Samenvatting artikel Graham: Sixty years after Hiroshima, A new nuclear era. 
(147) After the Americans released the atomic bomb on Hiroshima, much changed in the global security environment. Even after 60 years of atomic bomb existence, the fear of a nuclear holocaust remains. 
(148) After 1945 many other countries beside the U.S. have developed nuclear weapons as a mean of so called protection, but also as a mean of threat. After Hiroshima the content of nuclear bombs had risen extensively. The U.S. and S.U. came close to a thermo nuclear war several times during the Cold War. Both countries tried to deter (afschrikken) the other on another by developing bigger en better bombs. The situation needed managing to prevent escalation. The concept of mutual deterrence of mutual assured destruction was developed.
Concept of mutual deterrence/ mutual assured destruction meant;
The objective was to assure that each party would remain vulnerable in the event of an actual nuclear strike. Meaning that the one who stroke first was guaranteed of retaliation by the other party. Striking first would not be an advantage but a disadvantage because it would invite to a total destruction of your own country by the other party. In 1972 the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (ABM) institutionalized this concept. 
After the collapse of the Soviet Union, China and Russia having nuclear weapons was not much of a worry more to the U.S. Nowadays the primary worry and threat is that unstable countries (rogue states) and terrorist organisations may come into possession of nuclear arms. The ABM was initiated to deter other countries possessing nuclear arms. Today with the threat of proliferation not coming from other already nuclear arms possessing countries, but from rogue states and terrorist organisations possessing nuclear arms. How much significance does deterrence have? Graham makes a distinction between rogue states and terrorist organizations handling nuclear arms development and how deterrence can be of significance or not. 
Rogue states: Would try to deliver nuclear weapons by stealth. A plan to use them would likely be detected and could initiate a pre-emptive attack. Even a rogue state is governed by a regime that has built in instinct to survive. Leaders have home addresses and preferred to survive. That why even a rogue state would be deterred from using nuclear weapons because of the risk of nuclear of massive conventional retaliation.
Terrorist organisations:  Don’t have a home address and not all prefer to survive. They are less deterrable though it’s probably harder for them to acquire nuclear weapons. If acquired they would be freer to use it than would a rogue state. Terrorist organizations possessing a nuclear weapon would use it and be not deterrable. 
(149) States can be deterred from using nuclear weapons, but there is always a risk if one decides to take a change and sell or tries to us nuclear weapons. Deterrence nowadays had a role, but it’s limited. Lots of countries in possession of nuclear weapons, use it to define themselves as a great power, a power that matter. Nuclear weapons feed national esteem (see page 149 and the example about France and India acquiring nuclear weapons).
In 1970 the nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty (NPT) went into force. The NPT converted the acquisition of nuclear weapons form a act of national pride to an act contrary to the practices of the civilized world in 1970. There had been little nuclear weapons proliferation since the NPT. Beyond the five nuclear states recognized by the NPT (U.S., Britain, France, Russia and China). Israel and India acquired nuclear weapons after the 1970 NPT. 
(150) Nuclear deterrence has limited effects. The NPT rests on a central bargain; no more nuclear weapons proliferation in exchange for commitments by the five NPT states to share peaceful nuclear technology and aim to disarm their nuclear arsenals. Maintaining both ends of the bargain is important for the long term viability of the NPT.
The essence of the NPT was the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT). This was an commitment by the NPT states, never to attack NPT nonnuclear states with nuclear weapons (called a negative security assurance). The CTBT was not made legally binding. 
(151) Since 1994 no new commitments were made to actual nuclear weapons reduction since 1994. The value of nuclear weapons remained as high as ever. After North-Koreas demonstration of nuclear weapons capability. The NPT has never seemed weaker and its future less certain. The CTBT entry in to force, needs U.S. ratification, U.S. senate voted against ratification. U.S. ratification would open the door to the CTBT’s entry in to force in a not too distant future. The second step is that the U.S. would then sign a legally binding protocol to the NTP containing the negative security assurance. 
[bookmark: _GoBack](152) It is important to make the NTP states (U.S., France, Britain and Russian) national policies into line with commitment to support the NPT. The third step the U.S. should take is to pursue a Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty (FMCT).  Fourth the U.S. should propose to restart the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START). START I was signed in ’91 and went into force in ’94, it reduced to U.S. and Russia’s nuclear weapons by 50 %. START II was signed in ’93 but not went into force. A START III framework  that the U.S. and Russia agreed to in ’97 was never implemented. Finally when the U.S. continues diplomatic effort to promote other nations NPT compliance, it should remove the option of military action toward Iran for producing uranium for non-peaceful purposes. Both reward and punishment must accompany an effective NPT regime, but threatening military action is almost always counterproductive in enforcing non-proliferation.  




	

