Atomic Bomb Conference Entrance Ticket

Based on your reading of selections from the graphic novel “Fallout,” reflect and comment on the following excerpts. Explain in terms of irony, foreshadowing, connections to WWII, and/or your own personal level of agreement.

p. 143 (Footnotes on “Birth” section)

page 40, Panels 2-4

Einstein pauses for three beats here to consider the problem on scientific, philosophical and political grounds: First, he wasn’t entirely immune to being thought a fool. His famous mass energy equation was, up until then, only a theory for him – Slizard was making it a reality. Second, he was an avowed pacifist, so advocating something as terrible as weapons research was bound to cause him discomfort. But the third consideration, and the one I think overcame the first two, was the risk of doing nothing.”
“Now I don’t know if we’ll achieve immortality here, and I certainly hope that our task is not eternal. Ha ha.” –Oppenheimer, page 95

“We’re now saying that individual Germans share the guilt for acts Germany committed since they didn’t protest these acts. Their defense – that protesting wouldn’t have made a difference – is unacceptable to us even though they would’ve risked life and liberty to make their protest… we can raise our voices now, without any such risk.” –Slizard to Oppenheimer, p. 117

“Slizard is using his position as a scientist to influence political decision,” growled Oppenheimer.

“But - he [Slizard] says that a demonstration alone would show the world that science can stop a terrible war without killing a single person,” Teller held.

Oppenheimer retorted, “It’s wrong for a scientist to use his prestige as a soap box for political declarations.” P. 128

Top Secret Atomic Bomb Conference Agenda

Friday, May 20, 2011
8:20-9:20
Room #300B (Navigators)
Introduction, Entrance Ticket


Guiding Questions, Role Assignment, Project Explanation



Fat Man, Little Boy movie clips

9:20-11:15
Library

Book/Internet Research

11:15-12:00
Library

Lunch – Order Pizza



Barefoot Gen movie clips

12:00-12:30
Final Presentation Prep time
12:30-1:30 
Atomic Bomb Conference Presentations and Debate
1:30-1:45 
Truman’s Address to the United States

1:45-3:20
Nuclear Weapons in the Modern World



*2:00 Move to Mrs. McFarland’s Room


3:20-3:30 
Debrief                          
Guiding Questions: 

· How does war end?

· What methods of ending war are justifiable?

· In wartime, how much information does the public have the right to know?

Learning Targets:

· I can convincingly role play an historical character at an Atomic Bomb Conference. I can give an informational and persuasive presentation to President Truman regarding my opinion on the use of the atomic bomb in WWII.

· I can debate the pros and cons of nuclear weapons in the world today.

Task: July 1945: President Truman faces a difficult decision today. Should he drop the atomic bomb? He has assembled your cast of characters to hear your perspectives one last time before making the final call. You will each have 3-5 minutes to present your findings and persuade Truman to do what you think is right. You may work with a  partner, if they are in a similar role. You may use any format you’d like – a speech, PowerPoint, dramatization, posters, charts, etc. – that will help you get your point across. Your view should stay true to what your historical character would have said/done. If you feel the need to deviate radically, please see Ms. Torma or Mrs. McFarland (
Really Good Websites to Check Out

Atomic Bomb: Decisions on whether to use the Atomic Bomb on Hiroshima and Nagasaki (Primary Source Documents)

http://www.dannen.com/decision/index.html
Cool atomic bomb pictures

http://calitreview.com/273
Cast of Characters

	Student
	Character Role

	Abby Gillespie
	James Forrestal, Secretary of the Navy

	Jasper Vanspoore
	Neils Bohr, Manhattan Project scientist

	Jake Laskin
	Franklin Roosevelt, former President of the United States

	Parker Blekkenk
	Harry Truman, President of the United States

	Conner Gordon
	Joseph C. Carter, Manhattan Project scientist

	Liam Mulla
	Leo Slizard, Hungarian physicist

	Brenna Love
	General L.R. Groves, head of Manhattan Project

	Soren Schonbachler
	Klaus Fuchs, Manhattan Project Scientist

	Jacob Zirbel
	J. Robert Oppenheimer, Manhattan Project scientist

	Morgan Solonar
	Theodore Gisel

	Kiyana Price
	Lise Meitner, Swedish physicist

	Matthew Kaufman
	Albert Einstein

	Ryan Mason
	Winston Churchill, Prime Minister of Great Britain

	Kasey Leavell
	James Byrnes, Secretary of State

	Chandon Hamel
	Henry R. Stimson, Secretary of War

	Lucien Greathouse
	Karl T. Compton, American physicist, advisor to Truman

	Roman Sysa
	Joseph Stalin, Prime Minister of the Soviet Union

	Tara Hazeltine
	Enrico Fermi, Manhattan Project scientist

	Ali Panian
	Richard Feyman, Manhattan Project scientist

	Charlien Mellen
	Jeannette Rankin, Montana State Congressional Representative

	Ruby McMillan
	Charles de Gaulle, President of France

	Jayce Nenemay
	Japanese Emperor Hirohito


On the Abolition of the Threat of War

“My part in producing the atomic bomb consisted in a single act: I signed a letter to President Roosevelt, pressing the need for experiments on a larger scale in order to explore the possibilities for the production of an atomic bomb.

I was fully aware of the terrible danger to mankind in case this attempt succeeded. But the likelihood that the Germans were working on the same problem with a chance of succeeding forced me to this step. I could do nothing else although I have always been a convicted pacifist. To my mind, to kill in war is not a whit better than to commit ordinary murder.” (Albert Einstein, 1952)

Do you agree or disagree with this quote? Is it more acceptable to kill during wartime or not? Can killing in war ever be considered okay?

Atomic Bomb Background

In October 1939, just after the outbreak of World War II in Europe, the President of the United States, Franklin D. Roosevelt, received a letter from physicist Albert Einstein and his Hungarian colleague Leo Szilard, calling to his attention the prospect that a bomb of unprecedented power could be made by tapping the forces of nuclear fission. The two scientists, who had fled from Europe in order to escape Nazism, feared that Hitler-Germany was already working on the problem. Should the Germans be the first to develop the envisaged "atomic bomb," Hitler would have a weapon at his disposal that would make it possible for him to destroy his enemies and rule the world.

To avoid this nightmare, Einstein and Szilard urged the government of the United States to join the race for the atomic bomb. Roosevelt agreed, and for the next four and half years a vast, utterly secret effort was launched in cooperation with the United Kingdom. Code-named "The Manhattan Project," the effort eventually employed more than 200,000 workers and several thousands scientists and engineers, many of European background. Finally, on July 16, 1945, the first atomic bomb was tested in the midst of the Alamogordo desert in New Mexico. Its power astonished even the men and women who had constructed it. As he witnessed the spectacular explosion, Robert Oppenheimer, the physicist who had directed the scientific work on the bomb, remembered a line from the Vedic religious text Bhagavad-Gita: "I am become death, the shatterer of worlds."

By the time of the Alamogordo test, Germany had already surrendered. This meant that the potential threat of a Nazi atomic bomb no longer existed. But the war in the Pacific was still raging, and the President of the United States Harry S. Truman decided to use the atomic bomb in order to force the Japanese leadership to surrender as quickly as possible. Thus, on August 6 an atomic bomb with an explosive yield equivalent to 12.5 kilotons of the explosives TNT (trinitrotoluene) was dropped on the Japanese city of Hiroshima, instantly killing some 70,000 of its inhabitants, with another 70,000 deaths registered by the end of 1945. Meanwhile, on August 9, a second bomb was used against the city of Nagasaki. This explosion had a higher yield (equivalent to 22 kilotons of TNT) but caused fewer instant deaths. However, many of the survivors suffered from heavy burns, radiation sickness, etc., and the death toll continued to rise. By the end of the year more than 70,000 of Nagasaki's citizens had lost their lives. Five years later, as many as 340,000 people, or 54 percent of the original population, had died from the two explosions.

Retrieved May 7, 2009 from http://nobelprize.org/cgi-bin/print?from=%2Feducational_games%2Fpeace%2Fnuclear_weapons%2Freadmore.html
Historical “Forgetting”


In the history of the twentieth century, perhaps no two words resonate as powerfully with the peoples of the world as do “Hiroshima” and “Nagasaki.” They remind us that science, like history, is not just about human progress and achievement. Yet, despite their global relevance, the atomic bombings are strikingly dissimilar when told from an exclusively national perspective. 
For the Japanese, Hiroshima and Nagasaki mark not only the utter defeat of the Japanese empire, but also symbolize for many the emergence of a postwar “victim’s consciousness.” As a Japanese tragedy, the atomic bombings tend to displace the many voices of other Asian peoples for whom the war was equally or even more tragic. Intentionally or not, remembrances of Hiroshima and Nagasaki have enabled the process of forgetting in postwar Japan about how and why the Japanese government initiated and conducted its wars in Asia. Despite the considerable efforts of Japanese citizens and scholars to tell a more balanced story over the last decade or so, the sense of victimization symbolized by the bombings remains powerful. This kind of forgetting may not be as intentional as, say, the writing of a textbook, but its consequences are equally as profound. 
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For Americans, remembrances of these events are similarly problematic. Remembrances of the atomic bombings through textbooks and other media still tend to focus on the “fact” that the bombs were necessary to shorten the war and save countless American lives. In doing so, these writing ignore or “forget” that professional historians have disputed these claims for forty year, and from their complex research, we know that the decision to use the bombs was complex and, especially after the fact, constantly contested (Griffiths, 2006, p.6).

The atomic bombings also represent another type of forgetting due to the uniqueness of the weapons themselves and the enormity of their consequences. What is forgotten in this case is that the bombings were the culmination of an Allied policy of civilian bombing – initially condemned by Europe and America, but then later sanctioned at the highest levels of government as effective military strategy… This raises the question about the degree to which we, the Allies, had become thoroughly desensitized to the mass killing of non-combatants from the air long before Hiroshima and Nagasaki were hit. The atomic bombs were unique in terms of their destructive power and the insidious aftereffects of the radiation poisoning, but the intentional targeting of mass numbers of civilians for incineration was not.


As Johanna Bourke has argued eloquently, “The characteristic act of men at war is not dying, it is killing… the lawful killing of other people.” Even in the case of so-called “justified” brutality committed in the “normal course of war,” soldiers are dehumanized by the experience of trying to kill those who seek to kill them. In times of war, men, and now women, are commanded to kill each other. For the soldiers on the ground, the reasons for killing are often personal, displacing grand strategies, nationalism and religion. They may kill simply to protect themselves and their buddies from being killed. According to many scholars, killing does not come naturally to either men or women. Given this, we can explore the ways in which governments and militaries throughout the world have sought to overcome this natural disinclination to kill through training, patriotic appeals, technology and the dehumanization of the enemy (Griffiths, p. 7-8).  

Guiding Question: 

At first, I think: What methods of ending war are justifiable? Why?
Truman’s Speech, August 9, 1945 (excerpt)

________________________________________________________________________

In a radio speech to the nation on August 9, 1945, President Truman called Hiroshima “a military base.” It seems likely, considering his July 25 diary entry, that he was not aware that Hiroshima was a city. Otherwise, he was being untruthful about the nature of his target.

Truman delivered his speech from the White House at 10pm Washington, DC time on August 9, 1945. By this time, a second atomic bomb already had destroyed the city of Nagasaki. Because of the great length of his speech, most of which dealt with Germany, only the relevant paragraph is quoted here.

________________________________________________________________________


“The world will note that the first atomic bomb was dropped on Hiroshima, a military base. That was because we wished in this first attack to avoid, insofar as possible, the killing of civilians. But that attack is only a warning of things to come. If Japan does not surrender, bombs will have to be dropped on her war industries, and, unfortunately, thousands of civilian lives will be lost. I urge Japanese citizens to leave industrial cities immediately, and save themselves from destruction.”

Source: Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Harry S. Truman, Containing the Public Messages, Speeches and Statements of the President April 12 to December 31, 1945 (Washington D.C.: United States Government Printing Office, 1961) page 212. The full text was also published in the New York Times, August 10, 1945, page 12.
Guiding Question:

In wartime, how much information does the public have the right to know?
List of states with nuclear weapons

From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia
Nations that are known or believed to possess nuclear weapons are sometimes referred to as the nuclear club. There are currently nine states that have successfully detonated nuclear weapons. Five are considered to be "nuclear weapons states" (NWS), an internationally recognized status conferred by the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). In order of acquisition of nuclear weapons these are: the United States, Russia (successor state to the Soviet Union), the United Kingdom, France, and China.

Since the NPT entered into force in 1970, three states that were not parties to the Treaty have conducted nuclear tests, namely India, Pakistan, and North Korea. North Korea had been a party to the NPT but withdrew in 2003. Israel is also widely believed to have nuclear weapons, though it has refused to confirm or deny this.[1] The status of these nations is not formally recognized by international bodies as none of them are currently parties to the NPT. South Africa has the unique status of a nation that developed nuclear weapons but has since disassembled its arsenal before joining the NPT.

Statistics and policies






Map of nuclear weapons countries of the world.      NPT Nuclear Weapon States (China, France, Russia, UK, US)      Non-NPT Nuclear Weapon States (India, North Korea, Pakistan)      Undeclared Nuclear Weapon States (Israel)      States accused of having nuclear weapon programs (Iran, Syria)      NATO weapons sharing weapons recipients      States formerly possessing nuclear weapons

The following is a list of states that have admitted the possession of nuclear weapons, the approximate number of warheads under their control in 2009, and the year they tested their first weapon. This list is informally known in global politics as the "Nuclear Club". With the exception of Russia and the United States (which have subjected their nuclear forces to independent verification under various treaties) these figures are estimates, in some cases quite unreliable estimates. Also, these figures represent total warheads possessed, rather than deployed. In particular, under the SORT treaty thousands of Russian and U.S. nuclear warheads are in inactive stockpiles awaiting processing. The fissile material contained in the warheads can then be recycled for use in nuclear reactors.

From a high of 65,000 active weapons in 1985, there are now nearly 8,000 active nuclear warheads and more than 22,000 total nuclear warheads in the world in 2010. Many of the "decommissioned" weapons were simply stored or partially dismantled, not destroyed.[2] As of 2009, the total number was expected to continue to decline by 30%–50% over the next decade.[citation needed]
	Country
	Warheads active/total*
	Year of first test
	CTBT status

	Five nuclear weapons states from the NPT

	United States
	2,468 / 9,600[3]
	1945 ("Trinity")
	Signatory

	Russia (former Soviet Union)
	4,650 / 12,000[3]
	1949 ("RDS-1")
	Ratifier

	United Kingdom
	<160 / 185[3]
	1952 ("Hurricane")
	Ratifier

	France
	~300 / 300[3]
	1960 ("Gerboise Bleue")
	Ratifier

	China
	~180 / 240[3]
	1964 ("596")
	Signatory

	Non-NPT nuclear powers

	India
	n.a. / 60-80[3]
	1974 ("Smiling Buddha")
	Non-signatory

	Pakistan
	n.a. / 70-90[3]
	1998 ("Chagai-I")
	Non-signatory

	North Korea
	n.a. / <10[3]
	2006 (2006 test)
	Non-signatory

	Undeclared nuclear powers

	Israel
	n.a. / 80[3]
	possibly 1979 (See Vela Incident)
	Signatory


*All numbers are estimates from the Natural Resources Defense Council, published in the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, unless other references are given. The latest update was on May 3, 2010. If differences between active and total stockpile are known, they are given as two figures separated by a forward slash. If specifics are not available (n.a.), only one figure is given. Stockpile number may not contain all intact warheads if a substantial amount of warheads are scheduled for but have not yet gone through dismantlement; not all "active" warheads are deployed at any given time. When a range of weapons is given (e.g., 0–10), it generally indicates that the estimate is being made on the amount of fissile material that has likely been produced, and the amount of fissile material needed per warhead depends on estimates of a country's proficiency at nuclear weapon design.
Retrieved May 9, 2010 from http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_states_with_nuclear_weapons
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty

 From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia






Participation in the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
	     Signed and ratified      Acceded or succeeded      State abiding by treaty (Taiwan)
	     Withdrawn (North Korea)      Non-signatory (India, Israel, Pakistan)


The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, also Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT or NNPT) is a treaty to limit the spread (proliferation) of nuclear weapons. The treaty came into force on 5 March 1970 and currently there are 189 states party to the treaty, five of which are recognized as nuclear weapon states: the United States, Russia, the United Kingdom, France, and China (also the five permanent members of the United Nations Security Council).

Four non-parties to the treaty are known or believed to possess nuclear weapons. India, Pakistan and North Korea have openly tested and declared that they possess nuclear weapons, while Israel has had a policy of opacity regarding its own nuclear weapons program. North Korea acceded to the treaty, violated it, and withdrew in 2003.

The treaty was proposed by Ireland and Finland and they were the first to sign.

The NPT consists of a preamble and eleven articles. Although the concept of "pillars" appears nowhere in the NPT, the treaty is nevertheless sometimes interpreted as a three pillar system, with an implicit balance among them: non-proliferation, disarmament, and the right to peacefully use nuclear technology.
The treaty is reviewed each five years in meetings called Review Conferences of the Parties to the Treaty of Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. Even though the treaty was originally conceived with a limited duration of 25 years, the signing parties decided by consensus to extend the treaty indefinitely and without conditions during the Review Conference in New York City on May 11, 1995.

Retrieved May 9, 2010 from http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nuclear_Non-Proliferation_Treaty
April 5, 2010, The New York Times

Obama Limits When U.S. Would Use Nuclear Arms
By DAVID E. SANGER and PETER BAKER
WASHINGTON — President Obama said Monday that he was revamping American nuclear strategy to substantially narrow the conditions under which the United States would use nuclear weapons. 

But the president said in an interview that he was carving out an exception for “outliers like Iran and North Korea” that have violated or renounced the main treaty to halt nuclear proliferation. 

Discussing his approach to nuclear security the day before formally releasing his new strategy, Mr. Obama described his policy as part of a broader effort to edge the world toward making nuclear weapons obsolete, and to create incentives for countries to give up any nuclear ambitions. To set an example, the new strategy renounces the development of any new nuclear weapons, overruling the initial position of his own defense secretary. 

Mr. Obama’s strategy is a sharp shift from those of his predecessors and seeks to revamp the nation’s nuclear posture for a new age in which rogue states and terrorist organizations are greater threats than traditional powers like Russia and China. 

It eliminates much of the ambiguity that has deliberately existed in American nuclear policy since the opening days of the cold war. For the first time, the United States is explicitly committing not to use nuclear weapons against nonnuclear states that are in compliance with the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, even if they attacked the United States with biological or chemical weapons or launched a crippling cyberattack. 

Those threats, Mr. Obama argued, could be deterred with “a series of graded options,” a combination of old and new conventional weapons. “I’m going to preserve all the tools that are necessary in order to make sure that the American people are safe and secure,” he said in the interview in the Oval Office. 

White House officials said the new strategy would include the option of reconsidering the use of nuclear retaliation against a biological attack, if the development of such weapons reached a level that made the United States vulnerable to a devastating strike. 

Mr. Obama’s new strategy is bound to be controversial, both among conservatives who have warned against diluting the United States’ most potent deterrent and among liberals who were hoping for a blanket statement that the country would never be the first to use nuclear weapons. 

Mr. Obama argued for a slower course, saying, “We are going to want to make sure that we can continue to move towards less emphasis on nuclear weapons,” and, he added, to “make sure that our conventional weapons capability is an effective deterrent in all but the most extreme circumstances.” 

The release of the new strategy, known as the Nuclear Posture Review, opens an intensive nine days of nuclear diplomacy geared toward reducing weapons. Mr. Obama plans to fly to Prague to sign a new arms-control agreement with Russia on Thursday and then next week will host 47 world leaders in Washington for a summit meeting on nuclear security. 

The most immediate test of the new strategy is likely to be in dealing with Iran, which has defied the international community by developing a nuclear program that it insists is peaceful but that the United States and its allies say is a precursor to weapons. Asked about the escalating confrontation with Iran, Mr. Obama said he was now convinced that “the current course they’re on would provide them with nuclear weapons capabilities,” though he gave no timeline. 

He dodged when asked whether he shared Israel’s view that a “nuclear capable” Iran was as dangerous as one that actually possessed weapons. 

“I’m not going to parse that right now,” he said, sitting in his office as children played on the South Lawn of the White House at a daylong Easter egg roll. But he cited the example of North Korea, whose nuclear capabilities were unclear until it conducted a test in 2006, which it followed with a second shortly after Mr. Obama took office. 

“I think it’s safe to say that there was a time when North Korea was said to be simply a nuclear-capable state until it kicked out the I.A.E.A. and become a self-professed nuclear state,” he said, referring to the International Atomic Energy Agency. “And so rather than splitting hairs on this, I think that the international community has a strong sense of what it means to pursue civilian nuclear energy for peaceful purposes versus a weaponizing capability.” 

Mr. Obama said he wanted a new United Nations sanctions resolution against Iran “that has bite,” but he would not embrace the phrase “crippling sanctions” once used by Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton. And he acknowledged the limitations of United Nations action. “We’re not naïve that any single set of sanctions automatically is going to change Iranian behavior,” he said, adding “there’s no light switch in this process.” 

In the year since Mr. Obama gave a speech in Prague declaring that he would shift the policy of the United States toward the elimination of nuclear weapons, his staff has been meeting — and arguing — over how to turn that commitment into a workable policy, without undermining the credibility of the country’s nuclear deterrent. 

The strategy to be released on Tuesday is months late, partly because Mr. Obama had to adjudicate among advisers who feared he was not changing American policy significantly enough, and those who feared that anything too precipitous could embolden potential adversaries. One senior official said that the new strategy was the product of 150 meetings, including 30 convened by the White House National Security Council, and that even then Mr. Obama had to step in to order rewrites. 

He ended up with a document that differed considerably from the one President George W. Bush published in early 2002, just three months after the Sept. 11 attacks. Mr. Bush, too, argued for a post-cold-war rethinking of nuclear deterrence, reducing American reliance on those weapons. 

But Mr. Bush’s document also reserved the right to use nuclear weapons “to deter a wide range of threats,” including banned chemical and biological weapons and large-scale conventional attacks. Mr. Obama’s strategy abandons that option — except if the attack is by a nuclear state, or a nonsignatory or violator of the nonproliferation treaty. 

The document to be released Tuesday after months of study led by the Defense Department will declare that “the fundamental role” of nuclear weapons is to deter nuclear attacks on the United States, allies or partners, a narrower presumption than the past. But Mr. Obama rejected the formulation sought by arms control advocates to declare that the “sole role” of nuclear weapons is to deter a nuclear attack. 

There are five declared nuclear states — the United States, Britain, France, Russia and China. Three states with nuclear weapons have refused to sign — India, Pakistan and Israel — and North Korea renounced the treaty in 2003. Iran remains a signatory, but the United Nations Security Council has repeatedly found it in violation of its obligations, because it has hidden nuclear plants and refused to answer questions about evidence it was working on a warhead. 

In shifting the nuclear deterrent toward combating proliferation and the sale or transfer of nuclear material to terrorists or nonnuclear states, Mr. Obama seized on language developed in the last years of the Bush administration. It had warned North Korea that it would be held “fully accountable” for any transfer of weapons or technology. But the next year, North Korea was caught aiding Syria in building a nuclear reactor but suffered no specific consequence. 

Mr. Obama was asked whether the American failure to make North Korea pay a heavy price for the aid to Syria undercut Washington’s credibility. 

“I don’t think countries around the world are interested in testing our credibility when it comes to these issues,” he said. He said such activity would leave a country vulnerable to a nuclear strike, and added, “We take that very seriously because we think that set of threats present the most serious security challenge to the United States.” 

He indicated that he hoped to use this week’s treaty signing with Russia as a stepping stone toward more ambitious reductions in nuclear arsenals down the road, but suggested that would have to extend beyond the old paradigm of Russian-American relations. 

“We are going to pursue opportunities for further reductions in our nuclear posture, working in tandem with Russia but also working in tandem with NATO as a whole,” he said. 

An obvious such issue would be the estimated 200 tactical nuclear weapons the United States still has stationed in Western Europe. Russia has called for their removal, and there is growing interest among European nations in such a move as well. But Mr. Obama said he wanted to consult with NATO allies before making such a commitment. 

The summit meeting that opens next week in Washington will bring together nearly four dozen world leaders, the largest such gathering by an American president since the founding of the United Nations 65 years ago. Mr. Obama said he hoped to use the session to lay down tangible commitments by individual countries toward his goal of securing the world’s nuclear material so it does not fall into the hands of terrorists or dangerous states. 

“Our expectation is not that there’s just some vague, gauzy statement about us not wanting to see loose nuclear materials,” he said. “We anticipate a communiqué that spells out very clearly, here’s how we’re going to achieve locking down all the nuclear materials over the next four years.” 

Retrieved May 9, 2010 from http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/06/world/06arms.html?pagewanted=print
New START, April 8, 2010 From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia





Presidents Obama and Medvedev after signing the Prague Treaty

New START (for STrategic Arms Reduction Treaty) (Russian: СНВ-III) is a bilateral nuclear arms reduction treaty between the United States and Russia that was signed April 8, 2010.[1] It is a follow-up to the 1991 START I treaty, which expired in December 2009, and to START II and the 2002 Treaty of Moscow (SORT), which was due to expire in December 2012. Presidents Barack Obama and Dmitry Medvedev announced on 26 March 2010 that they had reached an agreement. The new treaty was signed on 8 April 2010 in Prague by Obama and Medvedev.

It will limit the number of operationally deployed nuclear warheads to 1,550, which is down nearly two-thirds from the original START treaty and is 30% lower than the deployed strategic warhead limit of the 2002 Moscow Treaty and it will limit to 800 the number of deployed and non-deployed inter-continental ballistic missile (ICBM) launchers, submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) launchers, and heavy bombers equipped for nuclear armaments. Also it will limit the number of ICBMs, SLBMs, and deployed heavy bombers equipped for nuclear armaments to 700.[3]
These obligations must be met within seven years from the date the new treaty enters into force. The treaty will last ten years, with an option to renew it for up to five years upon agreement of both parties.[4] The treaty first has to be ratified by the United States Senate and the Federation Council of the Russian Federation. Once that is done, the treaty will enter into force on the date of the exchange of instruments of ratification.[5] However the United States appears to be implementing the reductions even before the treaty is ratified.[6]
The number of operationally inactive stockpiled nuclear warheads will remain in the high thousands in both the Russian and United States inventories. The number of nuclear missile launchers will be reduced by half. A new inspection and verification regime will be established, replacing the mechanism defined by the earlier treaty.

Retreived May 10, 2010 from http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/New_START
 - Associated Press May 03, 2010
U.S. Releases Details of Nuclear Weapons Inventory

The Obama administration disclosed the size of its atomic stockpile going back to 1962 as part of a campaign to get other nuclear nations to be more forthcoming.
WASHINGTON -- The United States has 5,113 nuclear warheads in its stockpile and "several thousand" more retired warheads awaiting the junkpile, the Pentagon said Monday in an unprecedented accounting of a secretive arsenal born in the Cold War and now shrinking rapidly. The Obama administration disclosed the size of its atomic stockpile going back to 1962 as part of a campaign to get other nuclear nations to be more forthcoming, and to improve its bargaining position against the prospect of a nuclear Iran.

"We think it is in our national security interest to be as transparent as we can be about the nuclear program of the United States," Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton told reporters at the United Nations, where she addressed a conference on containing the spread of atomic weapons.

The U.S. has previously regarded such details as top secret. The figure includes both "strategic," or long-range weapons, and those intended for use at shorter range. The Pentagon said the stockpile of 5,113 as of September 2009 represents a 75% reduction since 1989. A rough count of deployed and reserve warheads has been known for years, so the Pentagon figures do not tell nuclear experts much they don't already know.

Hans Kristensen, director of Nuclear Information Project, Federation of American Scientists in Washington, said his organization had already put the number at around 5,100 by reviewing budget estimates and other documents. The import of the announcement is the precedent it sets, Kristensen said. "The important part is that the U.S. is no longer going to keep other countries in the dark," he said. Clinton said the disclosure of numbers the general public has never seen "builds confidence" that the Obama administration is serious about stopping the spread of atomic weapons and reducing their numbers.

But the administration is not revealing everything. The Pentagon figure released Monday includes deployed weapons, which are those more or less ready to launch, and reserve weapons. It does not include thousands of warheads that have been disabled or all but dismantled. Those weapons could, in theory, be reconstituted, or their nuclear material repurposed.

Estimates of the total U.S. arsenal range from slightly more than 8,000 to above 9,000, but the Pentagon will not give a precise number. Whether to reveal the full total, including those thousands of nearly dead warheads, was debated within the Obama administration. Keeping those weapons out of the figure released Monday represented a partial concession to intelligence agency officials and others who argued national security could be harmed by laying the entire nuclear arsenal bare.

A senior defense official, speaking on condition of anonymity because the overall total is still classified, did not dispute the rough estimates developed by independent analysts. Exposure of once-classified totals for U.S. deployed and reserve nuclear weapons is intended to nudge nations such as China, which has revealed little about its nuclear stockpile.

"You can't get anywhere toward disarmament unless you're going to be transparent about how many weapons you have," said Sharon Squassoni, a nuclear policy analyst at the Center for Strategic and International Studies.

Russia and the United States have previously disclosed the size of their stockpiles of deployed strategic weapons, and France and Britain have released similar information. All have signed the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, which is the subject of the U.N. review that began Monday. The U.S. revelations are calculated to improve Washington's bargaining power with Iran's allies and friends for the drive to head off what the West charges is a covert Iranian program to build a bomb.

Iranian President Mahmoud Ahamadinejad spoke ahead of Clinton at the conference, denouncing U.S. efforts to pressure his regime to abandon its nuclear program. The U.N. conference will try to close loopholes in the internationally recognized rules against the spread of weapons technology. Independent analysts estimate the total world stockpile of nuclear warheads at more than 22,000.

The Federation of American Scientists estimates that nearly 8,000 of those warheads are operational, with about 2,000 U.S. and Russian warheads ready for use on short notice. The United States and Russia burnished their credentials for insisting that other countries forgo atomic weapons by agreeing last month to a new strategic arms reduction treaty. The New START treaty sets a limit of 1,550 deployed strategic nuclear warheads for each side, down from 2,200 under a 2002 deal. The pact re-establishes anti-cheating procedures that provide the most comprehensive and substantial arms control agreement since the original 1991 START treaty.[image: image7.wmf]
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US nuke agenda may bring success at treaty session 

By CHARLES J. HANLEY | Posted: Friday, May 7, 2010 11:00 am 

President Barack Obama's arms control agenda may be setting the U.S. up for success at Iran's expense at the twice-a-decade conference reviewing the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT). Obama's nuclear arms policies, which stand in sharp contrast to those of the Bush administration, have produced a "completely different atmosphere" at the conference, said Sergio Duarte, the Brazilian diplomat who presided over the failed NPT review meeting in 2005.

Even Cuba's representative Pedro Nunez Mosquera had a kind word for the Americans, citing the "positive sign" from Washington. As a result, Iran may be the loser if the monthlong conference rallies to the call by the U.S. and others for a tougher international stance on those violating the nonproliferation treaty, as Tehran allegedly is doing with a nuclear program the West suspects is designed to build bombs.

Under the 189-nation, 40-year-old treaty, members without nuclear weapons pledged not to acquire them, while nuclear-weapon states pledged to move toward eliminating them.

After taking office in 2001, the U.S. administration of President George W. Bush reversed previous U.S. commitments to such disarmament steps as activating the treaty banning all nuclear tests and negotiating another banning production of bomb materials. The 2005 NPT conference consequently broke down in anti-U.S. recrimination, failing to adopt a single consensus recommendation for strengthening the NPT.

Obama took office embracing those two treaties and the goal of a world free of nuclear weapons. His team negotiated a new deal with Russia reducing the two countries' nuclear arms arsenals. He hosted a much-praised summit on nuclear security. And his administration officially took nuclear weapons down a notch in importance in U.S. defense planning.

"The difference is almost diametrical," said Duarte, now the U.N. disarmament affairs chief.

Obama even, in a sense, won credit for the huge U.S. nuclear arsenal, perennial target of global critics. When Washington this week disclosed for the first time that stockpile's giant size, 5,113 in-service warheads, U.N. Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon praised the U.S. president's "courage and leadership," since transparency in numbers is vital to future arms control.

Such "positive signals" have "contributed to an atmosphere of cautious optimism" at the 2010 conference, veteran South African negotiator Abdul S. Minty told fellow delegates, echoing what many were saying. In the treaty's disarmament column, South Africa, Cuba and the great conference majority will still press for the nuclear powers to move more quickly toward a nuclear-free world.

But in exchange for such commitments, the U.S. and its allies may see a consensus final document emerge here giving them what they seek on the nonproliferation side: Support for a stronger International Atomic Energy Agency, the U.N. nuclear watchdog; for more stringent inspections of nuclear-power programs to detect cheating; and for tough sanctions on those who withdraw from the treaty under suspicious circumstances. Many Iran critics believe Tehran will reach the threshold of bombmaking and then pull out of the NPT with three months' notice, under its withdrawal article. Iran contends its nuclear program is for peaceful purposes only.

Longtime conference observer Daryl Kimball believes Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad's "caustic" speech to the conference Monday, when he failed to address international concerns about his country's NPT compliance, hurt Tehran's position here. "It makes it difficult for the non-nuclear-weapon majority to align themselves with Iran," said Kimball, of Washington's Arms Control Association.

Still, much could go wrong for the Americans in the coming three weeks of conference bargaining.

"We mustn't be complacent," said Patricia Lewis, a nuclear expert at the Monterey Institute of International Studies. "Although there's a lot of good will over the changes in U.S. policy, what there's unease about is whether or not the U.S. administration can deliver, for example, on the CTBT" _ the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, still facing Republican opposition to U.S. Senate ratification.
The partisan flip-flopping of U.S. leadership and foreign policy worries many, said Duarte. "The U.S. attitude has changed. That was very important," he said. "Many wish this will continue to be the case."

Posted in National on Friday, May 7, 2010 11:00 am Updated: 1:00 pm. 
Retrieved May 10, 2010 from  http://missoulian.com/news/national/article_5b247378-fa82-557f-a827-033d77c0ba8c.html
2010 Nuclear Security Summit From Wikipedia



The 2010 Nuclear Security Summit was a summit held in Washington, D.C., on April 12 and 13, 2010. The Summit focused on how to better safeguard weapons-grade plutonium and uranium to prevent nuclear terrorism.[1]
The Summit was the largest gathering of heads of state called by a United States president since the 1945 United Nations Conference on International Organization.[3] Delegations from forty-six governments plus the United States attended, thirty-eight of which were represented by heads of state or government.[4] Delegations from the European Union, the International Atomic Energy Agency, and the United Nations also attended.
Summit consequences
Non-binding communiqué
A non-binding communiqué issued after the summit recognized nuclear terrorism as "one of the most challenging threats to international security" and saw parties:[11]
1. Reaffirm the fundamental responsibility of States, consistent with their respective international obligations 

2. Call on States to work cooperatively as an international community to advance nuclear security 

3. Recognize that highly enriched uranium and separated plutonium require special precautions 

4. Endeavor to fully implement all existing nuclear security commitments and work toward acceding to those not yet joined 

5. Support the objectives of international nuclear security instruments 

6. Reaffirm the essential role of the International Atomic Energy Agency in the international nuclear security framework 

7. Recognize the role and contributions of the United Nations 

8. Acknowledge the need for capacity building for nuclear security and cooperation at bilateral, regional and multilateral levels 

9. Recognize the need for cooperation among States to effectively prevent and respond to incidents of illicit nuclear trafficking 

10. Recognize the continuing role of nuclear industry in nuclear security 

11. Support the implementation of strong nuclear security practices 

12. Recognize that measures contributing to nuclear material security have value in relation to the security of radioactive substances 

In response to the communiqué offered at the summit, U.S. Senate Republican Jon Kyl said that "the summit's purported accomplishment is a nonbinding communiqué that largely restates current policy, and makes no meaningful progress in dealing with nuclear terrorism threats or the ticking clock represented by Iran's nuclear weapons program."[12] U.S. President Barack Obama said in a news conference after the summit that he was "going to push as hard as I can to make sure that we get strong sanctions that have consequences for Iran as it's making calculations about its nuclear program and that those are done on a timely basis."[13]
Other consequences
The topic of a nuclear fuel bank was briefly discussed by some members attending the conference. President of Kazakhstan Nursultan Nazarbayev sought the United States' backing to house a nuclear fuel bank while he was in Washington for the event[14] [15] and Prime Minister of Pakistan Yousaf Raza Gillani issued a statement saying Pakistan would like to act as a provider and "participate in any non-discriminatory nuclear fuel cycle assurance mechanism".[16] The UAE also reconfirmed its $10 million pledge to the IAEA Nuclear Fuel Bank and its policy of foregoing domestic enrichment and spent fuel reprocessing.[17]
On the first day of the Summit, Ukraine announced that it would give up its 90-kilogram stock of highly enriched uranium and convert its research reactors from highly enriched to low-enriched uranium. It intends to accomplish these goals by 2012.[18]
The most widely anticipated meeting during the Summit was the bilateral meeting between Barack Obama and President Hu Jintao of China held on April 12. During the ninety-minute meeting the two leaders discussed global economic rebalancing and Iran's nuclear program. China agreed to work with the United States at the United Nations on a resolution imposing further economic sanctions on Iran.[19] The Chinese Foreign Ministry issued a statement saying sanctions and pressure cannot fundamentally resolve the Iran nuclear issue while reiterating China's adherence to a dual-track strategy. "We support the international nuclear non-proliferation system, maintain the peace and stability in the Middle East, oppose Iran having nuclear weapons and support a dual-track strategy," Foreign Ministry spokesperson Jiang Yu said.[20]
On the second day of the Summit, President Obama announced that the next Nuclear Security Summit will be held in South Korea in 2012.[21]
Also on the second day of the Summit, Canada, Mexico, and the United States reached an agreement "that will help convert fuel at Mexico's nuclear research reactor to a lower grade of uranium unsuitable for nuclear weapons." The project, which will be overseen by the International Atomic Energy Agency, will eliminate all highly enriched uranium in Mexico.[22]
Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov and United States Secretary of State Hillary Clinton signed an update to a 2000 agreement calling on each country to dispose of 34 metric tons of weapons-grade plutonium by burning it as fuel in nuclear reactors.[23] Additionally, Russian President Medvedev confirmed plans to close a plutonium production reactor in Zheleznogorsk.[24]
A summit document also highlighted a comprehensive nuclear law passed in March by Egypt to strengthen nuclear security, and funding contributions by several countries to nuclear regulatory agencies and programs.[24]
International reactions
For its part, Iran's envoy to the IAEA denounced the summit, to which it was not invited. The envoy said any action taken at the summit would not be legally binding and that the U.S. could not hold countries not invited to the summit to any thing the summit might agree to. He further argued it was Washington that was "the real threat to international security with its nuclear weapons." [37] Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad condemned the summit in the U.S. He called the meeting "humiliating to humanity. World summits being organised these days are intended to humiliate human beings. These foolish people who are in charge are like stupid, retarded people who brandish their swords whenever they face shortcomings, without realising that the time for this type of thing is over." Iran was not officially on the summit agenda.[38]
Conference convened by Iran
Iran organized a two-day nuclear conference which was held a week after the above summit, with the theme "Nuclear Energy for All, Nuclear Weapons for None".

At that conference President Ahmadinejad took issue with the U.S.'s establishment of a new policy that did not rule out the use of nuclear weapons against Iran and North Korea,[39] both of which have had UN Security Council Resolutions passed against them.[40]

 HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2010_Nuclear_Security_Summit" \l "cite_note-40#cite_note-40" [41] Ahmadinejad further called for more rigorous action than that outlined by the above summit. Iranian supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei reiterated a religious edict he had issued earlier against the use of all nuclear weapons.

Retrieved May 10, 2010 from http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2010_Nuclear_Security_Summit
One Step Further…
1. Many students declare that no one should have nuclear weapons. In a perfect world, this would be true; however, the fact remains that the weapons exist and getting rid of them would require some major dismantling (and an answer to the question of who should do it first?). This is a major issue in foreign policy today. Review out the current U.S. approach to the problem and discuss the pros/cons, your agreement level with the current policy, and any innovative new ideas/suggestions you have to solve this problem.
2. Check out the latest current events on nuclear weapons… Iran, North Korea. What are these countries doing? How have they been warned/sanctioned in the past? How are U.S. ambassadors to those countries reacting? How have the countries reacted? Will they ever listen to the rest of the world? What more can the United Nations do to reign in these renegade countries?

3. Many students also state strong opinions that the public should have been more informed about the use of the atomic bomb, even going so far in some cases to democratically vote on it. Keeping in mind the issue of how much information the public has the right to know, think about media coverage last year of the swine flue pandemic, the bailout amounts given to Wall Street businesses, historical events like Watergate or the Vietnam War, surveillance cameras locations, information about celebrities’ personal lives, etc. (Just google “How much does the public have the right to know?”) Where should the government and/or media draw the line? What are the pros and cons? Is the American public as a whole well-educated enough to make their own decisions? Defend your answer with specific examples.
Atomic Bomb Conference Debrief

What went well today?

What suggestions do you have for improvement next year?

What is one thing you LEARNED today?

What is one thing you’d like to investigate further?

Guiding Question: 

Now I think: What methods of ending war are justifiable? Why?

Teacher Notes

Huffington Post


Jon Stewart Nukes

CNN Student News


http://www.cnn.com/video/#/video/education/2010/04/19/sn.0420.cnn

Nuclear Security Summit – April 12, 2010

Legit? 3:20-4:20

http://www.cnn.com/video/#/video/education/2010/04/19/sn.0420.cnn

Nuclear Security Summit – April 13, 1020

0-1:30 min


http://www.cnn.com/video/#/video/education/2010/04/19/sn.0420.cnn

Nuclear Security Summit – April 14, 2010


0-1:30 min

http://www.cnn.com/video/#/video/education/2010/04/19/sn.0420.cnn

Nuclear Security Summit – April 15, 2010

� INCLUDEPICTURE "http://nobelprize.org/educational_games/peace/nuclear_weapons/images/nagasaki.jpg" \* MERGEFORMATINET ����
�
Photo of "mushroom cloud" over Nagasaki, August 9, 1945.�Photo: Children of the Manhattan Project�
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�
The atomic bombs "Little Boy" (left) dropped on the Japanese city of Hiroshima on August 6, 1945, and "Fat Man" (right) dropped on the Japanese city of Nagasaki on August 9, 1945.�Photo: Children of the Manhattan Project�
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