
The Liberal World Order and International Agreements 

The Future Nuclear Imperative 

U.S. Delegation 

Tufts Inquiry 

12 March 2018 

United States of America Briefing Paper 

President Donald Trump’s controversial approach to sovereignty has altered the status 

quo for American presidents’ approach to international affairs. Past American presidents have 

generally been involved in the fight for international human rights and have used America’s 

power and influence for the greater good, void of the United States receiving any tangible 

reward. Former president Obama was well-known for his stance on the United States standing up 

for universal rights. Although Obama’s predecessor George W. Bush was more concerned than 

Obama with the idea of international sovereignty, he still fought for the maintenance of 

international peace and stability. For example, in 2008, George W. Bush signed the Strategic 

Framework Agreement with Iraq, which aimed to develop Iraqi sovereignty. However, this 

agreement had the goal of increasing international stability, rather than heightening the power of 

the United States. 

 In contrast, Trump’s promotion of the idea of “America first” has created a large rift 

between nationalists and globalists in today’s government. Trump’s general policy of prioritizing 

America has led the president to take steps away from international cooperation that he thinks 

could be “one-sided” or financially burdensome. For example, Trump pulled the U.S. out of the 

Paris Climate Accord, he is openly against the World Trade Organization, and is generally 

opposed to alliances and trade that is not beneficial for the nation. He believes that instead of the 

United States supporting other countries, all nations should work towards establishing 

self-sufficient, sovereign nations. Although Trump has made decisive steps towards a more 

isolated America, he has stressed that “America first does not mean America alone,” and would 

be willing to negotiate with other sovereign nations to establish successful alliances and trade 

deals.  



In establishing sovereign nations, security becomes an increasing issue. With nuclear 

weapons coming into play over the last century, the United States has attempted to control the 

production of these dangerous weapons in order to reduce the threat of nuclear warfare. In order 

to prevent nuclear weapons from becoming an international threat, the United States, as well as 

other main powers, signed the Non Proliferation Treaty in 1968, which allowed these nations to 

build controlled nuclear arsenals. Although this provided some degree of international order, 

there were many nations, such as India, Israel and Pakistan, that did not sign the treaty, as well as 

a few nations that created secret nuclear programs in violation of the treaty.  

North Korea is currently the largest threat to the United States’ security, as it withdrew 

from the treaty in 2003, and has threatened the United States with nuclear warfare multiple 

times. In addition, North Korea has proven to be a realistic threat, as it has demonstrated its 

capability to produce nuclear weapons. Although some of its claims cannot be confirmed, there 

has been evidence suggesting that North Korea has been testing ballistic missiles, including 

intercontinental ballistic missiles, as well as hydrogen bombs. 

The Obama administration tried to employ “strategic patience” with North Korea by 

imposing sanctions on the nation and refusing to negotiate without steps towards 

denuclearization. The Trump administration has taken a stronger and more strategic approach to 

North Korea through enforcing stricter sanctions and economic pressures, and has recently 

expressed willingness to negotiate with North Korea without any preconditions.  

The Trump administration has also changed the overall approach to nuclear weapons, as 

Trump has indicated that the threshold for utilizing nuclear weapons has been lowered, and that 

the United States is prepared to use “smaller weapons” in response to a variety of situations, 

including cyber attacks.  

A critical part of security is negotiating with other countries. Benjamin Franklin is 

considered America’s first diplomat, for he was sent to France during the Revolutionary War to 

rally France’s support of the U.S. against Great Britain. The first major step in official diplomacy 

policy was the creation of the Department of Foreign Affairs, but it had limited power, and was 

later replaced with the Department of State. The Constitution split foreign affairs between the 

legislative and executive branches of government. As the country grew, the Department of State 



organized the expansion of the U.S. and negotiations on land with other nations, most notably the 

Louisiana Purchase. 

A major declaration in early U.S. history was the Monroe Doctrine, published by 

President Monroe. The Doctrine announced that Europe should not try to interfere with the 

United States’ affairs in any way. The doctrine would serve as the basis of U.S. diplomacy until 

the U.S. entry into World War I, when European diplomacy was a forefront matter. As America 

entered the Civil War, the primary diplomatic goal with European nations was to prevent 

countries from joining the war on the Southern side.  

Further developments in American diplomacy helped spread influence in many regions of 

the world. In 1903, America signed a treaty to help with the construction of the Panama Canal, 

which was a major step in diplomacy in Latin America. Another development in Latin American 

ties was the agreement on lower trade barriers in the 1930’s and the Good Neighbor Policy, 

which unified the military actions of the Americas. After World War I, the League of Nations 

was created to foster organization and prevent another World War, which ultimately failed as the 

U.S. declined to join it. 

In recent years, the U.S. has focused on bringing peace to Afghanistan and other Middle 

Eastern areas. Currently, the United States is working to improve international relations as 

evidenced by Trump’s visiting over a dozen countries within his first year in office and also in 

his continual efforts to improve relations with Russia and China. At the start of his second term, 

President George W. Bush announced that it was “the policy of the United States to seek and 

support the growth of democratic movements and institutions in every nation and culture, with 

the ultimate goal of ending tyranny in our world” (usdiplomacy.org). This is increasingly 

prevalent in North Korea, where President Trump is concentrating his time and effort to 

negotiating critical nuclear policy with Kim Jong-Un. 

Another major area of diplomacy is in the realm of terrorism. Although terrorism in the 

U.S. seems like a very current issue, bombings and individual acts of violence were prevalent 

throughout America’s history. The deadliest school massacre in U.S. history occurred in 1927, 

when a man planted dynamite under the Bath Consolidated School in Michigan. Perhaps the 

most historically notable act of terrorism was in the 16th Street Baptist church in 1963, a 



primarily black church in Alabama. The bomb was set by a white supremacist, and sparked 

national attention. The act of violence helped to push civil rights activists and the desegregation 

movement in America forward. 

Terrorists bombed the United States for a variety of reasons. Some terrorists, like those 

that committed the 9/11 attacks on the World Trade Center, were part of a larger terrorist 

organization. The 9/11 attacks were carried about by Al-Qaeda, and masterminded by the leader 

of the regime Osama bin Laden. Bin Laden was an extremist whose goal was to unify Islam in 

battle by bringing the United States into a war. To do this, he had 19 extremists hijack 4 

commercial passenger planes and sent them into the World Trade Center in New York, and one 

into the Pentagon. One plane was re-hijacked by the passengers and crashed into a field. The 

9/11 attacks marked the beginning of the Afghanistan War, which is an ongoing conflict. 

Other terrorists in America acted independently, for a variety of reasons. A study by the 

Investigative Fund at the Nation Institute found that the most terrorism from 2008 to 2016 was 

committed by right-wing extremists. For example, the right-wing extremist Robert Dear killed 3 

people in a Planned Parenthood abortion facility in Colorado in 2015. Other independent 

terrorists have attacked the United States to protest labor movements and against black civil 

rights. 

In addition to the threat of terrorism is the looming presence of climate change. Since the 

first political actions on climate change in the 1970s and 80s, the United States has varied 

immensely in its energy policy. President Nixon, before he resigned, signed the Clean Air Act. 

President George W. Bush declined joining the Kyoto Protocol, on the grounds that it placed 

carbon emission reductions too heavily on industrialized nations. Senator Al Gore, after losing 

the 2000 presidential election, went on to write and talk extensively about climate change and 

energy issues.  

A major landmark in worldwide cooperation of climate change was the meeting in France 

to create the Paris Climate Accord Accord, which is the major worldwide agreement currently 

setting the goals for carbon emissions before 2020. Almost every nation in the world signed the 

Agreement, including the United States. On June 1st, President Trump announced he would 

withdraw from the Paris Agreement, leading some to worry about the worldwide participation on 



greenhouse reduction targets. Instead, the opposite happened and encouraged other countries to 

take the leadership role in renewable energy, and it seems that the U.S. will still meet target 

carbon reduction levels (fortune.com). 

When the first settlers arrived in America, it was an agricultural society based on food 

production and distribution. After the ratification of the Constitution, the economy exploded and 

free trade with open ports allowed for prolific trade. Early politicians like Alexander Hamilton 

argued for a stronger central government to encourage commerce and manufacturing. 

After the Civil War, the United States national debt skyrocketed and the South’s 

economy was in ruin. To recover, enterprise grew and became the center of the American 

economy. As World War I passed, America entered the “Roaring 20’s,” and consumerism moved 

the economy forward at an incredible pace. The 20’s ended with an astronomical crash of the 

stock market, throwing the country into economic depression that would last for years. The U.S. 

government stepped in during this period and gave support to workers to bring the economy 

back. 

After World War II, the economy continued to grow, and continued to grow for most of 

the twentieth century. In the 1990’s, the Internet became a large industry. America’s dependence 

on Chinese goods became stronger and stronger, and inflation rates were kept low.  

In 2007, the U.S. housing industry collapsed and forced many Americans to lose their 

homes. President Barack Obama worked to fix the housing crisis, and reestablish the economy. 

Today’s American economy is steadily growing at about 2.6% per year, and the Trump 

administration has pushed the economy upward, up from about 1.5% per year from Obama’s 

term. Trump’s $1.5 trillion tax cuts also leave the future uncertain for the American markets. 

In addition to the economy, disaster preparedness remains a pressing issue. With the 

increasing threat of North Korea’s nuclear arsenal, the United States has recently taken 

increasing steps to prepare the nation for the possibility of a nuclear attack. The United States 

has also taken definitive steps towards developing technology that can prevent a successful 

nuclear attack, as well as preparing for the devastation that could result from the blast of an 

intercontinental missile. 



The United States has developed a sophisticated global surveillance system with the 

capability of detecting missile launches. The system consists of sensors on land, at sea, and in 

space, so that missile launches can be detected almost immediately. In addition, ground-based 

interceptors have been created, which have demonstrated promise in being able to intercept 

intercontinental ballistic missiles. These GBIs can be launched from either Alaska or California, 

and if successful, could destroy the incoming missile with the force of its impact outside of the 

earth’s atmosphere.  

The United States has also been forced to entertain the possibility that the nation could be 

devastated by a nuclear blast if the interceptors were unsuccessful. Organizations like the Centers 

for Disease Control and Prevention, as well as public health officials in general, have been 

gathering and spreading information to doctors, government officials, emergency responders, 

and to the general public about the proper procedures to take following a nuclear blast in order to 

reduce its cataclysmic effects as much as possible.  

Key Points 
Sovereignty 

➢ Cooperating with other countries and negotiating is an option; however, it must still be in 

the United States’ best interests 

➢ Countries must be strong and put themselves first, so that they are then able to help other 

countries 

Security 

➢ The balance of nuclear power and weapons is key for the ensuring the security, safety, 

and wellbeing of the United States and the rest of the world 

Diplomacy 

➢ Negotiating bilateral agreements that protect US citizens and allied countries particularly 

from rogue nations 

Terrorism 

➢ Non-State Actors are becoming a growing, concerning threat to a free world 

➢ Nuclear Weapons threaten the fate of a peaceful world order 



Climate and Energy 

➢ Prevention of any sort of nuclear war as to not devastate the environment for decades 

➢ Preventing civilian nuclear power from being easily converted the military nuclear power 

as to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons 

Economics 

➢ Effectiveness of nuclear energy and weapons to the U.S. economy 

➢ Effect of United States-North Korea war on worldwide economy 

Disaster Preparedness 

➢ Negotiating international systems of aid that could be implemented following a nuclear 

attack 

Issues and Committees 

Security - Brooks Jordan 

In the turn of the 21st Century, the United States has and will continue to provide 

International security to ensure human rights and democratic values. In a time of global 

instability, the United States has always prioritized the safety and well being of her citizens along 

with the other billions of people who populate the earth. 

 The fact that the United States is one of the only major powers involved in international 

security results in a global issue for all nations to actively participate in the preservation of 

mankind. Due to the unbalanced nature in the world, the idea of unstable nations obtaining and 

using nuclear weapons is a threat not only to its enemies, but to all human life. The United States 

has up to 10,000 strategic nuclear weapons placed across the mainland US, onboard naval 

vessels, and placed across mainland Europe to create a balance in who controls these weapons. 

The very existence of NATO was formed to protect the natural born liberties of people. 

Protecting 321 million people is an endless job of the US Government, and by having nuclear 

weapons, we are able to defend not only the US populous but of other allies and the innocent.  

The long record of the US advocating for the rights and security of others will continue to 

pose a threat to those who wish to suppress the liberty and life of man. The current United States 



administration finds that unstable and unpredictable nations such as Iran, Pakistan, India, North 

Korea, Russia, and China are moving forward to producing more weapons in contrast to the 

U.N.’s effort of disarmament. These unpredictable nations have been aggressively advancing 

their nuclear and missile programs to outer space and cyberspace which is alarming for all. The 

United States stands firm in it’s objective for a nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons free 

world. The US Government has declined its cold war stockpile voluntarily up to 80% in our own 

contribution to proliferation. The trouble with proliferation is that other countries or leaders can 

see such nukeless state as a state of volunerbility, especially if the international community is not 

equipped to respond to provoked attacks. The United States has a system of measures put in 

place with multiple checks and balances to ensure that no one person will have a final say in the 

order to deploy nuclear weapons.  

What is concerning, is the fact that major nations are moving against the proliferations to 

increase their own advantage to use and deploy these weapons. With mutual assured destruction 

(MAD), the taunting thought of a nuclear war helps keep world balance to preserve democracy 

and mankind.  Due to the lack of international cooperation in eliminating nuclear weapons, the 

United States needs to continue to have nuclear weapons as a leading force in international 

stability. The military doctrine of mutual shared destruction is one of the only reasons why we 

have not seen ourselves already in a nuclear war. The thought of both complete annihilation has 

no benefit to the attacker or defender. In this day in age, the same concept applies. In order to 

have a benefit, nations are planning strike force policies. This is why we see increased 

involvement in nuclear capabilities instead of disarmament. In a way to address both issues of 

disarmament and mutual assured destruction, countries have resulted in the production of 

“limited nuclear weapons”. Despite being “limited”, these nuclear weapons have proven to be 

even more dangerous. Using a smaller size and having a higher density, can still have 

devastating damage to highly concentrated areas. To see how deadly these “limited” nuclear 

weapons are, we can take look at photos of Hiroshima or Nagasaki. Similarly to the strikes on 

Japan, an equal and even more devastating loss of life and property would take place on the 

Korean peninsula. Despite any circumstances, the estimated casualties would be horrific.  



The economic and environmental catastrophes would leave the peninsula unsafe for any 

human or environmental life, let alone any potential for economic growth in the region, for 

hundreds of years.  

In creating a balanced world, one nation cannot simply take on the task of managing 

other world powers. This is even more true today. The United States has always been policing 

nations for a  more democratic and free world. How is the United States suppose to help keep 

other nations in check if we are a single voice, that is becoming an even lesser nuclear equipped 

nation? It is simply taking one step forward, but two steps back if we do not have strong 

international backing. Taking the step towards proliferation is the first step forward, but having 

major nations getting away with continuously arming themselves without any repercussions, is 

the two steps back. It is a useless cause to be fighting for, unless the entirety of nations take 

ownership in the preservation of mankind and their own future. Furthermore, the United States 

urges for all nations to play a role to preserve the world in which they exist in, it is simply not a 

one man job. The lack of trust and participation of nations make themselves unpredictable and 

unstable, especially if armed with nuclear weapons. For instance, nations without multiple 

checks and balances can pose as a likely threat of deploying nuclear weapons easily and rapidly. 

Many nations without these type of checks and balances tend to have weak democratic systems 

such as North Korea, Iran, Pakistan, and Russia amongst other nuclear bound nations. With 

previous U.N. Charters and Agreements, countries who voluntarily give up their nuclear 

weapons are often relieved of any economic restrictions and offered military protection in certain 

scenarios. Adding an increased trust and cooperation between nations. Instances of this, would 

be when South Africa gave up their nuclear missiles in 1991, and when the USSR did not pose as 

a threat to Pretoria or with Ukraine when it gave up its nuclear weapons, in exchange of western 

sovereignty protection in 1994. 

 One of the final and most important questions to answer is, if nuclear weapons are the 

key to international stability? For the time being, yes they have been. In contrast, with efforts of 

proliferation, having nuclear weapons have kept the world vigilant in a time of uncertainty. With 

no proper international backing, the United States has to rely on a nuclear arsonal to ensure the 

life and liberties of man, in a worldwide competitive game of nuclear development. 



Diplomacy - Levi Trestan 

From the Cold War in the middle to late 20th century, until North Korean launch tests in 

the 2010s, The United States of America (US) has been at the forefront of major nuclear debates 

and conflicts. Historically, the US has been committed to creating fair deals where all parties are 

held accountable and follow through on their agreements. At this juncture, the US government 

believes that bilateral accords are the best way to achieve fairness and accountability. Past 

multilateral deals, per the current US administration, placed a larger, imbalanced burden of 

proactivity on America rather than evenly distributed responsibilities. The theory is that 

bilateralism allows for more specific agreements and will enable the US to better promote its 

own interests. When it comes to nuclear threats and expansion, the US, along with most other 

countries, prefers diplomacy. Evidenced by the lack of nuclear war and the extensive treaties of 

recent years, the diplomatic approach to threats of war and proliferation have been relatively 

successful thus far.  

The US is committed to maintaining a strong store of weapons that includes a formidable 

nuclear arsenal. As explained in the 2018, congressionally mandated Nuclear Posture Review 

(NPR), America is looking to modernize its tactical and long range nuclear abilities to be able to 

compete and keep up with other nuclearized nations. As other countries improve their military 

capabilities, the US does not want to fall behind. Global competition is as high as ever and 

Congressional and Executive Branches of the US government, as well as both major political 

parties, believe that revitalizing the United States’ old nuclear arsenal is a principal nuclear 

priority. As a leading world power, the US is at the forefront of the challenges that face nuclear 

powers. Not only a leading diplomatic nation, the US military is one of the strongest on the globe 

and controls one of the largest nuclear arsenals. One main US policy objective is to maintain 

dominance in the military arena, including sustaining modern nuclear weapons. The US is also a 

champion of promoting freedom and democracy. However, America has been alienated over the 

last couple of years from other nations and rebuilding those connections is key to restoring the 

global liberal order. Not reducing their nuclear weapon stocks as low as other United Nations 

(UN) allies have hoped and leaving the Paris Climate Accord have separated the US from other 



countries. However, a more blatantly rogue state is North Korea. That nation has defied nuclear 

weapons agreements for more than a decade. 

America continues to support the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 

(NPT) and remains in compliance. The NPT has three main goals. First, Nations that do not have 

nuclear weapons should be stopped from acquiring them. Secondly, the NPT requires nations 

who have nuclear weapons to work towards disarmament wherever possible. Finally, the treaty 

ensures that, with adequate protections and limitations, any nation can have access to peacefully 

utilized nuclear technology. Another disarmament agreement, called New START, remains in 

effect between Russia and the US. The accord mandates both nations to have lowered their 

deployed nuclear warheads to less than 1,550. The treaty has extensive protections, including 

short notice check ups and constant data sharing between the two nations. The US has more 

information about Russian nuclear missiles than ever before. Despite the fact that this is a 

bilateral arrangement, the current Executive Branch considers this to be unfavorable to US 

interests and has not made a commitment to extend the Russian-American accord beyond 2021.  

As a country rooted in values of democracy and basic freedoms, there is a constant public 

debate about the right direction for US government in terms of nuclear arms. The American 

population spans every part of the political spectrum and a healthy debate about this issue is 

ongoing. A study conducted in 2015 by Stanford and Dartmouth Professors, published by 

Stanford University News in 2017, found that 60% of Americans would be willing to kill up to 2 

million civilians in a nuclear attack to save up to 20,000 US troops. The study framed a scenario 

similar to the Hiroshima nuclear bombing, but in the context of US involvement in Iran. Iran, 

along with North Korea, are two nations that represent significant concerns for nuclear 

proliferation. The Iran nuclear deal, signed in 2015, lifted trade and economic sanctions in 

exchange for tight regulation on Iran’s nuclear development. The main goal of the agreement, 

signed between Iran, the US, the United Kingdom, Russia, France, and Germany, is to prevent 

Iran from creating nuclear weapons. North Korea, however, already has 15 nuclear warheads and 

has been increasing threats of attack and rhetoric in recent months. President Trump has 

responded with statements of his own. In March of 2018, South Korea brokered a verbal 



agreement for a meeting between Trump and North Korean leader Kim Jong Un. It is unclear at 

this time whether that meeting will take place and what the stated objectives will be. 

In this age of growing threats and competition, the US does not believe in getting rid of 

all nuclear weapons and returning to Global Zero. There are two main goals of the US nuclear 

weapons stocks. First and foremost, being able to defend the American homeland from a foreign 

attack. Secondly, America is adamant in being able to defend its allies in the event of an attack. 

These threats are not going away, and neither are nuclear weapons around the globe.  

Terrorism- Emily Caffrey 

Although the United States appears to be a stable, safe country, terrorism is an underlying 

threat. After the terrorist attack on September 11, 2001, President George W. Bush declared a 

War on Terror. As this war is still being fought, the threat of terrorism continues to threaten 

American Freedoms. 

While the War on Terror has attempted to eliminate certain terrorist groups, new terrorist 

groups have formed as a result. The War on Terror has destabilized many Middle Eastern 

governments, which has allowed new terrorist organizations or Non-State Actors to emerge. The 

United States Commission on International Religious Freedom believes that Non-State Actors 

are one of the biggest threats to the current world order. The United States along with the 

majority of the world allows religious freedom; however, Non-State Actors want their sole 

religion to dominate. September 11th, the Boston Marathon Bombing, and the San Bernardino 

attack, are all attacks on American soil commited by Non-State Actors. The Trump 

Administration has taken a very aggressive stance to try and eliminate Non-State Actors, 

including ISIS, by isolating the United States. In Trump's first year of his Presidency, he has 

added supplementary background checks on countries with large populations of Non-State 

Actors. In addition, one of the Trump Administration slogans is to “build a wall”, meaning that 

he wants to isolate the United States from exterior threats. While Non-State Actors do not appear 

to operate within the United States borders, they have had the ability to enter the country and 

attack the nation’s freedom.  



The United States has the largest military arsenal in the world, as it contains 6,800 

warheads. However, other nations continue to pose threats to the nation’s security. Throughout 

the fall of 2017 and winter of 2018, President Donald Trump and Kim Jong-un have engaged in a 

twitter fight. Several tension causing tweets were exchanged, including President Trump’s 

reference to Kim Jong-un as “Rocket Man,” and Kim Jong-un threat that “[his] nuclear button is 

on his desk at all time”. Despite these comments filling American citizens with anxiety, 

President Trump announced in the beginning of March that he plans to meet with King Jong- un. 

This event gives hopes that the two nations will reach a deal, and North Korea will begin to 

denuclearize. However, the nuclear black markets are an additional threat to the United States. A 

French reporter was able to purchase a functional nuclear weapon from the Bulgarian Black 

Market, which highlights the abundance of these weapons for Terrorist groups. Furthermore, 

evidence proves that Middle Eastern Terrorist groups have tried to purchase radioactive material 

from criminals of the former Soviet Union. After the Soviet Union split up, the United States 

initiated a plan to help Russia destroy the nuclear weapons and materials. However, this 

agreement ended in 2014, under the Obama Administration and has not been renewed since. The 

accessibility of nuclear weapons in the former Soviet Union and Middle East, along with the 

weapons capability for massive destruction, pose a threat to the United States. Not only could a 

nuclear weapon murder thousands of people, but the radioactive waste would injure hundreds of 

thousands more. Furthermore, a third world war composed of nuclear warfare has the possibility 

to permanently damage the world order.  

Climate and Energy Committee - Olivia Goganian 

While the United States does see impending climate change as an issue, it is focusing on 

what will benefit the U.S. the greatest. In 2017, President Trump withdrew the  U.S from the 

Paris Climate Accord. He claimed it was unfair to the U.S. because of the terms of the agreement 

and the burdensome energy restrictions on the United States could cost America as much as $2.7 

million lost jobs by 2025. President Trump stated we are  willing to re-enter if the U.S. could 

enter on more favorable terms that don’t impose such restrictions and consequences. While under 

the terms of the agreement to reduce greenhouse gases emissions, the earliest a nation can 

formally withdraw is November 2020 but because greenhouse gas reduction targets are largely 



voluntary, President Trump said he would immediately cease implementation of the Paris 

Accord.  

The United States is currently most dependent on fossil fuels (petroleum, coal and natural 

gas). As of 2016, 34% of electricity generation came from gas, 30% from coal, 19.7% nuclear, 

and the remainder comes from renewable energy sources. The U.S. is the world’s largest 

producer of nuclear power, accounting for more than 30% of worldwide nuclear generation of 

energy. There are 99 nuclear power reactors in 30 states, operated by 30 different power 

companies and in 2016 they produced 805 TWh (terawatt hour). The average capacity factor of 

nuclear energy has risen from 50% in the early 1970s, to 70% in 1991, and it passed 90% in 

2002, demonstrating how fast the efficiency and practicality of nuclear energy is rising. The U.S. 

has 6,550 nuclear weapons and is the only country to have used nuclear weapons in combat 

when it detonated two atomic bombs over the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 

World War II. The US has not yet had an accident like Fukushima or Chernobyl, but the risks of 

nuclear energy are high. The waste from nuclear energy is extremely dangerous and has to be 

looked after carefully for several thousands of years and it is impossible to build a plant with 

100% security. Potentially, the aftermath of a nuclear disaster would be far greater than the issue 

of impending climate change, as new studies have shown that even a small scale nuclear war 

would quickly devastate the world’s climate and ecosystems, causing damage that would last for 

decades. 

The balance between civilian and military uses of nuclear energy has to be closely 

monitored because the line between civilian and military nuclear programs is extremely thin. 

Civilian nuclear power inevitably leads to a nation’s ability and capacity to build nuclear 

weapons because it is relatively easy to use the fuel and byproducts of light-water nuclear power 

reactors to produce nuclear bombs. In many countries, nuclear aspirants can hide their military 

programs behind the mask of peaceful nuclear power which makes it extremely difficult to put 

international safeguards on nuclear energy. Even in countries that have a long history of nuclear 

energy, development that has been consistently regulated, there is no guarantee that it won’t be 

exploited. Most countries participate in international initiatives that aim to limit the proliferation 

of nuclear weapons and the IAEA undertakes regular inspections of nuclear facilities. The 



Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) has been greatly effective in limiting the amount of 

nuclear weapons states but with countries possibly developing nuclear weapons behind the front 

of nuclear energy sources, it is very hard to regulate nuclear weapon production.  

Although nuclear weapons emit a relatively low amount of greenhouse gases into the 

environment, there are climate related consequences including dumping waste into the ocean, 

warming it up to temperatures that are 20 degrees fahrenheit warmer than the natural 

environment and emitting carbon 14 from nuclear reactors. 

The current world order effects who has nuclear energy because the reactants needed 

aren’t inexpensive and the more power and resources a country has, the more likely it will have 

access to nuclear energy. This is demonstrated in countries such as the US, being the 

international leader in nuclear energy and having 6,550 nuclear weapons, but also having 

influence in other international matters such as economics, and military (especially relating to 

issues surrounding North Korea). 

The U.S. is more heavily involved in the production of civilian nuclear power than any 

other nation and the government is heavily involved in enacting safety and environmental 

regulations. Although the U.S. is very involved in all nuclear production, it cannot limit the 

nuclear power other countries are developing, especially since many countries may be using 

nuclear energy as a mask for nuclear weapon development. The NPT and the Comprehensive 

Nuclear Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) seek to prevent nuclear weapon ranks from expanding further, 

but not all countries that are threats are apart of these agreements.  

Finally, the Trump Administration has been reducing commitments abroad and 

withdrawing from treaties while countries like China have been doing the opposite. Many 

countries that range anywhere from developing nations to nations with more cultivated 

economies are emerging with nuclear energy such as UAE, Turkey, Belarus, and Poland. The 

less that the United States is involved in international matters outside of nuclear power, the less 

of a say the nation will be granted involving nuclear power.  



Disaster Preparedness - Katie Hennessey 

With the increase of technology over the past century, the capacity for destruction during 

war has become unimaginable. With North Korea’s increasing nuclear capability, and the 

possibility of nuclear warfare looming on the horizon, the United States has taken definitive 

steps to prepare for this advanced type of attack. To evaluate how cataclysmic nuclear warfare 

could be, the Federal Emergency Management Agency created a worst-case scenario to predict 

what could happen to the United States in the event of a nuclear attack. The conclusion was that 

there would only be about ninety million survivors, and about one-third of those survivors would 

be injured. In order to prevent these apocalyptic results, the United States has been forced to 

prepare for the possibility of a nuclear attack. 

Following a “successful” nuclear attack, the United States would face millions of 

fatalities and injuries, as well as the risk of radiation exposure for survivors, and food 

contamination. Exposure to the ionizing radiation would leave the survivors at a high risk for 

developing cancer. The radiation left behind by a nuclear attack could also affect the food 

supply, as the radioactive debris could contaminate the soil, leading to widespread harmful 

effects on humans and animals that consume the food. In January of 2018, the Centers for 

Disease Control and Prevention held a workshop to raise awareness for what could be done to 

decrease the numbers of deaths and illnesses following a nuclear attack. The workshop was 

called the “Public Health Response to a Nuclear Detonation,” and it was attended by doctors, 

government officials, and emergency responders, who would be crucial in helping the general 

public after a blast. It was also a platform that was used to disseminate knowledge to American 

citizens, as the event was recorded for public viewing. Organizations like the Centers for Disease 

Control and Prevention have acknowledged that the consequences of nuclear warfare would be 

devastating and unpredictable, as there is still an aura of uncertainty surrounding the direct 

effects. So, public health officials have been trying to spread basic awareness for procedures to 

follow in the unlikely event of an attack. For example, public health officials have been 

spreading the word that if an attack were to occur, the safest thing to do is to remain where they 

are in order to reduce their exposure to the harmful ionizing radiation.  



In the event of full-capacity nuclear warfare, the global public health consequences 

would be unfathomable. Scientists have theorized about the possibility of a nuclear winter 

following an all-out nuclear exchange. The theory of so-called “nuclear winter” is that, if 

multiple cities were burning, and copious amounts of smoke was being delivered into the 

atmosphere, then too much sunlight would be reflected. Therefore, not enough sun would reach 

the earth, resulting in a huge drop in temperatures, and widespread crop failure. 

In order to avoid disastrous consequences such as nuclear winter, the United States has 

prepared a sophisticated missile defense system to try to prevent a successful nuclear attack on 

the nation. The missile defense system is a global network with 24-hour surveillance, consisting 

of sensors on land, at sea, and in space. A missile launch in North Korea would be immediately 

detected by infrared signals in surveillance satellites, and the Schriever Air Force base in 

Colorado would immediately be alerted. This air force base would be in contact with other 

command centers, and within eight to ten minutes after the detection of a missile launch, a 

ground-based interceptor would be launched from either Alaska or California in an effort to 

intercept the approaching intercontinental ballistic missile. These highly-advanced ground-based 

interceptors have only been tested eighteen times, with ten successes. However, with the one 

time that they were tested in a scenario that would involve an intercontinental missile, the 

interceptors were successful. The idea behind a ground-based interceptor is that once it is 

launched into space, it releases a “kill vehicle” that attempts to destroy the incoming weapon 

with the force of impact outside of the earth’s atmosphere. Although the tests of these 

interceptors have been unrealistic, as they have been during the day and with advanced warning, 

the technology is promising, and a new and improved model is expected by 2020. 

The United States is mostly focusing domestically on the issue of nuclear warfare, as 

America faces the biggest threat of being attacked by North Korea. North Korean leader, Kim 

Jong-un, said himself that, “It’s the Korean people’s resolute decision that North Korea should 

face off with the US only with nuclear weapons to achieve the balance of power.” The Trump 

administration has not issued any direct statements regarding their actions if another nation faced 

a nuclear attack, but the United States would face a huge humanitarian and refugee crisis if that 

situation were to occur. 



 President Trump’s stance on immigration is strict, particularly because he has the overall 

goal of putting America first. However, Trump has contradicted his “America first” policies 

before, such as when he ordered a missile strike on Syria following the deadly chemical weapons 

attack on its citizens. If this action is any indication, a nuclear attack on another nation would be 

a humanitarian issue worth considering for the Trump administration despite his overall strict 

immigration policies. 

Economics - Isaac Hargrave 

America is a massive global economic force, and its economy has grown with relative 

stability since its founding. Since the establishment of the Constitution, the U.S. has shifted from 

a primarily agricultural economy to a manufacturing and product-based market. Today, 

agriculture remains a major staple of the U.S. economy, but it has changed substantially. Instead 

of being run by small, independent farms, big companies with huge areas of land are more 

prevalent in today’s American agricultural economy. These large farms also use less people and 

more machinery - over the last 50 years, production doubled, but the amount of farmers fell 2/3 

(usa.usembassy.de). 

The U.S. has a consumer economy, where almost 2/3 of all goods produced are sold to 

consumers (usa.usembassy.de). Consumer spending comprises 70% of the U.S. GDP, and 

whenever retail sales drop, the country’s economy sinks into depression (forbes.com). 

Consequently, America has developed a “consumer” mindset that is a part of our culture, and 

enterprise is integrated in our daily lives and society. 

Over the last several years, the economy has steadily grown two to three percent every 

year, and has shown remarkable stability; however, the U.S. has not always been so stable. In the 

1920s, the United States entered a postwar consumerism frenzy that drove the economy very 

high, but the stock market crashed and created the worst depression in U.S. history, bringing the 

unemployment rate to 25%. In 2007, the housing market collapsed when low-income families 

were unable to pay rising mortgage rates, forcing them to lose their homes. 

Nuclear energy in the U.S. is a major part of its electricity consumption, producing about 

20% of energy, and every dollar spent in a nuclear reactor produces $1.87 in the U.S. economy 



(thebalance.com). Nuclear energy produces a very large amount of jobs for the U.S. every year, 

as nuclear processing facilities require more labor than simpler coal or natural gas facilities. 

In contrast, nuclear energy at its start was extremely expensive. So expensive, in fact, that 

Forbes called nuclear energy “the largest managerial disaster in business history” (ucsusa.org). 

New power plants cost almost $9 billion to create, and while they are funded by the utilities, that 

price burden is reflected in energy rates of the consumers. In addition, nuclear energy leaves 

behind radioactive waste, which is expensive to store for thousands of years and provides 

incentive to switch to more renewable energy sources, such as solar and wind. 

From 1940-1996, the U.S. spent at least $5.5 trillion on nuclear weapons, having a large 

impact on the U.S. national budget and representing 29% of the military budget (nti.org). The 

price of nuclear weapons only substantially costs the government, but of course the government 

is funded by taxpayers. In the event of an average-size nuclear weapon detonation, the Pacific 

Northwest National Laboratory estimates it would cost at least $10 trillion to pay for the damage 

(nuclearfiles.org). In this event, a government would have enormous strain on their budgets; even 

America, whose national budget is just over $3 trillion. 

Nuclear weapons are also extremely expensive. Even though the U.S. has not built a new 

nuclear weapon since 1990, the Department of Defense has refurbished weapons since then, and 

has found that it is cheaper to renovate them than develop new nuclear weapons. In the case of a 

nuclear war between North Korea and America, the economic impacts (beside catastrophic loss 

of life) would rock the world’s supply chains. The world economy would have to radically adjust 

to make up for America’s inability to contribute to the markets. Oxford economists predicted that 

after a nuclear war, “The market impact is significant. Equities fall sharply in the region, 

accompanied by abrupt exchange rate and bond market adjustments” (businessinsider.com).  

Even while nuclear warheads are extremely costly, they also boast immense military 

value. Nuclear programs are appealing to developing countries because they provide weapons on 

the scale of industrialized nations capable of destroying cities for comparatively little. For 

taxpayers, a nuclear state is more cost-effective than raising a huge conventional army, and a 

small nuclear arsenal can be just as powerful. In fact, some argue that small, nuclear powers 

would improve stability in regions such as the middle east (mises.org). 



The U.S. has never been sanctioned for nuclear weapons, but it imposes sanctions on 

other countries, namely North Korea. The U.S. North Korean sanctions have traditionally been 

enforced by presidents, but Congress recently passed a round of sanctions. While the U.S. has 

successfully enforced these, some countries, like China, have continued to trade. In September 

President Trump “authorized the Treasury Department to block from the U.S. financial system 

any foreign business or individual that facilitates trade with North Korea” (cfr.org). These 

sanctions directly influence residents of North Korea in daily lives, pressing some into 

malnourishment (cfr.org). To date, the sanctions have made some progress in stopping their 

nuclear program, but China remains to trade and is keeping the regime’s program alive 

(vox.com).  

The U.S. ratified the Non-Proliferation Treaty, and the country has not been tolerant of 

countries who didn’t sign, most namely North Korea. The Trump Administration has made it a 

priority to resolve the increasing tension, and has not been supportive of other countries who did 

not ratify the NPT. The U.S. is upgrading their nuclear arsenal, and the world is entering into an 

increasingly worrying nuclear and economic era. Trump’s agreement to meet with Kim Jong-un 

may be the turning point for worldwide nuclear tensions, and economic sanctions on North 

Korea may help decrease the speed of their nuclear program. The economic and nuclear future of 

the two countries rides on their meeting, which is expected in the coming months. 

Sovereignty - George Beninati 

In the past the United States presidents have been huge supporters of global unity and 

helping wherever possible. Woodrow Wilson supported intervention to make the world safe for 

democracy after WWI. Roosevelt did the same thing during WWII, invading sovereign countries 

to stop their aggression and building international institutions in the aftermath of war. During the 

Cold War, presidents routinely intervened in other countries’ sovereignty to stop the spread of 

communism - a policy called ‘containment’. Bush intervened in Iraq with the hope of creating a 

democratic regime that would help bring security to the Middle East.President  Donald J. Trump, 

however, has taken a complete turn into a different direction. President Trump is a huge advocate 

for sovereignty across the globe and believes strongly that each country should look out for 



himself first. The idea itself is simple, America is an independent nation run by its people. 

America created its own government, elects its own officials, and creates its own laws, 

completely self-sufficient in that regard. President Trump wants America to put America first; 

however, that does not mean he will completely excommunicate other countries. America is 

trying to perfect itself before it goes along and helps other countries out but they are still 

completely “open for business” if it is considered profitable enough for the States (DAVOS).  

Although America values sovereignty, they still believe in some instances it is their place 

to intervene when they see fit. For instance, they strongly adhere to the R2P (Responsibility to 

Protect) commitment adopted by the UN in 2005, which sets up conditions under which 

sovereignty can be violated, including ethnic cleansing, genocide, and war crimes. This notion 

has been a major driver in US liberal humanitarian interventions in countries like Somalia and 

Iraq. These are essentially interventions to stop state violations of people’s innate human rights.  

The United Nations Charter does protect sovereign countries because it provides mutual 

protection for all countries. The UNC protects the sovereign countries from being overrun by any 

rogue countries, and if a country is deemed unfit to self rule by the UNC, it won’t take away 

their sovereignty but rather help replace the unstable government with one that is capable of 

being sovereign.  

The principle of non-intervention is a rule that disallows countries from intervening in 

others internal affairs. America is a adament supporter and advocate of this policy, believing that 

its military forces are stretched too thin and its money could be better spent on other things. The 

international community should be geared towards countries rights. International institutions 

should do a better job of providing security and should rely less on the United States military to 

do so for them.  

The US is a key supporter of the The Treaty for the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 

Weapons. Started at the height of the Cold War, it was and is still seen as the surest way to 

prevent accidental nuclear conflict that could kill millions of people. In the time since its 

inception, the US has reduced its nuclear weapons stockpile by more than 80% and has not 

added any new nukes, only modernizing its old ones, showing its full commitment to the treaty. 



Global security outweighs state sovereignty when a rogue state poses a common security 

threat to the most powerful nations on earth - i.e. the ones that sit on the UN Security Council: 

Russia, China, the US, France, and Britain. When these nations all agree that a country - e.g. 

North Korea - is behaving dangerously on the world stage, they can jointly approve a resolution 

allowing for violations of sovereignty. Hence, the threshold would be defined by the P5’s 

(Security Council’s permanent five members) subjective perception of a nation’s threat to them.  

Sovereignty is very difficult to reclaim once it is given up. The US often points to the 

example of the EU, whose nations gave up some of their sovereignty to an EU leadership in 

Brussels that sets economic, trade, and immigration policy for the entire bloc. As time went on, 

these member states began to feel as if their sovereign elected representatives no longer had a say 

in policy, leading to an anti-EU reaction that culminated in Brexit. Many right-wing US 

politicians are fearful of going down the path of EU member states and resist further global 

integration. 

Global unity is a more important priority for the international community than state 

sovereignty. In recent years, the US has routinely worked through international institutions and 

organizations, such as the UN and NATO, to solve global problems rather than relying on 

unilateral action. For instance, the US worked with its partners in the UN security council to 

place sanctions on North Korea rather than placing sanctions unilaterally. This is an example of 

the US rallying the global community behind an action, rather than going it alone. Furthermore, 

the US has not been a fan of state sovereignty in the case of its interventions. When the US led 

an international NATO coalition to bomb Libya, it justified sovereignty violation with its goal of 

helping pro-democracy groups from being repressed. Therefore, an emphasis on global unity and 

limits on state sovereignty/country rights can be used to help promote democracy and topple 

tyrannical regimes that violate their citizens’ rights. In addition, global unity can spread the cost 

of military/diplomatic action around to partners so as to not overburden the US with the costs, as 

was the case in the Iraq war.  

According to neoliberal institutionalism, international institutions can build bonds of trust 

by promoting interdependence and cooperation among nations. By making nations more 

economically/politically dependent on one another, institutions make them less likely to go to 



war, which promotes global security. Institutions like NATO can also have collective security 

benefits - if one nation is attacked, all of its allies are obligated to defend it against the 

aggression. This makes powerful nations less likely to go to war against weaker ones, who are 

often in collective security agreements.  

By having a nuclear arsenal it allows the US to be self-reliant and they can rely on 

themselves to face war threats or even nuclear threats sent. It is much easier to advocate 

self-interest when you have a vast arsenal of the most advanced super weapon of all time. If a 

country is unstable and would be a threat to the peace, then it is the duty of the other nations to 

provoke their rights to obtain a nuclear arsenal.  

There is a clear tension between nuclear weapons proliferation and state sovereignty. One 

the one hand, the very core of sovereignty is the right and ability to use force to achieve your 

national interest - which includes, for example, a nuclear first strike in a worse case scenario. 

Therefore, limiting nuclear weapons use would be an infringement on the state’s monopoly over 

the use of force. On the other hand, sovereignty limits might be justified because of the 

destructive threat of nuclear weapons, which can incinerate earth/mankind and therefore violate 

the “common heritage of mankind” that is protected under international law.  In terms of global 

security,  nuclear weapons exacerbate the “security dilemma” and can lead to a deadly nuclear 

arms race that started with only defensive goals.  

As a powerful nuclear state, the US does not believe in the right of other countries to 

dictate how many nuclear weapons it has. However, it does believe that nuclear disarmament is 

the best way forward, rather than unilateral disarmament that puts the US at a security 

disadvantage.  

The liberal world order should be taken into account during nuclear arms negotiations. In 

this order, there is a “natural harmony of interests”, where each state ultimately benefits from 

international cooperation. Everyone wins when there is nuclear disarmament because everyone is 

safer and more peaceful, and states should seen things this way instead of in a self-interested 

realist way when negotiations nuclear arms regulations. Furthermore, norms are important in this 

liberal world order, so states are interested in minimizing suffering and being moral actors on the 

world stage. So nuclear weapons disarmament allows this morality-driven view to flourish.  
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