder than ever, and it is not at all by 

chance. Fighters for non-state actors such as terrorist organizations are hard to identify, usually 

masking themselves as civilians and living among them. Such actors also tend not to wage war 

normally; as a sequence of battles commencing one after the other. Instead they opt for repeated 

minor acts of aggression against the state. This ensures that the state would not send its military 

to attack the actor in fear of the negative consequences to its global reputation. For these reasons, 

in most 4GW wars the state is either not decisively winning or simply losing. Another explanation 

for why this is the case is that 4GW wars, similarly to the third generation, are won by forcing the 

opponent to surrender. Naturally, a group of invisible fighters united by their cause is much less 

likely to do so than a state that would rather not waste its resources on such a minor nuisance. It 

is clear then that if countries wish to fight such threats head-on we must alter the way we view 

such actions and find a way to minimize the reputational consequences mentioned. This could be 

done theoretically by the passing of a resolution legitimizing this sort of self-defense or calling out 

explicitly for the elimination of such threats.  

The Returning Danger of Mass Destruction: 

Along with that, 4GW creates an even more distressing issue. In the past, the premise of 

war that was accepted lacked one very important issue we face today: Weapons of Mass 

Destruction. Thanks to the doctrine of Mutually Assured Destruction, the world has not yet been 

annihilated. Developed during the Cold War stating that two opposing forces possessing weapons 

with extreme power capacities, such as the United States and the Soviet Union with nuclear 

weapons, would not dare using them in fear that the other would do the same, as seen in the 

illustration. It is by that logic that international bans on chemical and biological weapons became 

axioms in modern times and nuclear weapons are never used despite more countries than ever 

being able to do so. However, things have changed with 4GW. The accepted global rules of war 
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are not forced upon non-state actors, meaning that such WMDs are becoming relevant again and 

more dangerous than ever.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Future and the Morality in It: 

While this is a gigantic threat in and of itself, it also raises many moral questions we cannot 

overlook; can we force one side in a battle to follow rules that the other is exempt from? Many 

would find this situation troubling, with some governments already demonstrating their negative 

answer to this dilemma, for example, the use of chemical weapons by the government of Syria. If 

this is the case, an easy solution is virtually nonexistent. There are two ways to level the battlefield 

once more, the first being awfully difficult to execute and the second being a mortal danger to the 

world; either enforce the rules of war on non-state actors or rid ourselves of them altogether. The 

latter is obviously the easier solution and is preferred by governments the likes of the Syrian one, 

but countries wishing to uphold their moral superiority and retain their legitimacy must go with 

the former. Another way of action is, of course, to preserve the current situation and try to improve 

it as much as possible, but without a major breakthrough, this seems like a very short-term answer. 

As the world sits idly by, countries are unable to address this new threat to their security and very 

existence, it is up to DISEC to find a way for countries to either adapt to the new generation of 

warfare, revert things to the way they were, or perish. 

Questions to Consider: 

1. Is your country involved in any 4GW conflict directly or indirectly? 

2. How can the consequences of fighting back in 4GW be minimized? 

3. Can treaties and resolutions help in matters concerning non-state actors? 

4. Should countries abide by the rules of war if their opponents do not? 

5. What else can be done to either solve or improve the situation? 
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Suggested Readings: 

● Learn about ongoing conflicts around the world - https://www.cfr.org/interactive/global-

conflict-tracker/ 

● On 4GW from one of the most influential authors writing on the topic - 

https://smallwarsjournal.com/documents/lind.pdf 

● The evolution of 4GW over time - http://mil-embedded.com/guest-blogs/evolution-of-4th-

generation-warfare/ 

● Discussing “Hybrid Wars” in the 21st century - 

https://www.potomacinstitute.org/images/stories/publications/potomac_hybridwar_0108.

pdf 
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