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 In working together to co-sponsor this conference, “Healing the Planet,” Physicians for Global Survival and the Canadian Association of Physicians for the Environment have set a new standard.    NGOs from various streams of the human security agenda – disarmament, development, environment, human rights – must intensify their joint approach to true human security because all the global problems are inter-linked.  This conference gives leadership in addressing the two over-arching problems of the 21st century – nuclear disarmament and climate change.  Both groups are united in responding to U.N. Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon’s call for renewed action to tackle these twin threats.  This holistic thinking is characteristic of International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War, which won the Nobel Peace Prize in 1985.  What IPPNW has done in mobilizing physicians in 62 countries is truly remarkable, and I am proud to be an Honourary Member.  

         * * * * * * * * * * * 


Never doubt for a minute the power of physicians to influence the public agenda.  What a doctor thinks -- not just about the illness at hand, but the direction of society – has a powerful impact on the public and not least the politicians.  Nuclear weapons – the very antithesis of life itself – threaten everything a physician stands for.   By definition, one who is devoted to the healing processes of the human body must oppose instruments of mass murder.  Physicians must be leaders in pressing for the elimination of weapons of mass destruction.   A new moment to exercise your influence is at hand.


For the first time since the Hiroshima and Nagasaki explosions of 1945, a president of the United States is expressing determination to rid the world of nuclear weapons.  President Barack Obama’s action, two days ago, in convening and chairing a special meeting of the U.N. Security Council on nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament has provided new leadership to the world community.  The principal nuclear powers, who are at the same time the permanent members of the Security Council, are finally facing up to their moral and legal responsibilities to negotiate an end to nuclear weapons.  


This undoubtedly gives nuclear abolitionists new hope.  But the road ahead will be long and difficult.  The nuclear strategists are digging in their heels.  They want to stop Obama from implementing his vision, and they are using all the power they possess – money, influence, fear and public manipulation.  Only the visible display of a galvanized and informed public opinion can bring an end to the global threat of Armageddon.  There must be a relaunching of the movements that have brought us this far in the search for true human security.


It was, in fact, the IPPNW studies a quarter of a century ago that helped the public understand the calamity that would befall humanity in the event of nuclear warfare.  New generations must understand what nuclear weapons do.  They are not just an advanced form of weaponry: they have the power to decimate the natural environment that has sustained humanity since the beginning of time.  They can exterminate civilian populations with lethal levels of blast, heat and radiation, contaminate and destroy the food chain, and wipe out life-support systems.  


Nuclear weapons not only assault life on the planet, they assault the planet itself, and in so doing they assault the process of the continuing development of the planet.  This is an affront to the Creator of the universe, an affront to the mysterious process of God’s creation that makes a connection between us and an unfathomably distant past that the present generation has no right to interrupt.  Nuclear weapons lure us into thinking we can control the destiny of the world.  They invert order into disorder.  They are the ultimate evil.


Nuclear weapons are devoid of the slightest shred of moral legitimacy.  Prominent  jurists consider their use illegal in any possible circumstance.  Military leaders have stated that they have no utilitarian value.  Yet there are still 23,300 nuclear weapons in existence, most of them many times more powerful than the bombs that destroyed Hiroshima and Nagasaski.  The U.S. and Russia possess about 95 percent of this number, with the U.K., France, and China, the other official members of the nuclear “club,” holding smaller amounts.  India, Pakistan and Israel also possess nuclear weapons; North Korea has tested a nuclear device and Iran is accused of trying to turn its nuclear energy program into nuclear weapons.  More than half the people of the world live in a nuclear weapons country.  Virtually every nuclear expert agrees that the threat of a nuclear attack by terrorists is growing because the greater the number of governments possessing nuclear weapons, the greater the potential for terrorists to obtain access to them.  Former U.N. Secretary-General Kofi Annan has said that the world is “sleep-walking” towards a nuclear calamity.  


It staggers the imagination to consider what the enormous sums spent on nuclear forces -- $12 trillion to date --  could  have done for education, health and other requisites for the development of peoples everywhere.  The annual global total is about $90 billion.  The five permanent members of the Security Council (the nuclear “club”) are the top five military spenders in the world.  Their spending on conventional as well as nuclear arms is driving worldwide military spending, which last year reached $1.46 trillion, a 45 percent rise over the past decade.  As the International Peace Bureau points out, “These new figures show us that weapons and preparations for warfare remain untouchable in most austerity programmes, and indeed they reveal an increasing militarization among the big powers.”


The abolition of nuclear weapons is necessary not only because they pose totally unacceptable risks.  It is also necessary because a “two-tier regime,” with nuclear haves and have-nots, jeopardizes a stable and effective global and legal order.  Elimination of the lethal two-tier system is needed to effectively tackle the other critical problems facing an interdependent world: climate change and other threats to the environment, wars and terrorism, financial instability, poverty and disease.


We have now reached a point in history when one thing is abundantly clear: a two-class nuclear world where one set of countries arrogate unto themselves the right to hold nuclear weapons while proscribing their acquisition by other states is no longer sustainable.  The only way to stop the proliferation of nuclear weapons is to move the world to zero nuclear weapons.  The day will arrive when either nuclear weapons are abolished or the world is devastated by a nuclear attack.  One or the other will happen.  No person, informed on the gravity of the situation, can deny it.


By their continued ignoring of the 1996 International Court of Justice ruling that states are required to conclude negotiations toward the elimination of nuclear weapons, the nuclear weapons states are cavalierly undermining the rule of law.   In fact, while professing to support nuclear disarmament by reductions in numbers while at the same time modernizing their nuclear arsenals and setting in place doctrines that will have nuclear deterrence maintained for the foreseeable future, the nuclear powers are making a farce out of nuclear disarmament.  The all-important Non-Proliferation Treaty, designed four decades ago to lead to a nuclear weapons free world, is being deliberately thwarted and undermined. 


 For good reason did the Swedish Nobel laureate Alva Myrdal title her book on this subject, “The Disarmament Game.”  It is time to stop treating people as pawns in strategic planning.  Steps on the horizon, such as the entry-into-force of a Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty and a ban on the production of fissile materials, are important but insufficient without a visible intent to connect the steps to the achievement of a world without nuclear weapons.  It is not just steps, laudatory as they are, that must be addressed but doctrine.  As long as nuclear retentionists can hold onto the doctrine of nuclear deterrence, they will use it to justify modernizing nuclear arsenals.


  That is why there is renewed interest today in a Nuclear Weapons Convention, which would be a global treaty banning the production as well as deployment of nuclear weapons.  A Model Nuclear Weapons Convention has for some time been circulating as a U.N. document.   It would prohibit development, testing, production, stockpiling, transfer, use and threat of use of nuclear weapons. States possessing nuclear weapons would be required to destroy their arsenals according to a series of phases.  The model contains detailed provisions for national implementation and verification; establishes an international agency responsible for enforcement and dispute settlement; and indicates procedures for reporting and addressing violations. Governments are, of course, the principal actors, but civil society would play an important role. The experience of many international and intergovernmental bodies will be useful.   Moreover, the scientific, medical, legal, policy, and other expertise of NGOs would make them key partners in the process. 


 Every year since 1997, the General Assembly has adopted a resolution calling upon all states immediately to commence multilateral negotiations leading to an early conclusion of a Nuclear Weapons Convention.  In 2008, the number of co-sponsors doubled from 28 to 56, and the General Assembly adopted the resolution by 127 to 30 with 23 abstentions.  So far,  China has been the only major nuclear power to vote for it.  


International polls show that people around the world overwhelmingly support the proposition that all countries should sign a treaty that prohibits all nuclear weapons.  But they are passive, if not skeptical, in expressing this view.  A few months ago, however, U.N. Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon put a global spotlight on the need to achieve a Nuclear Weapons Convention.  So have several nuclear disarmament organizations, notably Mayors for Peace, which includes the mayors of nearly 3,000 cities in 134 countries, and IPPNW with its International Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons.  A “Global Zero” movement, embracing civil leaders in many countries, has started.


At just this moment, Barack Obama has arrived on the scene, bringing to the White House his long held vision of “a nuclear free world.”   In his Prague speech of April 2009, President Obama stated his “commitment to seek the peace and security of a world without nuclear weapons…As the only nuclear power to have used a nuclear weapon, the United States has a moral responsibility to act.  We cannot succeed in this endeavour alone, but we can lead it.”  Hence his unprecedented act in convening the Security Council and his intention to host a global summit on nuclear dangers next year.  He has re-launched nuclear negotiations with Russia, stated that he will “aggressively pursue” U.S. ratification of the CTBT, and started work on a verifiable fissile material ban.  In Obama, we see for the first time the abolition of nuclear weapons moving from aspiration to the strategic centre of U.S. foreign policy.  From being the biggest obstacle to nuclear disarmament, the U.S., under Obama, is poised to become a vigorous proponent.

However, a landmine is waiting to trip up Obama.  The nuclear defenders, led by the military-industrial complex and their Congressional spokespersons, are by no means succumbing to the aspirations of their president.  They are determined that the U.S. maintain what they call a “safe, secure, effective and reliable nuclear deterrent.”   Former U.S. Defense Secretary Jim Schlesinger is trying to frame the all-important U.S. Nuclear Posture Review, now being brought up to date, around the concept of “extended deterrence.”   The U.S., it is argued, needs an effective, if smaller, nuclear arsenal to counter a nuclear threat anywhere.


This means that the U.S. would keep its nuclear weapons to protect not only itself but its allies who do not possess nuclear weapons.  In other words, so the argument goes, the U.S. would be weakening itself and also letting down its friends if it gave up its nuclear weapons.  If Schlesinger & Co. can get “extended deterrence” written into the new Nuclear Posture Review, scheduled for publication in December, this will stop Obama cold in his quest for a nuclear weapons-free world.  


Already, the nuclear defenders have signaled that they will not oppose U.S. ratification of the CTBT if they get “extended deterrence” codified.  This will allow them indefinitely to modernize U.S. nuclear arsenals through lab work rather than explosive testing.  They think this “carrot” – CTBT ratification – will be enough to get the U.S. safely through the 2010 NPT Review.


A huge fight is looming because Obama knows he cannot be left in an incoherent position: calling for a nuclear weapons-free world while the U.S. modernizes its nuclear arsenal on the supposed grounds that it must do so to protect its allies. This final dismantling of the Cold War architecture will be a Herculean task.  Fear-mongers who pretend that nuclear weapons bring security will shout from the rooftops.   Though such former U.S. officials as Henry Kissinger and George Schultz have given their support to the abolition of nuclear weapons, they have been countered by others, such as Richard Perle and Sen. John Kyl, who are urging the U.S. to keep nuclear weapons “for the foreseeable future.”


In short, Obama, no matter how well motivated, cannot bring us to a nuclear weapons free world alone.  In addition to powerful domestic support, he needs strong  international backing.  The countries that are friends of the U.S. – those very states that are said to be depending on the U.S. nuclear umbrella – now need to speak up and blow away the phony “extended deterrence” argument.  This brings us to Canada.


Canada still maintains a fundamentally ambiguous policy toward nuclear weapons.  Though a nuclear weapons free world has always been a value and a goal of Canada, all Canadian governments have participated in a nuclear-armed alliance and endorsed NATO’s Strategic Concept, which says that nuclear weapons are “essential.” While Canada condemns reliance on nuclear weapons by non-allied countries, it continues to treat those same weapons as a useful – even necessary – element of Canada’s defences. It is very clear that what has prevented Canada from fully exercising the values of a nuclear weapons free world has been the need to support the U.S., which until now has always insisted on maintaining its own and NATO’s nuclear stocks.  Suddenly, the Obama moment gives Canada an opening to demonstrate its seriousness in nuclear disarmament. 


The government should vigorously support the Obama plan and make a direct contribution by pressing NATO to review its Strategic Concept and get tactical nuclear weapons out of five NATO European countries.  In  1999, Canada led such an effort at NATO, but it failed.  In the new climate, the chances of success are high.  The moment has arrived for Canada to stop being a complicit cooperator in the maintenance of instruments of mass murder.  Canadians do not want to be “protected” any longer by the Cold War nuclear umbrella.  In seeking a seat on the Security Council, Canada can offer no greater credentials than a new campaign to join President Obama in ridding the world of nuclear weapons.


By lifting our own vision at this critical moment, Canada can assert a guiding principle: militarism alone cannot provide security in the complex world of globalization.  Rather, the security that people everywhere long for can be achieved only by the implementation of programs for sustainable development in every part of the world, and the protection and advancement of human rights in all their dimensions as outlined in the United Nations instruments. 


The abolition of nuclear weapons is no longer just a lofty goal, a noble 
aspiration, an idealistic thought.  It has become the irreducible essential for 
survival.  Peace is impossible as long as the threat of nuclear war hangs over our heads.  A Nuclear Weapons Convention, prohibiting the production as well as use, of all nuclear weapons in all circumstances is urgently needed.  Lawmakers – i.e., politicians and government bureaucrats – must be awakened by public demand to pass such legislation.  An ironclad law 
prohibiting all nuclear weapons must be made. 

 
The end of slavery, colonialism and apartheid – all great evils of their 
time – came when a critical mass of public opinion arose.  So too the end of 
nuclear weapons, the ultimate evil, can be achieved when enough activists 
and parliamentarians speak out, recognizing that time frames are necessary 
to energize political processes. 

 
The old ways of war are increasingly being challenged as a result of 
the deeper understanding of human rights.  Human rights for all and the abolition of nuclear weapons must become a single dynamic issue.  Then we will know that hope can triumph over fear. 
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