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I. Introduction 

Nuclear war currently looms over Pakistan and India as India’s anger over the attacks from Pakistani militants create civil unrest. Originally, nuclear weapons had only been acquired by each country as a means of self defense, so that each country could deter the other into taking offensive action against the other. They followed the path that the Russians and Americans did during the Cold War, a path that didn’t lead to nuclear attacks, but to a policy of deterrence and Mutually Assured Destruction. However, many factors were ignored, such as the obvious difficulty for Russian and Americans to attack themselves and more importantly, what drove the Cold War in the first place: the fear of a powerful enemy and self delusion of the power and effectiveness of nuclear power. However, despite the end of the Cold War, modern politicians did not lose the mindset of the time as they continue to press for the proliferation of nuclear weapons by refining weapons and expanding costly and outdated programs with the excuse that they can be used without harming civilian lives. Despite these claims, there is a risk to civilians, both American and non-American, and the need to stop the proliferation of nuclear weapons is demonstrated all too clearly with the Pakistani-Hindu standoff. There needs to be greater international pressure to stop countries from developing weapons of mass destruction, especially on part of the UN which is ultimately powerless in intervening in internal affairs; there needs to be a permanent war crimes tribunal to make leaders accountable for their actions; there needs to be pressure to force nations into treaties that would benefit the international community if they are going to be a part of it, because as the way things are going, there is very little incentive for nations and individuals to follow protocols which they supposedly endorse.
II. Objective
The purpose of this paper is threefold: to demonstrate the severity of 
nuclear proliferation; to prove that fear and self delusion are the 
two major causes of nuclear proliferation; and to propose that 
aggressive modifications to the UN must be done if we are to force nations into obeying treaties they sign. Furthermore, this paper will offer a plan for 
implementing the solution, including an analysis of costs, personnel, 
schedule, advantages, and disadvantages.
III. Problem

One must understand why nuclear weapons are such a problem. Because of the tensions between India and Pakistan, 12,000,000 could die on the first day and millions more from the after-effects of nuclear explosions, such as fire and radiation (Borger). This would probably be the single most horrendous humanitarian crisis the world has ever faced as the attacks “would be so great that every medical facility in the Middle East and south-west Asia would be quickly overwhelmed” (Borger). Imagining the following pictures, in color, and on the 6 o’clock news, is absolutely revolting. 
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If that’s not bad enough, when nuclear weapons detonate, they are also the source of “radioactive fallout [which spreads] over a wider area because of prevailing winds. The radioactive fallout particles enter the water supply and are inhaled and ingested by people at a distance from the blast”, which in turn increases the chances of birth defects and cancer occurrence within the population (howstuffworks). This happened to the survivors of the Hiroshima and Nagasaki bombing, so these are not just vague threats told by non-violence groups; these are serious problems which affect a population being bombed not only right after the bombing, but throughout their entire lives. Those who survived the nuclear attacks described “walking around the city, with their skin dripping like wax, among blackened corpses and rivers full of bodies” (Watts). This is a horrific price to pay for living in a country ruled by politicians that can ironically destroy their own country by looking after its well-being.

If such arguments aren’t convincing to unilateralists, then unilateralists have to recognize that within these regions are people that carry extreme anti-US sentiment and that the chaos that would ensue from nuclear blasts might give desperate and determined terrorist groups access to a nuclear warhead, which, as demonstrated by the 9/11 massacre, they would not hesitate to use on an American city. The well-being of the United States is dependent on the well-being of other nations. It’s bad enough that important figures, such as Osama Bin Laden, who reside in that area, are given more freedom to move around now that the Pakistani troops were re-deployed from the Afghan border to the Kashmir border.

If anything, deterrence, a tactic whose effectiveness is dubious at best, is appallingly costly. The estimated cost of all nuclear weapons related programs is 5.8 trillion dollars! That’s almost the national debt! Half of which was concentrated in how the bombs would be deployed, which they never were and most likely, never will be.
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When compared to how much of the total American GNP, it ranks third by having cost approximately one tenth of the 51 trillion dollars which the US has generated in fifty years. This means that one out of every 10 dollars that went towards the analysis of the GNP for fifty years, went towards nuclear weapons.
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On top of that, the US has built over 70 000 nuclear weapons and occupies over 15 000 square miles for its nuclear facilities, an area greater than that of New Jersey, Massachusetts and the District of Columbia combined! Just to fight off law suits, the Department of Justice had to dish out 97 million dollars to workers and private citizens in the 1990-1995 year span alone (50 Facts). If anything, American nuclear weapons have affected more American lives than that of its enemies. In 1998, there was an estimated cost of 35 billion dollars to continue supporting programs and weapons which, for all intents and purposes, will not be considered viable tools for war, nor retaliation (50 Facts). Nuclear weapons are a problem not only to the survival of foreign nations but also to Americans as their lives can be even more affected than they have ever been.
IV. Background

It is important to understand what the driving force behind the expansion of nuclear weapons was and how proliferation originated; the fear of powerful and hostile enemies and politicians who deluded themselves into thinking that nuclear weapons were the ultimate way to defend their country are what made nuclear stockpiles soar. Nuclear weapons proved how effective they were at the end of the Second World War, when the Japanese amassed an army of 500,000 at Kyushu to make the American forces pay for trying to invade (Audit). They were going to stand their ground and fight to the death. President Truman faced a very difficult dilemma because it was obvious what the American response would be if he sent hundreds of thousands of his own people to die when it could have been averted. Because city bombing was common practice at the time, it wasn’t as hard a decision to bomb Hiroshima and Nagasaki as it would be today. The most knowledgeable strategists in history know better than to simply send hundreds of men to their deaths because “an army, although it may be attacked, is not to be attacked if it is in desperate circumstances and there is the possibility that the enemy will fight to the death” (Sun Tzu). Even War Secretary Henry Stimson believed “that to extract a genuine surrender from the Emperor and his military advisers they must be administered a tremendous shock which would carry convincing proof of our power to destroy the Empire” (Katchadourian). Thus because President Truman was afraid of the results of the battle for Kyushu, he dropped the bombs, which resulted in 200,000 innocent Japanese casualties, and to the surprise of the entire Pacific, an unconditional surrender of the Japanese (Avalon). Before downplaying the significance of this surrender, one has to understand that the Japanese of the time, like the suicide bombers in the Middle East, found honor in sacrificing their lives for their Emperor and for their country and that the path that the Emperor chose to take for the benefit of his people was one that days before the bombing, would never have crossed the minds of any of the soldiers. This gave the Cold War politicians a satisfaction in having nuclear weapons because they could achieve the impossible. They deluded themselves with illusions of effectiveness as they just looked at the numbers in how “10 pounds of high explosives might kill or injure 100 people and 10 pounds of plutonium could kill or injure 100,000 people” (Audit).

The beginning of the Cold War was a very tricky period because of the information vacuum which the United States found itself in. The aggressive Soviet expansion of the mid to late 1940s and the detonation of the first Soviet atomic bomb in 1949 created fear within the American populace as they weren’t the only ones that had the ultimate destructive technology. This fear sent US Intelligence organizations scurrying; “but the fragmentary intelligence data available before the start of U-2 flights and, later, satellite reconnaissance, led to large overestimates of Soviet forces, which in turn boosted U.S. requirements for nuclear weapons”(Audit). This major strategic flaw which Sun Tzu warned against by saying "one ignorant of the plans of neighboring states cannot prepare [...] in good time", was one of the major components to the early expansion of weapons programs. This is clearly shown through the dramatic increase strategic and even more so in non-strategic nuclear stockpiles in the 1950s as they Russians had relatively little.
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The Russians, however, did increase their own nuclear reserves and this created the nuclear arms race, as both parties did the only thing which came to mind when it came to countering an aggressive nation with great power by acquiring bigger and more powerful weapons.

The pattern of fear can also be observed through the timing of the nuclear weapons tests that have occurred in the past fifty years. The ‘50s and the ‘60s were probably the tensest period of the Cold War and that’s when most of the testing took place. This was the time of McNamara, McCarthy and the Cuban Missile Crisis. It can also be seen from this bar graph that afterwards, while the Americans tested less, the Russians tested more, which led to higher costs in researching, creating and maintaining their arms supply and thus continued to apply pressure unto them.
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Ultimately, this did not favor the Russians as Sino-American relations improved and Russian economic support from its satellites declined. Tensions with the Chinese isolated the Russians and put pressure on them to fight the west (CWHIP), or at least, just fight back, as they have against the Afghani insurgence that began in the 1970s. At an emergency Politburo meeting in 1979, it was said that “if we lose Afghanistan now and it turns against the Soviet Union, this will result in a sharp setback to our foreign policy” (Politburo). The Russians feared that if they gave off signs of weakness, the West might eventually use it against them, which would complicate their already dire situation. The Reagan administration knew of the Soviet problem, therefore it embarked on a final nuclear weapons expansion in order to force the Russian economy to collapse. This push is demonstrated by the left most dark blue hump on the stockpiles graph. Throughout the 1980’s the Russian stockpile increased by 50%, from 20,000 to 30,000, and in 1989, the Iron Curtain came down; though whether or not Reagan’s actions were related is debatable, it’s understandable that that extreme amount of weapons the Russians were developing had something to do with it.

Another important factor in the expansion of the nuclear arsenals is referred to as fundamental attribution, “the tendency for observers to underestimate situational influences and overestimate dispositional influences upon others' behavior” (Cloninger). In other words, if the communists did something bad, it was because they were communists, not as much because of ongoing competition and aggression. This is demonstrated when Americans “increased "requirements," just in case a threat that would stop any Western leader cold was insufficiently destructive to deter a Communist” because they believed that “Soviet leaders did not value human life as much as Americans”(Audit). The delusion that nuclear power would pave the way for the future was exemplified with the belief that “an atomic army and an atomic navy and an atomic air force ought to mean fewer men under arms […] we would otherwise spend upon stacks and stacks of conventional armaments.” (Audit). The perfect example of such an attitude being taken by politicians is when former defense secretary McNamara was criticized for making requests that were “simply the result of a ‘visceral feeling' on the part of McNamara and his aides that that figure [a request for specifically 1000 Minuteman rockets] was a satisfactory and viable compromise” (Audit). This kind of attitude which politicians took is another situation that Sun Tzu warned against by saying “[he] whose generals are able and not interfered with by the sovereign will be victorious”; this kind of meddling by incompetent politicians into military affairs only led to the escalation of the nuclear arms race.
V. Opposing Viewpoints


The beauty and the curse behind the nuclear weapons debate is its simplicity: one either believes they serve their intended purpose, or one does not. The problem in dealing with this scenario is that there is no middle ground to take charge of the situation and to moderate, only extremes. The main arguments revolve on the effectiveness of the deterrent power of nuclear weapons and the potential use for nuclear weapons.

Like the Cold War was the legacy of the Japanese defeat, deterrence is the legacy of the Cold War. The policy of deterrence, which so many countries such as Pakistan and India have adopted, presents a scenario in which “nuclear war [is] too destructive to fight”; it makes “the distinction between victor and loser in such a conflict increasingly meaningless”, thus it makes a war completely pointless (Gaddis). Typical conservative arguments for proliferation present a situation in which deterrence works by keeping countries with weapons of mass destruction in check. By quoting Presidents Bush and Clinton on Iraqi and North Korean aggression, proponents of proliferation believe that foreign leaders heeded the warnings they were given by these powerful heads of state and chose not to use weapons of mass destruction, which fit neatly in accordance with their experience with the Russians.


However, more liberal opposition to nuclear weapons presents a depiction of American hypocrisy as they push for reduction in nuclear arms in foreign countries, but wish to refine their own armaments, as the Nuclear Posture Review indicates. Gandhi said, “you must be the change you hope to see in the world”, but the US presents a picture where the world has to do as it says, but not as it does, which non-unilateralists will recognize as a major diplomatic faux pas because it decreases American credibility. Thomas Keaney, executive director of the Foreign Policy Institute at the Nitze School of Advanced International Studies, a segment of The Johns Hopkins University, believes that the “United States stands to lose by any use of nuclear weapons”, that it “would botch his anti-nuclear-proliferation efforts if he developed, deployed and used small nuclear devices” (Ahearn). The United States is in a position where if it continues to expand its nuclear weapons program, it not only violates yet another treaty, the1970 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, but the entire world if it were to actually use such a weapon.

People such as Representative Steve Buyer, an eight-year member of the House Armed Services Committee, believe that the use of refined nuclear weapons wouldn’t be such a tragedy. They believe in tactical nuclear weapons, insisting that developing low yield, earth penetrating weapons is the most effective way of “destroying hard and buried targets, such as bunkers built beneath mountains or tunnels placed hundreds of feet below ground” as well as “both agent containers and CBW [chemical and biological weapons] agents” (Khatchadourian). Assistant Defense Secretary J.D. Crouch admitted that "new earth-penetrating warheads...would be needed to attack targets that are buried deep underground” (Khatchadourian). 

Though this is merely the stand of the United States, the US unfortunately isn’t the only country in possession of nuclear weapons and Pakistan and India are demonstrating exactly why these weapons shouldn’t be in human hands with an estimated 12 million dead on the first day of a nuclear war (Borger). Despite American claims that tactical nuclear weapons could be used to destroy bunkers and nuclear stockpiles, the very process a nuclear weapon undergoes to detonate can cause severe long term damage not only to those within range of the blast, but also those downwind or downstream from the blast, as they could be affected by radioactive particles left over from the blast, causing problems ranging from birth defects to cancer (howstuffworks). According to bio-terrorism expert Dr Allan Barbour, a professor from UCI, it would not be cost effective to use a nuclear weapon on a hidden facility because such facilities are cheap, costing in the tens of  thousand dollars a piece and their contents are easily moved or easily re-synthesized once the knowledge is acquired.


Despite conservative claims of their effectiveness, the deterrent power of nuclear weapons is arguable at best, due to an utter lack of  proof, and statements advocating how nuclear weapons have alternative uses are but shallow arguments from deluded politicians like former defense secretary McNamara, living in a world that’s already past.
VI. Proposal

-The Plan

Put simply, countries, corrupt leaders in most cases, have little to no incentive in listening to international coalitions such as the United Nation. As demonstrated by the Iraqi defiance to weapons searches, Israel’s refusal to allow a UN inspection team to visit the West Bank and the former Yugoslavia’s ethnic cleansing, there are serious issues with the respect of international law and treaties; when there comes a time where it’s no longer convenient to follow a treaty, countries decide to scrap it, like the US did with the ABM treaty by pushing for the National Missile Defense and like the US might do if it decides to develop refined nuclear arms. Therefore, there needs to be a system installed that would make nations and their leaders accountable for their actions and for the treaties which they sign. Such a solution has three parts, the first two are already being worked on by the United Nations: the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties and a permanent war crimes tribunal and a more significant non-proliferation treaty. 
Agreeing to the Vienna Convention’s purpose is to agree to a “prohibition of the threat or use of force and of universal respect for, and observance of, human rights and fundamental freedoms for all” and that “a State [’s consent] to be bound by a treaty may be expressed by signature, exchange of instruments constituting a treaty, ratification, acceptance, approval or accession, or by any other means if so agreed.” (Greenpeace). In other words, states aren’t allowed to bully other states and if they say something, they have to go by it, even if it wasn’t fully ratified. Since one of the major problems the world is facing that nations only obey treaties when it’s convenient to do so, as was demonstrated by the Indian withdrawal of the nuclear non-proliferation treaty, then nations and the leaders of those nations have to be accountable for the actions which they undertake, otherwise, the entire purpose of having treaties installed between nations is completely absurd as it’s only a superficial, meaningless and time consuming act.
However, the current problem with the institution of the tribunal is that for a country to be tried in it, it has to ratify it as demonstrated by how “the White House has refused to ratify the treaty, fearing its soldiers could be subject to ideologically motivated prosecutions” (Teather). However useful a permanent war crimes tribunal would be to place key persons on the stand for crimes against humanity, there needs to be a modification to the process in order to prosecute people who don’t want to be prosecuted. The entire purpose behind bringing justice in parts of the world where there is none is to make leaders who don’t want to be accountable for their actions, accountable. If unnamed Iraqi leaders enact laws in which they’re immune to criminal prosecution and commit genocide against a segment of their own population, these unnamed leaders aren’t going to be brought to justice by their own populace. A third party is required. Likewise, if Pakistani and Indian leaders decide to commit genocide with the murder of over twelve million individuals, there have to be applicable repercussions.
Finally if combined with these two elements there would be a treaty which all member states of the United Nations would be required to sign in order to remain part of the United Nations, then there should be a dramatic decrease in nuclear aggression as individuals would be prosecuted for violations of international law and for using intimidation instead of diplomacy to solve their problems. As for those who would be willing to sacrifice international relations, it would be to the harm of their own people as that particular country would no longer be the recipient of international benefits. The ideal presentation of such a treaty would one presented in the Japanese Constitution where each member would obey “three non-nuclear principles: never to produce, possess or permit the sitting of nuclear weapons” in their country (Watts).
The beauty of this plan is its lack of costs. It’s more a diplomatic ordeal to get key nations to agree to it than it is a costly military campaign spanning across half the globe. As individuals within the US house and senate are subdivided into committees, individuals within the UN could be re-assigned into a small lawmaking body that would piece together this three part agreement of non-aggression and non-proliferation.
There would also be a small time-table required in order to prevent any single internal group to undergo efforts to debate it to death; given too much free time to discuss the issues which the treaties involved would entail, it would easily be bogged down by interest groups which are looking for a better deal for themselves at the expense on international peace and security. The lawmaking team would need a year to create and revise the language within their works in order to make it clear and fair for all the nations involved. Upon ratification, countries would be given a 2 year moratorium to begin the diplomatic process of improving relations between their countries instead of letting them escalate into full-blown military deployment.
VII. Consequences

The biggest advantage to taking such a course of action would be that it would reduce corruption and oppression within and between member nations as there would be direct consequences for the behavior of individuals, as there have been for Nazi trials. Taking such an approach in which nuclear weapons would not be allowed to be used as a threat against other nations would completely invalidate the policy of deterrence as it would also become illegal to use this most common argument when researching the nuclear technology.

The problem which comes from this, is that the nations which would come under fire under such a new set of policy would most likely retaliate by invalidating the claims which are placed against them, as nations such as Iran have brushed off the terrorist stigma the US placed on it for involving itself with the creation of groups such as Hamas. Though this would actually worsen international relations between certain nations, it would be a step forward on part of the world in order to have a united front against supporters of international aggression, which shouldn’t be tolerated under the UN Charter anyway. 

Another major hindrance is one which the United States had to face at its inception: the difference in power between the federal government and the state government. The installation of such measures would bring forth a barrage of criticism from individuals who would not want the sovereignty of their nations to be threatened by an international coalition as the individual states did not want a federal government dictating what they could and could not do; less significant initiatives, such as the 1972 convention on biological and toxin weapons were not ratified for such a reason. The United States refused to ratify it partially because of the “US pharmaceuticals companies […] lobbying against independent inspections” (Left). Thus it is reasonable to expect such opposition on part of a great number of countries which have a variety of benefits by not having anyone prying into their affairs.
VIII. Conclusion
Some believe that when one innocent life is lost, it’s unacceptable on part of the parties involved to justify the loss because of the sanctity of human life. What about the loss of over twelve million? The injustice becomes indescribable. The continuation of nuclear proliferation is a crime against humanity which can not be ignored and those who would wish to violate the advancement of peace need to answer for the dangers they create. Nuclear weapons were first used as a means of breaking the backs of the Japanese because the Americans didn’t wish to risk the invasion. The proliferation which followed created the Cold War, a period of time which was driven by the fear politicians created as they selfishly sought to acquire the most powerful weapons imaginable in order to subvert their opponents to their will as the Americans had with the Japanese. Following the Cold War, a multitude of countries wished to reproduce the American nuclear success by acquiring nuclear weapons of their own. Countries such as India and Pakistan were going to prevent the escalation of further wars by making them too costly to fight. However, as the Kashmir tensions have proven, aggression does not always prevent further aggression and the lives of millions are on the line. In order to prevent such diplomatic disasters and further nuclear build up, the United Nations need to step in and not allow any nation to undertake a similar path as the Pakistanis and the Indians or as the Americans and the Russians have to achieve its goals. Through the institution and enforcement of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, a permanent war crimes tribunal and the forced ratification of non-proliferation acts, there would be real repercussions as individuals who took it upon themselves to endanger so many, would become accountable for their actions.
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