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Abstract:
Most European countries continue to rely on nuclaapons to ensure their security, as recently
confirmed by NATO'’s new Strategic Concept and the Defence and Deterrence Posture Review (DDPR).
Given the persisting nuclear dangers and the risks of a multinuclear world, this article makes the case that
the European states should instead take measures to create the conditions for complete nuclear
disarmament — regardless whether this goal is achievable or not. This article hence explores the
possibilities for a stronger European contribution to the process towards Global Zero, putting forward
some recommendations.
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Resumen:
La mayoria de los paises europeos siguen dependoitits armas nucleares para garantizar su propia
seguridad, tal y como vimos recientemente confirmado en el nuevo Concepto Estratégico de la OTAN y la
Revision de la Postura de la Disuasion Nuclear (DDPR en sus siglas en inglés). Dados los persistentes
peligros nucleares y los riesgos de un mundo multi-nuclear, este articulo argumenta que los estados
nucleares deberian al contrario tomar las medidas necesarias para crear las condiciones para un
desarme nuclear completo — independientemente de que ese objetivo sea alcanzable o no. Este articulo
por tanto explora las posibilidades para una mayor contribucién Europea al proceso de “Cero Global”,
proponiendo con ello ciertas recomendaciones.
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1. Introduction

The Wall Street Journabp-ed by George Shultz, William Perry, Henry Kiggr and Sam
Nunn of January 2007, followed by the April 200@sph in Prague by US President Barack
Obama, have inspired a worldwide debate on 'Gl@eab’, the complete elimination of all
nuclear weaponSRecently, this debate has become increasinglyraottional, polemical,
and tinged with emotion. Instead of focusing on tiext concrete steps on the agenda,
contributors to the debate argue passionately eaith other whether the last steps of total
nuclear elimination can be taken or not, and, faneple, whether virtual arsenals could be
maintained sustainably, amounting in the end tolmigcal turf battles on whether global
zero is ‘desirable’, ‘feasible’, ‘illogical’ or anormative imperative’. Europe's many
constituencies with regard to nuclear weapons -leaucveapon states (NWS) and non-
nuclear-weapon states (NNWS), disarmers and deseMATO and the EU — have reacted in
a variety of fashions, contributing to the fruigagss of the debate.

This article makes the case for a stronger Europmmriribution to Global Zero.
Nevertheless, it concedes that a common Europesasitiqgo towards the complete
disarmament of nuclear weapons is unlikely in tearrfuture. It maintains, however, that
aiming at Global Zero is in the security interest of @Ellropean countries no matter whether
they support the idea of total nuclear abolitiomot, therefore stressing the importance of the
process rather than the final goal. This does rnedmmagreeing with the proposition of some
that the 'Global Zero' idea itself is damaginghe goal of disarmament. Instead, it requires
recognition that achieving sustainable securitfEurope is not self-evident but needs to be
continuously renegotiated and strengthened, andtadldo changing security environments
and threat perceptions. This is a process involNAJ O, the EU, single European states and
groupings of states. The 'Global Zero' process gegmjghese actors around a number of key
questions of common security, and encourages thergsolution of contemporary problems.

The article begins with reasons why aiming at Glabaro is useful to strengthen
European security, and briefly outlines the stemstnoften identified as necessary in the
‘Global Zero' process. It then discusses the dingrguropean positions concerning nuclear
weapons and nuclear disarmament. Finally, it idiestiexisting and potential European
contributions to the necessary next disarmamepkssted near-time measures, asking what
the nuclear states and what the non-nuclear stascontribute. It approaches these
questions from the perspectives of single statesjpgngs of states, NATO, and the EU.

2. Persisting Nuclear Threats — Why Aiming at GlobbhZero Makes Sense

After a short period of optimism in the early 1998wmtes have grown to realize that although
the Cold War is over and the security environmenEurope has changed fundamentally,

2 Shultz, George P.; Perry, William J.; Kissingereriy A. and Nunn, Sam: “A World Free of Nuclear
Weapons”,Wall Street Journal4 January 2007; Obama, Barack: “Remarks by PeasiBarack Obama”,
Prague, (5 April 2009), at http://www.whitehouseutioe press_office/Remarks-By-President-Barack-Gizam
In-Prague-As-Delivered

® Daalder, Ivo and Lodal, Jan: “The Logic of Zercowvifard a World Without Nuclear Weapond®preign
Affairs, vol. 87, no. 6 (Nov./Dec. 2008), pp. 80-95; Ryd®andy: “The Future of Nuclear Arms: A World
United and Devided by Zero”,Arms Control Today vol. 39, no. 3 (April 2009), at
http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2009_04/RydelTertrais, Bruno: “The lllogic of Zero”,The Washington
Quarterly, vol. 33, no. 2 (April 2010), pp. 125-138.

60




E UNISCI Discussion Papers, N° 30 (Octubre / October  2012) ISSN 1696-2206

nuclear threats continue to exist and have in seigeificant ways intensified. While the
threat of a major nuclear exchange between Rusuiatlze US is much less likely, for
example, ongoing conflict between nuclear-armedalathd Pakistan still has the potential to
escalate to nuclear use. (In its nuclear doctrineast India calculates on being able to absorb
a nuclear strike on the own territdyyOnce a regional conflict has gone nuclear, tble of
further nuclear escalation due to misperceptionsperceived existential threats rises.
Especially in countries like the US or Russia wettmbined arsenals of more than 20,000
nuclear weapons — including many operational wathean permanent alert status the
possibility of an unintended, unauthorised or aextdl launch of a nuclear device cannot be
ruled out. Furthermore, breaches of the Non-Pralifen Treaty (NPT), unstable global and
regional security environments, and the unclearigoms of countries like North Korea and
Iran, combined with a widespread diffusion of nacleaterials and technologies, may create
incentives for further nuclear proliferation. Filyalthe threat of nuclear terrorism has become
more urgent due to huge remaining stockpiles oteancmaterial, a global black market of
nuclear materials and technologies, as well asffin@nt security of civil and military
nuclear facilities.

In a world of multiple nuclear weapon states, famiconcepts of mutual deterrence
would be unlikely to work reliabl§.Even leaving the threat of proliferation asides ey
Cold War security threat which led to the estalnlisht of extended nuclear deterrence in
Europe, and which contributed to the maintenandeundpe’s two national nuclear arsenals —
namely, Soviet superiority in conventional forceis Ao longer present. Moreover, Cold War
models of nuclear deterrence are widely perceiedoetin need of updating, with the aim of
moving towards safer and more stable forms of detee. According to Kissinger, Perry,
Shultz and Nunn’s March 2011 op-ed, “The U.S. aadNIATO allies, together with Russia,
must begin moving away from threatening force pestiand deployments, including the
retention of thousands of short-range battlefieldi@ar weapons.”

Current nuclear arsenals, particularly those of W& and Russia far exceed what is
necessary for a credible nuclear deterrent. Sieeabinerical reductions in those arsenals
would reduce existing nuclear risks. How furthesasimament might be tackled has been the
object of new debates and studies, most streskimgécessity of a step-by-step approach.
Four basic steps can be identified

* Sidhu, Waheguru Pal Singh: “India”, in Born, Hafll, Bates and Hanggi, Heiner (eds.) (201Gpverning
the Bomb: Civilian Control and Democratic Accouritiyp of Nuclear WeapondNew York, Oxford University
Press, pp. 171-194, p. 194.

® The US currently has around 1000 nuclear warheadsert — on land-based intercontinental balligtissiles
(ICBMs) and submarine-launched ballistic missilBEBMs). See EastWest Institute (ed.) (2009): “Reafray
Nuclear De-Alert. Decreasing the operational reesnof U.S. and Russian arsenals”, New York, EastWe
Institute, p. i.

® Sagan, Scott D.: “More will be worse”, in Saganp® D. and Waltz, Kenneth N. (eds.) (200Ble Spread of
Nuclear Weapons: A Debate Renep®ded., New York/ London, W. W. Norton & Comparpp. 46-87.

" See for example Perkovich, George and Acton, J&mdgds.) (2009)Abolish Nuclear Weapons. A Debate
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace; Goodames E.: “A world without nuclear weapons: faytas
necessity?”, in Cruickshank, D.A.; Fox, Joey; Bodgtta Gilligan and Trimmer, Caspar (eds.) (20BPRI
Yearbook 2010: Armaments, Disarmament and Inteonati Security New York, Oxford University Press, pp.
17-34; Evans, Gareth and Kawaguchi, Yoriko (ed&000): Eliminating Nuclear Threats: A Practical Agenda
for Global Policymakersinternational Commission on Nuclear Non-prolifeya and Disarmament, Canberra,
Paragon.

8 See for example Holloway, David: “The Vision ofMorld Free of Nuclear Weapons”, in Kelleher, Caither
McArdle and Reppy, Judith (eds.) (2010etting to Zero — The Path to Nuclear Disarmamestanford,
University Press, pp. 11-26.
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It is generally agreed that the process must begim further bilateral disarmament by
Russia and the United States. Expert studies shmw both countries could reduce their
nuclear warheads first to a thousand each, sinediasly limiting the associated delivery
systems to a few hundred. At a second stage thex ettisting nuclear weapon states need to
be included and a multilateral approach and agraem#l have to be developed. While the
US and Russia further reduce their arsenals tovahiendred warheads, the other nuclear
weapon states would commit themselves firstly foane from enlarging their arsenals, and
secondly to reduce their stockpiles in proportiontlie great powers. At the same time, a
comprehensive verification system would need toulié up, and the security of the civil use
of nuclear energy improved, especially the stogaiclear materials.

At a third stage a treaty to completely disarm et remaining nuclear weapons will
need to be negotiated and signed by all relevatést Final elimination would again take
place proportionally, and under close monitoring. d fourth stage the achievement of
complete nuclear disarmament would need to be pesnily stabilized. To prevent the
regeneration of nuclear weapons, the verificatigstesn would need to be further conducted
and further developed, adapting to changing caousti

The feasibility and desirability of such a procéss matter for considerable debate.
However, even without supporting the total abotitaf nuclear weapons, most measures and
ancillary agreements proposed of the first stagesmathe interest of all European countries
and often already form part of existing strateged policies. Europe is directly affected by
today's persisting nuclear threats; European cmsndéire implicated as users and providers of
nuclear technologies and materials, and throughrehance by many states — to varying
extents — on nuclear weapons in their securityesjras.

At the same time, because civil nuclear and nuekesapon states undertake a broad
array of related research, they possess the negdssds to contribute to the next steps in
disarmament and to complementary measures. CowgBddnilding and transparency
measures will be crucial: nuclear issues, esggdialtheir military aspects, are as much
influenced by political thinking as by military artdchnical considerations. By increasing
confidence in the reliability and trustworthines®opposing actors, European states can create
the first steps in enabling further cooperatiog, en the nuclear fuel cycle, nuclear security,
or the verification of disarmament. Quite apartnirthe intrinsic benefits of disarmament,
Europe as whole can benefit along the path to paesicy, technical cooperation, and greater
stability.

3. European Divergence on Disarmament

The conditions for Europe to forge a common positan nuclear disarmament are not
favourable. With two nuclear weapon states, a &urflve states hosting US tactical weapons
on their ground and a few states strongly favouringlear disarmament, national positions
and interests in Europe differ considerably.

3.1. The Nuclear Weapons States

The governments of the two European Nuclear Weastates, France and the UK, both
argue they regard their nuclear weapons as an tegsprotection against possible future
threats. At the same time, both countries emphaieethey have significantly reduced their
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nuclear arsenals since the end of the East-Wedtiatprthat they were among the first
countries having signed the Comprehensive Nucleat Ban Treaty (CTBT); and that they
promote the negotiation of a Fissile Material Cfit-dreaty (FMCT). However, both
countries are also undertaking essential moderaizatf their arsenals to ensure their safety
and reliability for the next decades to come.

3.1.1. France

As former French president Nikolas Sarkozy reaféidmn his speech at Cherbourg in 2008,
France bases its concept of deterrence on theiglenof strict sufficiency. Government
officials claim that France has always maintaings fiuclear arsenal at the lowest possible
level, compatible with the strategic conte}t.Thus far, the newly-elected president Francois
Hollande has reaffirmed his government will uphoie French nuclear deterrent as an
essential element of national sovereightyny first hints on possible changes in France’s
security and defence policy in general might bevigled by the new White Paper on Defence
and National Security scheduled for the beginnin204.3.

France officially argues that considerable nucléi@sarmament has been undertaken
since the end of the East-West conflict and tHatsatemaining nuclear weapons are strategic
weapons? During her EU presidency in 2008, France engagetkiveloping the EU action
plan on disarmament (see below) in the run-up © 2010 NPT Review Conference, and
presented it as evidence of a commitment to disaen& France has stopped nuclear testing
and dismantled her facilities for the productionfigkile materials for nuclear weapons at
Pierrelatte and Marcoule, and invited internatioagperts to observe the deconstruction.
Since the dismantlement of France’s ground-to glocomponent from 1996-1998 (short
range mobile missiles and strategic missiles staticat the Plateau d’Albion) the country’s
nuclear deterrent only consists of an airborne argka-based component. The sea-based
component (the core strategic nuclear deterrerg)been reduced to four nuclear-powered
submarines (SSBNs) and 48 submarine-launched tmllisissiles (SLBMs)> In 2008,
Sarkozy announced that the airborne component wailctduced by one third, and declared
that the French arsenal would by then consistwéfeghan 300 total warhealfsAt the time
of his speech, the airborne component had already beduced: the Jaguar and Mirage llI-
borne AN52 nuclear bombs had been decommissiondddsmantled and the Mirage IV
strategic aircraft withdrawn from nuclear mission€urrently, France has available two air
force squadrons of nuclear-capable fighter bomberdsa small unit of navy fighter bombers,

® Sarkozy, Nicolas: “Presentation of SSBM “Le Telelb— Speech by M. Nicolas Sarkozy, President @ th
Republic’, Cherbourg (21 March 2008), at http://wambafrance-uk.org/President-Sarkozy-s-speech-
at,10430.html

% Danon, Eric: “France and nuclear disarmament’te®tant by Eric Danon, Permanent Representative of
France to the Conference on Disarmament (25 Oct@béd), at_http://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/global-
issues/disarmament-arms-control/arms-control-antsdrade/implementation-of-disarmament/france-and-
nuclear-disarmament/article/general-assembly-1stroittee

1 See the confirmation of the Minister of DefenseDrian, Jean-Yves: “Hollande maintiendra la dissors

Le Figarg 14 July 2012, at http://www.lefigaro.fr/flash-a£2012/07/14/97001-20120714FILWWWO00218-
hollande-maintiendra-la-dissuasion.php

12 Tertrais, Bruno: “The Last to Disarm? The Futufécmnce’s Nuclear Weaponstonproliferation Review
vol. 14, no. 2 (July 2007), pp. 251-273; 255.

'3 Tertrais, Bruno: “France”, in Born, Hans; Gill, a and Hanggi, Heiner (eds.) (201Gpverning the Bomb:
Civilian Control and Democratic Accountability oublear Weapons New York, Oxford University Press, pp.
103-127.

1 sarkozyop. cit

> Ministere de la Denfense: Nuclear disarmament: née® concrete commitment, at
http://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/IMG/pdf/desarmentemucleaire_France.pdf
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armed with nuclear tipped cruise missiles and deddt to the aircraft carrier Charles de
Gaulle!® However, alongside these reductions, France hgsrb® significantly modernize
the remaining nuclear forces involving submarimasyraft, missiles, and warheads.

The French Strategic Air Forces (Forces Aérienrtest&jiques (FAS)) is replacing the
old nuclear-capable Mirage 2000N K3 aircraft witle new Rafale F&. The Rafales are also
equipped with a new cruise missile (Air-Sol MoyerR@mtee Amélioré (ASMPA) with a new
warhead (Téte Nucleaire Aéroportée (TNA)“The aircraft carrier Charles de Gaulle is
equipped to carry ASMPA cruise missiles for deljwveby Rafale MF3 fighter
bombers.”$*The same applies to the sea-based nuclear forbesFiench Force Océanique
Stratégique (FOS) consists of four Triomphant-claselear-powered ballistic missile
submarines (SSBNs) equipped with nuclear-armed-tange ballistic missiles (SLBMs). At
least two of the four SSBNs are always operatiomag, of them patrolling at sea. The SSBN
force is about to be upgraded from the M45 to tHglvhissile. Carrying the same warhead
(TN75) following EADS compared to the M45 the Mb5affers significantly greater range
and payload capacity, as well as greater accurdcidstly, the French nuclear weapons
complex — its production facilities and researcmtieess — is undergoing considerable
modernization.

France’s nuclear doctrine has stayed mostly unathisgce the end of the Cold War.
Although France returned into the integrated mitstructure of NATO in 2009 (after having
left in 1966), France decided not to participat¢hie Nuclear Planning Group of the alliance,
wanting her nuclear deterrent to remain entireldependent. An independent nuclear
deterrent is regarded as essential to ensure thargts security and freedom of action: “[...]
our national independence and decision-making aumgn are preserved [...] Nuclear
deterrence is the ultimate guarantee of thREfance needs to “remain master of her destiny”
facing a “more unstable, more changing, more coripMorid and therefore must not “find
herself unarmed in the face of a strategic surpfiseThe former president Sarkozy
concluded: “I absolutely reject the idea of lowgriour guard?® Meanwhile, it is French
declaratory policy that her nuclear deterrent tsi¢ly defensive” and would only be used in
“extreme circumstances of legitimate defenteHowever, France nuclear doctrine does
allow for the possibility of sending “a nuclear warg” to underscore the country’s resolve
and to re-establish deterrence in case “vital @st&s” are threatened.

However, France announced the de-targeting of belear weapons in 1997, which
since has been reaffirmed on several occasionsidnspeech at Cherbourg the former
president Sarkozy declared: “When internationalusgc improves, France draws the
consequences [...] | can confirm that none of oeapons are targeted against anydfie.”

'8 Tertrais, “France...”op. cit, p. 111.

" For more details as dates of replacement, conaragess and tanker fleet see Kristensen, Hans: “Etanc
Acheson, Ray (ed.) (2012kssuring Destruction Forever. Nuclear Weapon Modstion around the World
New York, Reaching Critical Will, pp. 27-33, p. 28.

8 bid., p. 29.

9 Ipid., Idem

2 EADS French MSBS Programmes (Submarine-LaunchéiistBaMissiles), Le Bourget (13 June 2005), at
http://www.eads.com/eads/int/en/news/press.en_BIS5MSBS.html

L Sarkozyop. cit

*2 |bid.

%% |bid.

* |bid.

% Tertrais, “The Last to Disarm?.dp. cit, pp. 255-256.

% Sarkozy,op. cit
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Though announced to be de-targeted, the nuclegpoamsaremain on alert status, yet it was
lowered in 1992 and in 1996, in terms of the foraesponsiveness and the number of
weapon systems.

France seems to reject further reductions in ttee-teem futuré’ — military planning
and modernization indicate that no change can pea&d in the next 10-20 years to come.
Paris is scepticdl, if not dismissive, of a complete elimination ofickear weapons.
Moreover, France seems to remain reluctant to eN&uss her nuclear weapons, let alone
their disarmament, in a multilateral context. Wittgard to the NATO Weapons of Mass
Destruction Control and Disarmament Committee Hueofficials repeatedly argued “that
NATO is not the best place to discuss arms comindl disarmament issues”.

3.1.2. The United Kingdom

The UK's stated nuclear policy is one of 'minimuetedrence’. Since the withdrawal of the
last WE-177 gravity bomb in 1998, the UK has mairgd a single nuclear delivery system —
Trident Il D5 submarine-launched ballistic missilesith a single warhead type. The UK
maintains a posture of 'continuous at-sea detegtemmeaning that one Trident-armed
submarine (SSBN) is always on patrol, from a fle#fefour boats; the missiles themselves are
de-targeted, and on several days' notice to’%ifehe UK's 2010 Strategic Defence and
Security Review — whilst reaffirming the incomingwgrnment's decision to pursue renewal
of the SSBN fleet — continued a process of downvealjdistment in stockpile numbers and
posture that has been ongoing since the Cold VWeciftcally, it provided a negative security
assurance — a commitment not to use or threateiséonuclear weapons — to non-nuclear-
weapon state signatories to the NPT in good stgnaith their non-proliferation obligations;
announced a reduction in the overall warhead siteckp 180 from 225, a number first
revealed a few months earlier, at the 2010 NPT &eWwonference, and a reduction in the
requirement for operationally available warheadsnfr160 to 120; and a reduction in the
number of operational missiles on each SSBN to arerthan eight’

The UK has also been relatively active in the fielcarms control. In policy terms, the
government engaged in outreach in the run-up to 2080 NPT Review Conference,
emphasising the role of disarmament progress iawamy the treaty's ‘grand bargalhUK
officials were also among the first senior nucle@apon-state representatives to endorse the
'new wave' of disarmament advocacy following th@2@ang of four' op-ed, most notably in
the shape of Foreign Secretary Margaret Beckgiéech to the Carnegie Endowment Non-
Proliferation Conference in June 2007, and Defe®eeretary Des Browne's speech to the
Conference on Disarmament in February 2808 technical terms, in 1998 an arms control

7 Kristensenpp. cit, p. 27.

% Tertrais, “France...”op. cit, p. 126.

2 Meier, Oliver: “NATO Sticks with Nuclear Policy”, Arms Control Association(June 2012), at
http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2012_06/NATO_SticWéith Nuclear_Policy

% House of Commons: “Strategic Defence Review Witaper”, Research Paper 98/9(October 1998),
paragraph 68.

%1 “Securing Britain in an Age of Uncertainty: Tha&@egic Defence and Security Review”, CM 7948 (®eto
2010), London, HMSO, pp. 37-38.

%2 See UK Cabinet Office (2009Jhe Road to 2010: Addressing the nuclear questidheé twenty first century
CM 7575, London, HMSO, pp. 30-42.

% Beckett, Margaret: “A World Free of Nuclear Weag®h address to the Carnegie International
Nonproliferation Conference (25 June 2007), at :H#pvw.carnegieendowment.org/2007/06/25/keynote-
address-world-free-of-nuclear-weapons/k&owne, Desmond H.: “Laying the Foundations foultateral
Disarmament”, address to the Conference on Disaenam (5 February 2008), at
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verification research programme was set up at themik Weapons Establishment in
Aldermaston, and from 2007-2010 the UK and Norwajlaborated on an exercise to
simulate a non-nuclear-weapon state verifying wadhéismantlement by a nuclear-weapon
state, the results of which have been briefed tomalear-weapon states, and to the other
nuclear-weapon states as part of the ongoing Régtia on confidence-building measures in
support of nuclear disarmaméfit.

3.2. Non-Nuclear Weapon States — Members of a NualeAlliance

Any 'European’ approach to disarmament in theorgnale more complicated in practice
because most European states are NATO members. Nasf@ whole, Europe’s most
important security organization, remains a “nuclaience®. The nuclear component was
confirmed as a core element of the alliance’ defesnad deterrence concept by the Strategic
Concept of 2010 and the Defence and Deterrenceifrd®@DPR) completed in 2012.

At the same time, some NATO states do lean futberrds nuclear disarmament,
and there are especially sharp divisions over theis of the remaining US tactical nuclear
weapons (TNW) in Europe. US extended deterrendeurrope is provided by US strategic
nuclear weapons and forward based TNW. There gmxrimately 180 B-61 gravity bombs
at air bases in Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Nd#mets and Turkey, for delivery by US and
host countries’ aircraff This situation puts the European non-nuclear weagiates in a
difficult position. Those states that host theasfructure and aircraft to deliver the US B-61s
will have to take a decision in the next few yeatsether or to modernize existing aircrafts
(or make the Eurofighter dual capable), as existimgans of delivery are ageing. An
additional source of political pressure derivesrirthe US life extension programme for the
B-61s which, if completed, will lead to the staiimyp of modernized and more capable
nuclear weapons from 2019.

After NATO’s new strategic concept was decidedNiovember 2010 the Alliance
debated for more than a year and a half about pipeopriate mixture of means to best
achieve security for NATO members in the futureit$nStrategic Concept, NATO continues
to base its deterrence on nuclear and conventaapabilities and retains its first-use option.
The Concept states “as long as there are nucleapoms in the world, NATO will remain a
nuclear alliance®’ Any further disarmament steps in relation to TNW knked to reciprocal
Russian steps. However, the concept in generalowads the aim of a nuclear weapons-free
world. The DDPR reaffirmed nuclear weapons as & awmponent of NATO’s overall
capabilities for deterrence and defence alongsmeventional forces and named missile
defence forces as third complementary compotfeAithough it also called for NATO
members to reduce the reliance on TNW based in@eurthis does not seem to mean a
“significant departure from the existing perspeetion nuclear sharing arrangemernits.”
However, the DDPR does provide a mandate for futordidence building talks with Russia

http://www.labour.org.uk/des_browne_conference alear_disarmament

3 See, UK presentation to 2012 NPT Prepcom (May R04Rhttp://www.mod.uk/NR/rdonlyres/F5E721E4-
C2BF-424A-8A51-A75182535012/0/20120503 npt_prepgmesentation. pdf

% NATO: “Active Engagement, Modern Defence. Stratggoncept” (20 November 2010), p. 5, at
http://www.nato.int/strategic-concept/index.html

% Norris, Robert S. and Kristensen, Hans M.: “USitat nuclear weapons in Europdulletin of the Atomic
Scientistsvol. 67, no. 1 (2011), pp. 64-73;64-66.

3" NATO, “Active Engagement...”op. cit, p. 5.

3 NATO: “Deterrence and Defence Posture Review”, 20 May22paragraph 8, at
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/official _tex&7597.htm

39 Meier, “NATO Sticks...”,0p. cit
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on TNWSs, aiming “to develop and exchange transpgaramd confidence-building ideas with
the Russian Federation in the NATO-Russia Council.[*® It remains to be seen what form
and what authority the follow-up arms control cortieg (replacing the provisional Weapons
of Mass Destruction Control and Disarmament Conaa)twill be attributed. While France
seems to want to limit its competence and in géreials that NATO is not the right forum
to discuss disarmament, one Polish official haslipted that the committee “will try to build
its own identity and expand its role, including engral discussion of what role NATO can
play in arms control and disarmamé&hOf the European countries in favour of a withdrawa
of TNW from Europe, Germany (a host country) is maominent in demanding action.
Berlin argues that the remaining TNW are of no Em@f any military use, that US
engagement in Europe does not rely on extendedreiete and that in practice extended
deterrence is provided entirely by the United Stastrategic weapons. The supporters of
withdrawal also argue that withdrawal would bringsgpive momentum to NATO-Russia
relations. In Germany there is a broad consenstsaa@ll major political parties that the
remaining US TNW in Europe should be withdrawnti#ed by the Liberal Party (FDP), this
position was even part of the coalition agreemérthe Christian Democratic Party (CDU)
and the FDP on its entry into power in 2009. Thstlountries Belgium and the Netherlands
seem to have similar positions but did not pushafalecisive change during the discussions
on NATO’s New Strategic Concept and the DDPR.

In contrast to most of the host countries, theonmig of the eastern and central
European NATO members oppose a (unilateral) withdlraf US tactical nuclear weapons in
the near future. They are concerned about futeebdlgagement in Europe within NATO
and want to keep a strong link through extendedrdatce; they also regard the remaining
US TNW as a bargaining chip with regard to futuegetiations with Russia and insist on
reciprocal steps for any NATO withdrawal (a prideigupported in the DDPR).

The remaining non-nuclear-weapon states, althougmecessarily strongly attached
to the tactical nuclear weapons, appear to prseritalliance coherence over progress in
disarmament. Their desire not to rock the boat cessarily may well have been a crucial
factor in the status quo outcome of the DDPR.

3.3. European Union

The European Union's efforts to develop and strergta common non-proliferation policy
with regard to nuclear weapons have been irres@uote somewhat ineffective. Due to the
variety of positions and interests, unfortunatélys even more difficult to take effective and
concerted actions to work towards nuclear disarnrmhme

3.3.1. EU 2003 Strategy against the ProliferatibWDs

Nevertheless, in 2003, the EU adopted a strategwsigthe proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction that includes at least measures meagrdble further nuclear disarmament. The
strategy is mainly being implemented through cbutions to existing organisations and
projects (including support to the IAEA, CTBTO, ORC Security Council Resolution 1540
and the Hague Code of Conduct against BallisticsNésProliferation), and by adding a non-
proliferation clause to agreements between the i Xlaird countries.

“ONATO, “DDPR...", op. cit, paragraph 25.
“1 Meier, “NATO Sticks...”,op. cit
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3.3.2. EU 2008 Declaration and Action Plan for Disament

In December 2008, during the French EU-presideity, heads of state and government
endorsed a declaration on tighter internationausgc Building further on the strategy

against the proliferation of weapons of mass destm, the declaration includes an action
plan focusing on issues related to disarmament-pnoliferation of weapons of mass

destruction and their means of delivery as wethasprevention of terrorisiff.

Agreed in the run-up to the 2010 NPT Review Confeee the actions called for are on
the whole a repetition of broadly shared, loweshemn denominator positions. They include
general support for a global reduction of the werlduclear arsenals in accordance with
Article VI of the NPT and the establishment of dadehce-building and transparency
measures by the nuclear powers. All states areccatl accede to the CTBT, to complete its
verification regime, and to verifiable dismantlel auclear testing facilities; to start
negotiations on a fissile material cut-off treatyMCT) and introduce an immediate
moratorium on the production of such material. Motathe document also calls on states that
possess tactical nuclear weapons to include thememgotiations on arms control and
disarmament to reduce and eliminate tHéma position that has been controversial within
the NATO framework during the last couple of yeaisdiscussed above. An overview of the
EU activities in implementing the EU Strategy agaithe Proliferation of WMD is to be
provided by a six-monthly progress rep8t.

4. Recommendations — Possible Future European Coithutions to Nuclear
Disarmament

Potential European contributions to progress irlgaradisarmament are best differentiated in
two respects: firstly, by actor (nuclear weapon aoed-nuclear weapon single states and
multi-state groupings, NATO, EU); and secondly, &ch actor, by type — that is to say,
direct disarmament or measures involving concreley actions necessary for progress in
nuclear disarmament, but not involving the actuathdvawal and/or dismantlement of

weapons; finally some measures develop the capabiliand broader conditions for

disarmament to take place.

4.1. Individual States
4.1.1. The Nuclear Weapon States

Give the current modernization of its nuclear aaseihis unlikely that France will reduce its

nuclear arsenal a great deal further than alredalynpd in the near future. Nevertheless, it
would be desirable if France could be convincerktluce her arsenal to a limit similar as the
one of the UK. Not only does France have aboutdwiE many warheads available as the UK,

“2 For details of the Strategy, its rationale andabton plan see, Portela, Clara: “The EU and tRg NTlesting

the New European Nonproliferation Strategypjsarmament Diplomagyvol. 78 (July-August 2004), at

http://www.acronym.org.uk/dd/dd78/78cp.htm

“3 See information provided by the French MinistryFofeign Affairs, at

http://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/IMG/pdf/desarmentemucleaire_France.pdf

4 See latest “Six-monthly Progress Report on thdémpntation of the EU Strategy against the Praiifen of

Weapons of Mass Destruction (2012/C 66/03)”, _ap:Httww.consilium.europa.eu/media/1688127/2011 -
i__wmd_progress_report.pdf
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but around one-fifth of the French arsenal consi$tairborne stand-off weapon. Even the
new ASMPA missiles for delivery by the Rafale Mkghter bombers have a maximum range
between 2,000 and 2,750 kilometres. Although defimg France as strategic, countries such
as the US and Russia would count them as tactiespons. The disarmament of the
remaining airborne component and a restrictionusfiear deterrence to submarine-launched
strategic nuclear weapon, similar to the UK, wothidrefore be an important step towards a
safer and more stable form of deterrence.

The question of whether UK will maintain the nuleleterrent in its current form is
not entirely settled. Although several long-leadqurement decisions have been taken in
support of a like-for-like replacement of Tridetite 'main gate' decision to build a new fleet
of SSBNs has been postponed until 2016 (that isalg after the next election), and the
politics of the Conservative-Liberal Democrat cbah formed in 2010 have led to a Cabinet
Office review of options, considering alternativelidery vehicles and alternative nuclear
postures. Although the most likely outcome appeathis stage to be a like-for-like renewal
of Trident, the possibility of further partial oven full unilateral disarmament cannot be
totally excluded, given the economic pressureshanBritish government. The 'main gate'
Trident decision, plus the decision, due in theti®arliament, on the next-generation British
warhead, are likely to be highly controversial, angy play a role in campaigning in the next
general election. Lastly, the possibility of Scotda— where the SSBN fleet is based, at
Faslane — voting for independence from the Unitedgdom (although, again, relatively
unlikely) has raised additional complications floe UK retaining its nuclear forcés.

Apart from disarming themselves, France and the ¢#d contribute creating the
conditions for further disarmament by a range ofasuees. In particular, being nuclear
weapon states, both countries can try to exertiemite on the nuclear policies of the other
nuclear weapon states.

UK-France Cooperation

A development having the potential to influence Enench position on nuclear disarmament
Is the intensified nuclear cooperation with the UK.November 2010, France and the UK
signed two treaties for defence and security cadjmer. First of all, the treaties aim at
converging both countries’ armed forces and ingesstto improve defence capabilities using
technological synergies, to optimize investment amtbw savings. France declares
furthermore “the main objective of this historicalpprochement is to allow France and the
United Kingdom to maintain their status of globalitary powers - despite the reduction of
their defence budgets — while retaining their nalsovereignty and independence regarding
the decision to deploy their own forcé§.”

While the first treaty deals with defence and sguwcooperation in general, the
second treaty is specific. It concerns the modglbhthe performances of nuclear warheads
through joint X-Ray and hydrodynamic infrastrucgjrguaranteeing the functioning of the
nuclear arms and their safety.

5 See Chalmers, Malcolm and Walker, William (200WnchartedWaters: the UK, Nuclear Weapons and the
Scottish QuestignEast Linton, Tuckwell, and more recently Blitandes: “Scots’ breakaway plan threatens
nuclear base'Financial Times13 January 2012.

“® For more details see the information provided lmy Erench Embassy to the UK, _at http://www.ambafean
uk.org/Defence-cooperation

7 Ibid.
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At first sight, “a 50-year agreement to cooperatethe science of maintaining a
nuclear weapons stockpile in itself hardy indicagesyress towards a world free from nuclear
weapons™® Out of a French perspective the treaty surely iiseans to stay informed about
the British nuclear programme and planning anchsuee not to be the only European nuclear
weapon state in a foreseeable futtirdoreover, France stresses the cooperation and join
research “absolutely do not call into questionititependence of each national deterrerie”.
None the less, to further develop cooperation ditany nuclear issues means a loosening of
secrecy, more transparency on technologies, a mbeasive mooting of doctrines — in
general an opening up to influence of the othaé sin national nuclear politics.

4.1.2. Non-Nuclear Weapon States

As nuclear issues are highly sensitive and demaspkaial degree of trust and secrecy, one
sensible route forward is for single European state coalitions of a few states, to cooperate
with nuclear weapon states to tackle various aspettdisarmament, building on existing
levels of trust in their relationships. Two exangpler such initiatives shall be given. The first
is a proposal for disarming TNW in Europe by theeSlish Defence Agency FOI; second is
the UK-Norway initiative on the verification of wagad dismantlement.

The FOI Proposal — A Regional Approach

In 2011 the Swedish Defence Research Agency FOlighgld a study proposing a
geographically limited approach to remove all TNMhfi the Baltic ared’ The basic idea of
the proposal is to start with a verifiable partidgthdrawal of warhead$from a number of
sites in the region of the south-eastern Baltic. Sem implement this idea (after having
achieved basic transparency and less threatenismynes for TNW), arsenals would to be
limited through ceilings on numbers, compositiond &cations (in a legally-binding treaty)
to then sequentially reduce the size of arsendie. frimary parties of such an approach
would be the owners of the warheads (Russia anttiited States) but the proposal stresses
that European NATO member states would also nedzktmcluded — particularly nuclear
host countries®

The proposal suggests including non-deployed nuclgaapons and production
facilities. To lower the barriers to starting watpartial withdrawal, storage facilities might be
kept operational under supervision for a certainoge “Important milestones would be to
establish transparency regarding the size, composnd location of the respective arsenals,

8 Harries, Matthew: “Britain and France as Nucleartfers”,Survival vol. 53, no. 1 (February-March 2012),
pp.7-30; 20.

% Ibid., pp. 20-21; Tertrais, Bruno: “Entente Nucleai@ptions for UK-French Nuclear Cooperation”,
Discussion Paper 3 of the BASIC Trident Commisgihme 2012) p.26, at
http://www.basicint.org/sites/default/files/entem@cleaire_basic_trident_commission.pdf

Y See French Embassy to the UK, at http://www.anatmafe-uk.org/Defence-cooperation

*LFor all described arms control regimes alternataess Lindvall, Fredrik; Rydqvist, John; WesterluRdedrik
and Winnerstig, Mike (2011)fhe Baltic Approach: A next step3tockholm, FOI Swedish Defence Research
Agency, pp. 59-71.

°2 An effective arms control regime on TNW has toblased on warheads due to the difficulty in distiakjimg
conventional weapon carriers from nuclear ones.

%3 “Geographically, this alternative would includé ai part of the territories of the NATO membertegin
northern Europe, the western-most part of Russiagfily equal to the former Leningrad military disty and
possibly also Belarus, Finland, Sweden and the ib&raLindvall et al.,op. cit, p. 59.
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to achieve a less threatening sub-strategic nugeature and to limit and subsequently
reduce the number of warheads in the designated'dre

The elegance of the FOI proposal is that initimpst can be voluntary (including
inspections and monitoring of storage facilitigBgy do not oppose the fundamental interests
of any party (in the beginning Russia would withdnaarheads of one storage further to the
east) or only regard some warheads and facilitigeeocountries involved. The arms control
regime could start small, concerning the geogragplscope and the number of actors, and
grow step-by-step in extent and degree of veriicatFollowing a similar approach, in the
area of administrative and technical aspects @rdiament verification, partnerships between
nuclear- and non-nuclear-weapon European countgakl provide a major contribution to
increasing knowledge and developing solutionsrielatively trusting environment.

The UK-Norway Initiative — A Mixed Coalition

One model example is the UK-Norway initiative. 100Z, representatives from the UK
Ministry of Defence, the UK Atomic Weapons Estahbfieent, several Norwegian laboratories
and the Non-Governmental Organisation VERTIC (\fesion Research, Training and
Information Centre) began a project on the technieafication of nuclear disarmament. The
initiative was a novelty in two respects: it was flrst time a nuclear weapon state engaged in
research in this field with a non-nuclear stated a@nwas also an unusual instance of
exchanging information and cooperating with and N&(x non-state actor.

In 2010 the initiative published a report on thécome of three years' collaboration to
investigate the technical and procedural challerags®ciated with a possible future nuclear
disarmament verification regirte and in December 2011 the UK and Norway hosted a
workshop to further the technical research on ranaliéssmantlement verification. The work of
the UK-Norway initiative was also highlighted aethNPT Preparatory Committee on 3 May
2012, with a UKNI presentation on the Managed Asdesercise that took place at the UK
Atomic Weapons Establishment in 2010 (see abovH)e profit of such initiatives for a
nuclear weapon state is obvious — it provides aipiisy to show their commitment with
regard to disarmament, fulfilling their NPT Artic\ obligations. The NNWS can claim to
become a more trusted partner in a highly sensissige of national security, credibly testify
on the nuclear-weapon state's activities and cgrihia foundation for a future multilateral
verification system, which will necessarily invoNmth nuclear- and non-nuclear-weapon
states.

In addition to this substantive work, political amdlitary leaders in individual states,
nuclear and non-nuclear, can help establish théigadl foundations for disarmament by
making public their support for further reductiotisiis lending credibility to such proposals
and providing ammunition to their supporters in thated States and Russia. Several op-eds
in this direction have been published in the last fyears, including in Belgium, Italy, the
Netherlands, Germany, Sweden, Poland, and the dJKitregdom®®

**|bid., p. 60.

5 Norway and the United Kingdom of Great Britain aNdrthern Ireland (2010): “The United Kingdom-
Norway initiative: research into the verificationf onuclear warhead dismantlement”, May 2010
(NPT/CONF.2010/WP.41), at http://www.un.org/ga/shériew_doc.asp?symbol=NPT/CONF.2010/WP.41

% See Neuneck, G6tz: “Is a World without Nuclear W@ Attainable? Comparative Perspectives on Goals
and Prospects”, in Kelleher, Catherine McArdle &appy, Judith (eds.) (2011etting to Zero — The Path to
Nuclear DisarmamenStanford, University Press, pp. 43-66.
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4.2. NATO

NATO as an alliance cannot directly disarm any eaclveapons: the weapons assigned to
NATO are American and British. Moreover, all membtates collectively reaffirmed in the
latest DDPR that NATO should stay a nuclear alkearcat least in the next years to come.
Nonetheless, the DDPR also contains evidence gbalsibility of cautious change. First, the
DDPR recognized the importance of arms controhrdiment and non-proliferation for the
alliance’s security objectives; second it stategéisolve to create the conditions for a world
without nuclear weaporté. Through the Nuclear Planning Group (NPG) and tiw-up
committee of the WMDDC, even non-nuclear membens take influence on common
nuclear policy. More broadly, the nature of whamikans for NATO to exist as a 'nuclear
alliance' is a matter for collective decision. histsense, all NATO countries may work
towards reducing NATO'’s reliance on (tactical) mazl weapons and debate and develop
safer and more stable forms of deterrence.

Because of internal differences, and especially tuFrench opposition, NATO at
Chicago in 2012 missed an opportunity to adjushiislear posture to the more restrained
model of the US. It also was not possible to agre€ommon negative security guarantees.
Both measures would at a minimum be of importatitipal and symbolic value.

Such a process of change is only possible if @sompanied by measures concerning
NATO'’s internal and external relations. Internabiyliance cohesion needs to be strengthened
and preserved through non-nuclear means. Espeoigtigrtant is to reassure the central and
eastern European states by providing credible NA€Curity assurances. In addition, some
experts have argued that the development of a NBMD system could take over certain
political functions of nuclear sharing — for exampby creating a tangible and visible link
with the United States.

In external terms, relations with Russia need tanmgroved. Current stagnation has
mainly developed over US plans for a ballistic niesdefence system and is also hindering
common action on other important issues. To preverher deterioration and escalation,
dialogue and cooperation with Russia must be imguioihe envisaged transparency and
confidence building measures to be negotiated & NATO-Russia Council (NRC) are
therefore a step in the right direction.

NATO (and its component members) can provide palitand rhetorical support of
further bilateral disarmament by the US and RusSiae necessity for support also applies to
non-nuclear issues — the development of a BMD syd$te Europe and conventional arms
control are linked to the role of nuclear weapaoasgd will be integral to any follow-on
bilateral arms control agreement after New START:

Obstacles for Disarmament: Missile Defence and €ntignal Capabilities

Questions of nuclear deterrence cannot be tacklasblation, and have been linked to non-
nuclear issues by the states involved. The US ptares missile defence system in Europe are
perhaps the biggest single problem in the nextdamfrUS-Russian nuclear reductions.

NATO officially decided in November 2010, at itsnsmnit in Lisbon, “to develop a
missile defence capability to protect all NATO Epean populations, territory and force8.”

*” NATO, DDPR, op. cit, paragraphs 22, 24.
8 NATO: “Lisbon Summit Declaration” (20 November Z)1paragraph 2.
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At the Chicago summit in May 2012, NATO announceéd‘hias achieved an Interim
Capability for its missile defencé”Furthermore, the DDPR reaffirms missile defenchaa
core element of NATO defence alongside its nuciat conventional capabiliti&8 Within

the NATO-Russia Council, Moscow was asked to caaipeon BMD. The idea stated in
Lisbon was “to explore the potential for linkingreent and planned missile defence systems
at an appropriate time in mutually beneficial wa{sin the DDPR NATO repeats the intent
to cooperate, stressing “NATO missile defence isanignted against Russia nor does it have
the capability to undermine Russia’s strategic mete.”®* So far however, missile defence
cooperation with Russia remains primarily a padditiproject and offers of cooperation have
been vague and poorly received.

Although presently BMD is mainly a political probde Russian concerns that in a later
phase of the planndeuropean Phased Adaptive Approg@PAA) Russian strategic nuclear
capabilities might be threatened, need to be taeiously. Indeed, in the actual planned
ship-based Aegis BMD system in phase 3 from 201Bbeienabled in principle to intercept
longer range ballistic missiles (Intermediate-RaBgdlistic Missiles, IRBM) and in phase 4
to intercept intercontinental missiles (ICB#)The de-escalation of conflict over missile
defence in Europe is primarily a US responsibilitgyvertheless, European NATO members
can influence the discussions through the NRC ahdmnwdebating the future shape and the
European contribution to NATO BMD.

Current analysis and actual debates show that audsarmament is also strongly
linked to conventional capacities — at least ouadRussian perspective — meaning that the
process of eliminating nuclear weapons cannot stode but must be accompanied by
measures and agreements limiting conventional weapOne main reason why Russia is
unwilling to reduce its remaining tactical nucle@aapons is NATO conventional dominance.
TNW are the only field where Russia has a numerazhlantage. Apart from traditional
conventional capabilities, as defined and regulatethe CFE, Russia is concerned about the
technological superiority of US conventional forcespecially its Conventional Prompt
Global Strike (CPGS) Program to develop and bualplabilities for conventional strikes with
long-range delivery systems and high accuracy. NABOntries will play an important role
!;Q defining the possible scope and content of aw mitiative in conventional arms control.

4.3. European Union

The divergence of interests and positions of Eltestan security and defence policy, the lack
of binding decision-making mechanisms in this fieéshd the overlapping jurisdiction of

NATO on the TNW issue, means that the EU itselfncdirundertake direct measures of
disarmament, although it can encourage the nueleapon states to reduce and eliminate

**NATO, “DDPR...”, op. cit, paragraph 19.

®bid., paragraph 8.

.1 NATO, “Lisbon summit...”,0p. cit, paragraph 38.

%2 NATO, “DDPR...", op. cit, paragraph 21.

% Brzoska, Michael; Finger, Anne; Meier, Oliver; Nk, G6tz and Zellner, Wolfgang (2011): “Prospédots
Disarmament in Europe”’FES Study(Nov. 2011), pg.13, at http://library.fes.de/pdéd/id/ipa/08718.pdf
For more detailed information also see: Alwardt,ri§tfan; Gils, Hans,Christian and Neuneck, Gotz:
“Raketenabwehr in Europa: Territorialer Schutz odéindernis fur nukleare Abrustung?”, in Johannsen,
Margret; Schoch, Bruno; Hauswedell, Corinna; DebiBbbias and Frohlich, Christiane (eds.) (2011):
Friedensgutachten 201Berlin, LIT Verlag, pp. 342-354, p. 347.

% Brzoska et al., “Prospects for Disarmamentag, cit, pp. 27-30.
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existing stockpiles. The EU's principal contribusoto disarmament, therefore, are measures
that contribute to create the necessary condifimndisarmament.

4.3.1. Universalisation of Treaties

The maintenance of a firm non-proliferation regimsean essential part of any credible
disarmament process, and it is probably here tlestrongest EU contributions to the next
necessary steps can be made. Firstly, continuiraglitional” non-proliferation policy, the
EU should further pursue the strengthening of tR§ Mnd related export control agreements,
in particular and apply the policy of a general 1poaliferation clause when concluding an
agreement with third party countries, and it shauddtinue its engagement to universalize the
CTBT and to start negotiations on a FMCT (thougjuably the focus of both those debates
lies elsewhere).

4.3.2. Multilateral Approaches to the Fuel Cycle

One measure often proposed as a crucial ingredheatfuture disarmament regime is the
internationalization of the nuclear fuel cycle. would remove control of the production of
nuclear fuel (and thus control of potential productof fissile material for nuclear weapons)
from the hands of individual states, and place the hands of a multinational consortium or
an international entity.

At a Council meeting in December 2008, the EU agldmonclusions on multilateral
nuclear fuel guarantees, in which it is stated thatEU plans to contribute up to EUR 25
million to the establishment of a nuclear fuel baéced under the control of the IAEA.
The first steps in establishing international usamienrichment centres have already been
taken®® European progress to date in pursuing such appesasuggests that the EU can be a
leader in developing the institutions and investirfen this section of a future disarmament
regime. It is worth noting, though, that signifitgolitical obstacles will have to be overcome
before such schemes can be realized.

4.3.3. Security of Civil Nuclear Energy

Another fundamental aspect to develop the conditifam the secure abolishing of nuclear
weapons is the improvement of the security of ikig ese of nuclear energy, particularly the
safeguarding and monitoring of nuclear materiatswelver, the difficulty of agreeing even on
basic common safety standards with regard to oiuilear facilities became again apparent in
the aftermath of the Fukushima accident. The sed¢&U ‘stress tests’ (Comprehensive risk
and safety assessments of the EU nuclear powetsplanpposed to assess the safety of all

% Council of the European Union: “Press Release $9Cduncil meeting: General Affairs and External
Relations. General AffairsRPress Release 1682 December 2008), at
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_datalgoessdata/en/gena/104617 .pdf

% Apart from the first ever International Uraniumriehment Centre (IUEC) at Angarsk in Siberia (Kajse
Peter: “Russia Inaugurates World's First Low Eneidiuranium ReservelAEA Staff Reporfl7 Dec. 2010), at
http://www.iaea.org/newscenter/news/2010/leureshtwd.), the Eurodif arrangement is pursuing an similar
approach: a single large enrichment plant in Framitie five owners (France - 60%, Italy, Spain, Befg and
Iran) is operated under IAEA safeguards by the losintry without giving participants any accessthe
enrichment technology. Simply some entitlementdcsbpplied with low-enriched uranium for power tesg is
given - and even that is constrained in the caseaof The three-nation Urenco set-up is also sintihough
with more plants in different countries — the UKe tNetherlands and Germany. The technology is veitadle

to host countries or accessible to other equitydéral (Homepage of the World Nuclear Association, at
http://www.world-nuclear.org/info/inf28.htl
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147 nuclear power plants run by 14 EU membersUt#traine and Switzerland (38 have been
visited), face difficulties and the unwillingness U countries to share information. Yet,
some improvement has been reached (e.g. with reégdhe threat of a plane crash) and more
can be said after the EU commission has presetitedinal report in October 2012 and after
the proposal for new guidelines is submitted in201

4.3.4. Common and Coordinated Research

The EU can use its economic and scientific andnieah resources to develop disarmament-
related technologies; it can also apply its comthipelitical influence, and its position in
world governance, to broader questions of the ipalitconditions necessary to sustain and
enforce a future disarmament regime. One cruced ar the former category is verification.
Here, the EU can not only coordinate and fund atécland non-governmental activities, but
can also carry out research directly, through Etituntions such as thiint Research Centre
(JRC), the science-service of the European Commis¥iddne other similar measure of
potential value if further pursued is the formation 2011 of an EU Non-Proliferation
Consortium, which could harness the combined outptihe many European think tanks and
academic institutions carrying out disarmamentteelaesearch

Common efforts could also be intensified in theaanénuclear forensics- the cluster
of techniques used to determine the physical, atenelemental, and isotopic characteristics
of nuclear (or radiological) material of unknowngim. Nuclear forensic capabilities are a
crucial tool in combating the illicit trafficking fonuclear materials, as well as a potential
deterrent tool against nuclear terrori&m.

4.3.5. Assistance to NWFZ

In the political realm, one major area of possiBlg support is to help implementing the
treaties for existing nuclear-weapon-free zones B¥)Vand support establishing further
NWFZ. With regard to the Pelindaba Treaty, estabiig a NWFZ on the African Continent,
the EU offered support to establish the Africa Cassmon on Nuclear Energy (AFCONE)
which is responsible for the treaty’s verificatimygether with the IAEA? As many African
states claim to not have the financial means toupehecessary monitoring systems and
reporting mechanisms, EU should continue to offeoperation as well as technical and
financial assistance in this areas. The EU alscaheantral role to play in facilitating efforts
towards a WMD-free zone in the Middle East.

® “Europaweiter Stresstest noch nicht beendé#indelsblatt 26.04.2012, at
http://www.handelsblatt.com/politik/internationdtiankraftwerke-europaweiter-stresstest-noch-nicht-
beendet/6561568.html

For further details also see the website of thepgean Commission, at
http://ec.europa.eu/energy/nuclear/safety/strests ten.htm

*® See European Council, at http://ec.europa.eu/dtiskex.cfm

% See for example, the work of the Institute for&aranium Elements (ITU) as part of the JRC, homezd
http://itu.jrc.ec.europa.eu/index.php?id=125

OEU General Statement, First Preparatory Committaettie 2015 NPT Review Conferenwéenna (30 April-
11 May 2012), at
http://www.un.org/disarmament/\WMD/Nuclear/NPT201®iBCom2012/statements/20120430/European_Union
.pdf. The first ordinary AFCONE session was held in N1, the second in July 2012. See conclusiotiseof
first meeting; “First Ordinary Session of the Afit Commission on Nuclear Energy (AFCONE)”, (4 May
2011), at _http://www.keepandshare.com/doc/28449e&e-1st-ordinary-session-conclusions-en-pdf-jline-
2011-10-31-am-92k?dn=y&dnad=y
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5. Conclusions: Efforts of All Versus Common Effort

An overview of national positions regarding nucldesarmament and the policies of NATO
and the EU shows that there are some measuresd®waavorld without nuclear weapons that
can not only be taken but have already begun. Byshem further offers potential benefits
to European security interests, even if there rardeagreements about the desirability of the
final goal. However, as has been explored abowek#y obstacles to progress relate to the
manner in which European security interests areneé@f and the need to proceed by
consensus within a number of overlapping constiigsn There are five broader conclusions
that can be drawn from this analysis:

First a single, comprehensive, and ambitious Ewmope@pproach on nuclear
disarmament cannot be expected in the next fuCuerently, neither the EU nor NATO can
be the driving force: the EU does not have the radNATO has to balance the
contradicting interests of its members. Being alearcalliance, though, also brings the
responsibility of continuously reassessing nuclealicy and ensuring it does not contain
unnecessarily threatening force postures and demots. Therefore, the alliance’s
declaration to further engage in the field of arostrol, non-proliferation and disarmament
and to continue committing a working group on thgsestions is crucial.

Second, nuclear disarmament touches on core issfiesational security and
sovereignty: this implies that it has to be mosilygle states or coalitions of states that can
most successfully tackle the aspects that areamjlgensitive. Coalitions of nuclear and non-
nuclear weapon states can draw complementary benificlear weapon states open up to
cooperation in an area of strict secrecy, provide hecessary know-how and show
commitment to working towards disarmament. Non eacktates can prove themselves to be
reliable, trustworthy partners, enabling multilaleration of disarmament efforts, and can
testify to the nuclear-weapon states’ credibiliefdye the wider world.

Third, cooperation of states with civil society @st can create an additional dynamic.
The role of civil society actors for European dmsament efforts has not been fully explored
by this article. However, the example of the UK-Way initiative indicates that fresh
approaches and a mixture of relevant expertise bmrachieved if states are willing to
cooperate with civil society actors. Mixed coalitsomight be more suited to develop new
mechanisms (e.g. for verification involving civib@eties) and gain broader support by the
European public.

Fourth, Europe’s advantages lie in the technicavwkadge of many countries in civil
nuclear energy, the NWS’ special knowledge on amjit aspects, combined with the
experience of longstanding cooperation and trustthErmore, Europe’s reputation as a
neutral negotiator is a strength when dealing witkolved conflicts hindering disarmament
and arms control.

Fifth, essential for European progress on disarnmamél be to take advantage of any
opportunity to alter the French position and toteaofthe country’s inflexibility. France’s
willingness to cooperate closer with the UK, thoughinly agreed to for financial reasons,
hopefully creates an opportunity to develop comnpasitions on more stable forms of
deterrence, with further reduced numbers of warkeal an abandonment of the French
airborne component. Ideally, a rapprochement ofcthentries’ policies would mean that the
UK, France and the US could better coordinate apgves to NPT nuclear-weapon states
within the P5 consultations — and, in the future, rion-NPT nuclear-armed states.
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