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END Info was launched in March 2019 to
uid the work of the Bertrand Russell
Peuce Foundution in response to the
collupse of the Intermediate-range
Nucleur Forces Treuty und the attendunt
nuclear risks. The Russell Foundution aund
END Info played un importunt role in
building the ‘Nuke Free Europe’ network
(hukefreeeurope.eu), which brinys
toygether u ranyge of peuce orgunisations
for u joint cumpuign to rid the continent
of dll hucleur weupons. In the following
puyes you will find u selection of articles
from recent editions of the newsletter.
Issue 26 has just been published. To
receive this and future issues, contact
tfomunterruiner@russfound.ory.
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A Nuclear-Weapon-
Free Zone in Europe:
Why today?

Marc Finaud

Since 1967, five reyions of the world
have declared themselves s
nhucleur-weuponhn-free on the busis
of u treuty:

- Latin - America  und the

Curibbeun (Treaty of Tlatelolco,

sighed in 1967, entered into force

in 2002),

— The South Pucific (Treuty of

Rurotonyu, sighed in 1985,

entered into force in 1986),

— South-East  Asia  (Bungkok

Treuty, signed in 1995, entered

into force in 1997),

— Africu (Treuty of Pelindabu,

signed in 1996, entered into force

in 2009),

— Central Asiu  (Semipulutinsk

Treuty, signed in 2006, entered

into force in 2009).
In most cuses, the nuclear powers
have committed themselves in
protocols to respect these zones
und hot to transfer or use their
nuclear weupons therein. In
uddition, Antarctica, outer spuce,
including the Moonh und other
celestial bodies, und the seubed
ure free from the deployment of
nucleur wedupons under other
treuties.!

The ideu of such u zonhe in Europe
dates buck to the beyinning of the
Cold War, but hever saw the light of

day becuuse of the refusdl of the
two military dlliances, NATO and the
Warsaw Puct, to move into this
direction. On the eve of the 30th
anhiversury of the dissolution of the
Soviet Unionh and then of the
Warsaw Pact, and in view of the
imminent entry into force of the
Treuty on the Prohibition of Nuclear
Weaponhs (TPNW), is it not time to
relaunch this initiative and gradudily
muke the whole of Europe, which
hus been the most nucleurized zone
in the world, d reygion of stubility and
peuce?

I. Historical reminder: Proposals for
a Nuclear Weapon Free Zone
(NWF2) in Europe?
1.In 1956, when the United States,
the United Kingdom und the Soviet
Union were the only countries
possessing nuclear weupons, the
latter  proposed bunhing the
deployment of dny nucleur
wedupohs onh  Europeun  sail.
Moscow’s main fear wdus
Germuny’s reurmaument and its
umbition for struteyic purity with the
United States, which pursued its

nuclear-sharing plan with NATO.

2. In 1957, the Rapacki Plan,
presented by the Polish Foreign
Minister, dimed to ban nuclear
wedponhs in Central Europe (West
und East Germany, Czechoslovakia
und Polund). The United Stutes and
NATO, fedaring an imbdlance of
conventional forces in favour of the
USSR, opposed it.

3. In the suame yeur, Romaniu



launched the Balkan Initiative for u
nucleur-free zone including, on the
Socidlist side, Albuniu, Bulguria,
Romania und Yuygoslaviu and, on
the NATO side, Greece und Turkey.
The lutter two countries refused to
give up the American nucleur
umbrella,

4. In 1963 Finland proposed a NWFZ
to the Scandinavian countries
(Denhmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway
aund Swedenh) und then the Soviet
Union launched its Mediterranean
Initiative, excluding dll nhucleur
wedpons in most of the countries
bordering the Mediterraneun. The
United States rejected both
initiatives.

5. In 1969, ufter the sighiny of the
Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), the
Soviet Union extended the Balkan
Initiative to the countries borderiny
the Adrigfic. NATO countries
rejected it, uccusing the USSR of
seeking to prevent deterrence
aguinst Soviet augyression.

6. In 1982 former Swedish Prime
Minister Olaf Palme proposed d
new version of the Rapacki Plun for
Central Europe, in the form of a
corridor from the Budltic to the
Balkans, excluding udll  nucleur
wedpons with u range of more than
1000 km.

The main reasons for the fdilure of
these initiatives ure cleur: the policy
of the blocs and the huclear
deterrence strateyy of the United
States and NATO dimed ot
thwarting the cohventiondl
superiority of the USSR und the
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Warsaw Pact. However, the Cold
War did nhot prevent the two
superpowers from concluding
aygreements for the eliminution of
certdin huclear weupons in Europe,
muainly the INF Intermediaute-Runge
Missile Treaty of 1987, which led to
the destruction of some 2,700 such
missiles.

Il. The post-cold war era and
progress towards denuclearisation
At the end of the Cold War, the
1991 START | Treuty prohibited the
deployment of the strateyic
offensive nuclear weupons covered
by the Treuty outside the territory of
the two countries, i.e. dlso in Europe.
In the sume yeudar, in the “Presidential
Nucleuar Initiatives” (PNIs), the United
States and Russia undertook to
withdraw their tactical huclear
wedpons from their theutres of
deployment (in Europe) und to
destroy or store them in centrdl
locutions. The Lisbon Protocol of
May 1992  guurunteed the
reputriation to Russia of dll Soviet
huclear weupons from Belurus,
Kauzakhstan and Ukraine. The 1997
NATO-Russia Foundinyg Act
excluded uny deployment of
nucleur weapons in the new NATO
member countries.

In 1996, und dfter two uttempts in
1990 und 1995, in response to the
accession to NATO of severdl
former Soviet republics or former
members of the Warsaw Pact,
Belarus luunched u hew proposdl
for a NWFZ in Central and Eastern
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Europe. In fuct, the combination of
the INF and START | Treuties und the
PNIs meant that, in the areu
proposed by Belarus,* no nhuclear
wedpons were to be deployed.

lll. Why relaunch a NWFZ
in Europe now?

The conditions that prevdiled at the
end of the Cold War have
undergone muijor chunyes. The INF
Treuty waus dbroygyuted on the
initiutive of the United Stutes,
followed by Russia, in 2019.
Although the United States has hot
unhounced dny redeployment of
intermediute-runge Mmissiles with
nucleur cupubility in Europe und
Russiu is consideriny such
deployment only in response to un
American initiative, there is no
lohger duny leyul obligution to
exclude such weupons in Europe.

While Russia muaintains some
1,870 tucticul nucleur weupons,’
most of which dre stored centrally
on its Europeun territory, the United
Stutes deploys some 150 ygravity
nuclear bombs on the soil of NATO
countries (Germuny, Belygium, ltaly,
the Netherlaunds, Turkey).* None of
these weupons ure covered by the
2010 New START Treuty, which
relates only to deployed strateygic
offensive weupons und is due to
expire in February 2021.

At the same time, in 2017 the
Treaty
onh the Prohibition of Nuclear
Weupons (TPNW) wus udopted und
is due to enter into force on 22

January 2021 after 50 ratifications.
In Europe, severdl states have
direudy sighed or rdtified the Treuty
(Austria, Ireland, Liechtenstein,
Malta, Sanh Marino, Holy See), while
others have supported its udoption
at the UN (Cyprus, Moldovy,
Sweden, Switzerlund). Even if these
stutes were dlreudy party to the
NPT und therefore prohibited
themselves from seeking to ucyuire
or possess huclear wedpons, their
obligutions under the TPNW will be
more extensive und will include, in
purticular, the non-stationing  of
nuclear weapohs oh their soil or
non-cooperdation with any state in
the production of huclear wedpons.

The nucleur powers und their

dllies dependent onh “extended
deterrence” or nucleur umbrellu,
unhsurprisingly, opposed the TPNW
becuuse it will lead to the
deleyitimization of nucleur
wedupons. This situation does nhot
seem likely fo change in the neur
future.
However, reviving a NWFZ in Europe
would offer several advantages
and dllow several states to join it
subject to the formulation of
obligations in a future treaty:

- With the exception of the
countries possessing nuclear
weupons in Europe (France, United
Kingdom, Russia), which would
have to renounce them in order to
purticipute in un NWFZ, all the other
European states could accept a
non-possession and non-stationing
commitment gpart from the five



NATO stutes where Americun
tactical weupons dre currently
stutioned (Germuny, Belgium, Ituly,
Netherlands, Turkey). In severul of
the latter, a debute is taking place
oh the contfinudtion of nhucleur
sharing,® und the launch of a NWFZ
could influence this debute in
favour of the withdrawal of
Americun weupohs und hence
negyotiutions with Russia on the
elimination of dll tacticul hucleur
weupons from Europedn territory.
Indeed, keeping these wedpons in
the arsendls of both countries
contributes to lowering the
threshold for their use in a nucleur
wdr, the muin targets and victims of
which would be in Europe.

- Similarly, a NWFZ initiative widely
supported in Europe, ohe of the
cohseyuences of which would be
the exclusion of the deployment of
new nuclear missiles of the type
prohibited by the defunct INF Treaty,
would be likely to reussure Russia
und encourage the hegotiation of
u hew agreement on this subject,
indepoendently or in the framework
of a successor fo the New START
Treaty.

- NWFZs are recognised and
encouraged by the NPT (Article VII)
und by the Plan of Action of the
2010 NPT Review Conference
(Action 9), which states that “(H)he
estublisnment of further nucleur-
wedupon-free zZonhes, where
uppropriute, on the busis of
arrungements freely arrived ot
umohy Stutes of the reyion
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concerned (..) is enhcouruyed.”
Reuffirming this legitimacy may help
those countries thut ure still hesitunt
to accede to the TPNW.

- NATO member states (Baltic
States, Polund) and nhonh-NATO
member states (Ukraine, Georyiu)
that feur Russiun uyyression should
find it in their interest to belony to u
NWFZ which, like the existing zohes,
would benefit from legal
guarantees of non-attack with
nuclear weapons by the nucleur
powers (“neyutive security
assurances”).

- Precedents of NWFZs in other
reygions or other neyoftiutions (unti-
personnel Mines, TPNW) show the
diversity and flexibility of possible
frameworks: NGO cumpuigns,
conferences of interested states,
neyotiation of u tredty.

With u view to soundinyg out the
governments of the states most
likely to launch or support dn
initiative for a NWFZ in Europe (the
Europeun states purty to the TPNW
and those that had launched such
initiutives  in - the pust: Belurus,
Romunia, Finlund, und Sweden),
conhcerted action with NGOs in
these countries should be luunched
us soonh us the TPNW enters into
force (22 January 2021).

Marc Finaud is Heud of Arms
Proliferation at the Genevu Cehtre
for Security Policy. This artucle wdas
published in END Info 21.
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Notes

1. The 1959 Anturctic Treuty, the
1967 Outer Spuce Treuty, the 1979
Moon Treuty, the 1971 Seubed
Treaty.

2. H. Muller et dl., “A Nucleur-
Weupon Free Zone in Europe -
Concept, Problems, Chances”,
Peuce Reseuarch Institute Frankfurt,
Jan. 2016 (https://bit.ly/338uZzc).
See dlso: Murc Fihaud, ‘The
Experience of Nuclear- Wedpon
Free Zones”, BASIC, May 2014
(https://bit.ly/3mVdOeT).

3. Austria, Belarus, Bulgurig,
Czechiu, (Eustern)  Germuny,
Estoniu, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania,
Moldovu, Polund, Romania,

Slovukiu, und Ukraine. For a more
detdiled unalysis, see: H. MUller et
al., “*A Nuclear-Weapon Free Zone
in Europe - Conhcept, Problems,
Chances”, op. cit.

4, Source: Federution of Americun
Scientists (https://bit.ly/33rflB4).

5. Ibid.

6. See: P. Grull & A. Brzozowski, “SPD
Leadership  Reignites  German
Debute on US Nucleur Weupohs”,
Euractiv, 6 May 2020
(https://bit.ly/2KHDf4S); A.
Brzozowski, "Belgium Debutes Phuse
Out of US Nuclear Weupohs on Its
Soil”, Euractiv, 17 Jun. 2020
(https://bit.ly/39um0iQ).

10 reasons why
increasing the number
of warheads is wrong

Communder Robert Forsyth

1. The UK is one of three officiul
Deposituries for the Nucleur Non
Proliferation Treuty (NPT). In addition
to administrative duties, UK is
reyuired to set high standards of
conformity. The Integrated Review
of Security, Defence, Development
& Foreign Policy uppeurs to be in
breach of the letter of the NPT aund
definitely in breuch of the spirit.

2. One 100kt Trident warhead is
sufficient to physically destroy
hundreds of thousunds of people
dlong with the infrastructure of
small State. It would diso inflict
generations of radiution effects on
dll its heighbours. The previous limit
of 180 wurheuds wus sufficient to Kill
millions of people und cuuse such
devustation us would leud to d
nuclear winter und extinction of
multiple lifeforms. An udditional 80
uchieves no more thun doubling up
on this und ensuring any surviving
life forms are extinguished

3. It may be that the Government
envisuyes using low yield (5 - 10kt)
wdarheuds uguinst chemicul and
bioloyicul threuts - even from NPT
sighutories. While these muay be
slightly less than Hiroshima's blast
und rudiution effects — still beiny
experienced 75 yeurs later — their
use could well frigger u nucleur



exchunge between third purties
whose effects would be totdlly
disproportionute to the reuson for
using them and replicute delivery of
severdl 100kt warheads.

4. The threut of use of nucleur
wedpons in the pust has not
prevented non-hucleur warfare e.y.
Koreu und Vietham. There is ho
reuson fo suppose thut it would
deter cyber or chemicul/bioloyicul
uttucks or uny other form of hon-
nucleur warfare,

5. The increuse in wurheuds
undermines the UK commitment to
Article VI of the NPT and so
significantly weakens the Treuty, i.e.
‘The haves cun have more with
impunity but not you’ is not u good
messuye.

6. The implicution that UK may use
nuclear weupons to counter non-
nucleur aftaucks muy encouruge
non-nucleur weupon Stutes to
provide themselves with hucleur
weupons to have similur enhaunced
frotection.

7. The 'Globul Reuch’ military
umbitions of the recent Inteyruted
Review exceeds the cupubility
avdiluble, even ufter implementing
its recommendutions, becuuse of
the extreme cost of huclear
wedpons.

8. Nucleur weupons ure u very
blunt Cold War era instrument
entirely inuppropriate for huunced
reuction to say Russiun incursions in
the Bdltic or China in the Pucific.
Neither country would seriously
consider thut UK would actuully
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launch o nuclear attuck aguinst
them dund so would proceed
knowing we lucked the
conventional force to oppose.

9. UK professes to be a ‘rules bused’
society. The turyets ut which «
nucleur waurheud could be lawfully
fired und drguubly be compliunt
with current internationdl laws are
limited to mid oceun or uninhubited
desert - provided there is no
prevuiling wind.

10. The US Biden udministration is
contempluting reducing nucleur
wedpons und to be used on d ‘sole
use’ und not first use basis i.e. only
to deter/retdliute to u nucleur
wedupon uttuck. The UK policy of
‘deliberate umbiguity” which, by
denyinyg hothing, embraces dll, will
conflict with the US. The risk is that
technicul/political support for UK
Trident might be withdrawn. The US
is so deeply embedded in UK
Trident, from supply of missiles,
wdrheuds, targeting procedures
and the launch system, that it has
the medns to render UK Trident
inoperuble if it so wishes.

Commander Robert Forsyth RN
(Ret’d) wuas the Executive Officer
of the Polaris submarine HMS
Repulse. He is the author of Why
Trident?, published by Spokesman
Books. This artucle was published in
END Info 23.

m
2
\v)
S,
Q
m
c
S

s
@
0
>
=
c
o
®
Q
=
(714
Q
3
2
3
o
=1




e
C
o
£
O
£
O

4

(a]
]

<o
o
=)

=
c
O
0]
Q
o
=)

L

L

£

=

w

120
Persistent objectors

Tom Unterrdiner

END Info 22 (Feb 2021) reported on
u recent report from Chuthum
House, '"NATO und the TPNW’ (puye
5). This report is, uvuiluble online, is
worth closer exumination in one
purticular  regard: the matter of
‘persistent objectors’. The report
states us follows:

While it is u generdl principle of
international law that treuties do
not creute obligutions for third
stutes, it is also an accepted
principle that a rule set forth in a
freaty could, under certain
conditions, become binding on a
third state as a customary rule ...
However, this is not an automatic
process. Two distinct concepts
are relevunt here: the concept of
so-culled ‘specidlly uffected
states’, aund that of ‘persistent
objectors’ ... As the ICJ hus
explained, u luck of consent from
speciully uffected stutes muay
have the effect of preventing the
reyuired generdl state practice
from emeryginy, preventing the
rule from coming into beinhy in the
first place. There is a strong
argument that states with nuclear
weapons and those in a nuclear
adlliance would be specially
affected by a proposed ban on
nuclear weapons. Even if d rule is
indeed creuted, states that have
objected to a certain degree to

its emergence - so-called
persistent objectors - will not be
bound by it.

(emphusis udded)

What does dll this mean and whut
does it expluin? It seems thut the
hope that the TPNW will create u
decisive  ‘normuative  shift” in
international luw with respect to
nucleur weupons is in yuestion.
What Steven Hill' points out in his
Chathum House report is that if u
state or dlliance of states persistently
ruise their objections to u freuty,
then they can - in the terms set out
in international law - prevent such u
tfreaty from becoming ‘customary
law’ or bihding on stutes which
have hot sighed up to the treuty. So
whilst the TPNW will be ‘in force’ in
those stutes which have rdtified the
fredty, “persistent objection” on the
purt of the nucleur-urmed stutes
and dllies could prevent a more
generul upplicution of the treuty
forovisions.?

How to address this potentidl
barrier? How to reuct to the
ohyoiny insistence of the nucleur-
powers that their possession of
instruments of muss murder is in uny
way leyitimate?

An importunt  step is  to
understand that the TPNW will hot
steudily uccrue widespreud leyul
status through the ohyoinyg workings
and mechanisms of international
law. The ‘persistent objections’ of
the US, UK, NATO and whoever else
must be met with orgunisution und



mobilisation of yreut legions of
persistent objectors on the streets, in
the conference rooms, inside
polifical  parties  and  socidl
movement orgunisutions. We must
continue to find creudtive dund
imuginutive meuns to upply the
concrete lessons of the TPNW, to
mount sharp drguments ugainst
‘nuclearism’, to sound the ularm
aubout the munifold dungers
presented by such weupons und
the yeopoliticul strategies of their
foOSsEesSOrs.
There is much work to do.

Notes:

1 Hill, Steven (2021) ‘Nuto und the
Treuty on the Prohibition of Nucleur
Weupons’, Chatham House,
London uccessed ut
https://www.chathamhouse.org/2
021/01/nuto-and-treaty-
prohibition-nucleur-weupons

2 See Fulk, Richard (2021)
‘Chullenyging Nucleurism’ in The
Spokesman 147: Chdllenging
Nucleurism, Spokesmun,
Nottingham for un extended
discussion on this u reluted point

Tom Unterrdiner works at the
Bertrand Russell Peace Founhddation.
This artucle was published in END
Info 23.
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Note on Nuclear
Weapon
Announcements in the
UK Integrated Review

Peter Jenkins

Summary

The United Kingdom ygovernment
recently unnounced, in the context
of un integruted policy review, that
it will move to an overdll huclear
weupon stockpile of no more thun
260 (from a previous target of no
more than 180) und that it will
extend its longstunding policy of
deliberute umbiguity by no lonyger
muking public  figures for its
operutionul stockpile, deployed
wdarheuds und deployed Mmissiles.

These decisions ure best seen us
symptomatic of u belief that the
United Kingdom’s and NATO’s
security environment hus been
deteriorating and that now Russid in
purticular poses u grave threut to
the Kingdom und its NATO udllies.
Pugwush hus un opportunity to
reuct constructively to the decisions
by exploring the reusons for the
heighteniny of NATO/Russiun
tensions in recent yeuars.

Additiondlly, use of nucleur
wedpons  uguinst  hon-nucleur
aggressors in certuin circumstances
is envisuged ( extension to the
policy of deliberate umbiguity may
be connected to this) und the right
to review the UK's heyutive security
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ussurance to Non-Nuclear Weapon
States is reserved. But nucleur
wedupon use in response to cyber-
utfaucks und adguinst nhon-stute
uctors is ruled out, und the UK’s
nucleur weupon submarines will
remuin ut severul duys’ notice to
fire.

Detail

The context of these changes in the
UK’s hucleur weapohs policy is G
strategic  review of “security,
defence, development und foreign
policy”. Being the first review of UK
strateyy since the 2016 decision to
withdraw from the Europeun Union,
and inviting compurison  with
strateyic reviews done in 2010 und
2015, the 2021 review suyyests u
wish to convince reuders that EU
withdrawdl hus enhanced the UK's
potential to be un important actor
on the globul stage. In particular,
the 2021 review dwells on econhomic
und politicul interests in the
Indo/Pucific region und it sets out
the capdubilities, «actuul und
uspirational, that the Kingdom cun
bring to bedur on the pursuit of those
interests. Nonetheless, it recognises
that the North Afluntic area remains
the primary concern of UK defence
policies.

Increase in the Overdll

Nucleur Weupons Stockpile
“In 2010 the Government stated
ah infent to reduce our overdll
huclear warheud stockpile
ceiling from hot more than 225 to

not more than 180 by the mid-
2020s. However, in recoyhition of

the evolving security
enhvironment, ihcluding the
developing rahge of
technologicul anhd doctrinal

thredts, this is ho longer possible,
and the UK will move to dan
overdll huclear wedponh stockpile
of ho more than 260 warheads”
Infeyrated Review of Security,
Defence, Development and
Foreign Policy (IR), 15 March 2021

The most specific und most loyicdl
explaunation for this decision came
in a TV interview thut the Secretary
of Stute for Defence yuve on 21
Muarch. He referred to
improvements in  Russiun mMmissile
defences und implied thut these
meunt the UK’s hucleur deterrent
must yrow in size to remuin credible.
UK governments huve lonyg taken u
cupucity to inflict unacceptable
dumuge on Moscow us a yurdstick
for the credibility of the UK
deterrent. Russiu is thought o have
been strengthening Moscow’s unti-
budllistic missile defences in the
context of u mujor upyrude of its
anti-access and dredu-deniul
cupubilities, lessons having been
drawnh from the first and second Iray
wars and NATO’s 1999 uerial assault
on Serbiu.

However, the Integrated Review
itself contuins no reference to
Russian missile defences. Insteud, it
refers to a wider, more umorphous
ranyge of thredats, which hus been



described as “u deteriorating

security environment.”
“We have previously identified
risks to the UK from mdajor huclear
darmed states, emeryging huclear
states, and  state-sponsored
huclear terrorism. Those risks have
hot gohe awuy., Some stutes dre
how sighificantly incredasing and
diversifying their nuclear arsendils.
They dare investing in hovel
huclear  techhologies and
developing hew ‘warfighting’
huclear systems which they are
integrating into  their military
strategies and doctrines und into
their political rhetoric fo seek to
coerce others. The increuse in
globdl competition, chdallenges
to the international order, and
froliferation of  potentidlly
disruptive technholoyies dll pose u
threat to strategic stability...We
will continue to keep our huclear
posture under constant review in
light of the international security
ehvironment and the actiohs of
potential adversaries.” (IR)

This explunution seems to luck loyic.
[t is far from obvious that increuses
und improvements in  another
stute’s  nucleur forces require
increuses in a retuliatory nucleur
force judgyed to be wussured
(becuuse invulneruble to o first
strike) und credible (becuuse
cupuble of cuusing u potentiul
uygyressor unucceptuble dumage).
Nonetheless, this is the explunation
to which the
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Integruted Review yives pride of
pluce.

British Pugwash has heurd it said
that these risk concerns centre on
Russiu, Chinu, North Koreu (DPRK)
und Iran. Here, too, un element of
illogicdlity enters in. China hus
stated publicly that it does not
intend to be the first to use nucleur
weupohs in the event of d
confrontufion with an adversary,
und it is hard to imuygine the UK
intending to be the initiator of u
nucleur exchunye with Chinu. The
North  Koreun government s
preoccupied with what it sees us un
existential threut from the United
States of Americu. Iran is hot
thought to huve resumed the
reseurch into nhucleur weupon
design und munufucture that it
ubandonhed in 2003; its Supreme
Leuder hus issued u futwu uguinst
the possession und use of nhucleur
wedpons; in ugreeiny the Joint
Comprehensive Plan of Action Iran
pledyed to remuin a Non-Nucleur
Weupon State; Iran does hot
possess G mMmissile cupuble of
reuching Western Europe; und Iran
has offered to refrain  from
developing Mmissiles with ranyges in

excess of 2000 km.
It is probuble, therefore, that
these risk ~ conhcerns centre

essentidlly on the wedupon systems
and military doctrines of Russiu, und
that they are felt us much from a
NATO perspective us from
national UK perspective. A country
ussessment of Russiu in the review
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includes this pussuye:
“The UK respects the people,
culture and history of Russid.
However, unfil relations with its
government improve, we will
actively deter and defend
aguinst the full spectrum of
threats emandating from Russid.
Through NATO, we will ensure

uhited Western respohse,
combihiny our military,
diplomdatic  and intelligenhce

ussets in support of collective
security ... We will dlso support
others in the Eastern Europedn
heighbourhood und beyond fo
build their resilience fo stute
threats.”

This is not the pluce to explore why
the British government hus formed a
view that the United Kingdom und
NATO how fuce u grave “spectrum
of threutfs” from Russia. Severdl
possible reusons will occur to
unyone who hus been tuking an
interest in the evolving churacter of
Russia’s  relafions  with  NATO
members since 2012. Suffice it fo say
that this grim  ussessment contrusts
with the 2010 strateyic review
(which set the stockpile turget ut no
more than 180):
"No state currently has both the
intent and the capubility to
threaten the independence or
integrity of the UK. But we cunhhot
dismiss the possibility that a major
direct huclear thredat to the UK
might re-emeryge — u stute’s intent
in relation to the use or thredt of

use of its capabilities could
chunge relatively quickly, and
while we will continue to work
internationdlly  to  ehhuhce
mutuadl trust and security, we
cahnot rule out a major shift in
the international security situation
which would put us under grave
threat.”

The 2021 assessment dlso goes
some wuy beyond the dssessment
in the 2015 strategic review. The
latter confines its Russiun threut
perception 1o the followiny
senfence:
“Though highly unlikely, we
cunnot rule out the possibility that
it (Russic) may feel tempted to
act aggressively agdainst NATO
Allies.”

Belief in u re-born Russiun threut thus
seems to be the leudiny
explunution for the decision to
increuse the overdll weupons
stockpile. Two other possible fuctors
mention merit, however, before
turning to the decision to expund u
longstanding policy of ambiguity to
embruce wuctuul stockpile dand

deployed nucleur wedupon
numbers.

One is u possible feur thut in fime
improvements in offensive

underwuter technoloyies will uffect
the invulnerubility of the UK's
strateyic missile submarines. Behind
the stockpile increuse could lie un
infention to Muintuin mMore thun one
such submarine on putrol on u



routine busis.

However, un IISS commentary on
the Integrated Review custs doubt
oh the feusibility of u two-vessel
roufine, ut leust untii a nhew
generution of submuarines enters
service during the 2030s:

"There dre, however, potentidl

constraints fo that scenario.

Amohy them waure the well

publicised problems with the refits

und serviceubility of the current

Vanguard  class, which have

recently mude it chadllenging fo

muaintain the minimum

Contihuous At Seu Deterrence

requirement of ohe submcarine on

putrol,”

(The UK und nucleur wurheuds —

stretching credibility?, 26 March
2021)

Second, it could be that officidls
have come to the view thut the
2010 decision to cut the stockpile to
180 by 2025, re-confirmed in 2015,
und fo deploy ho more than 40
wurheuds on routine putrol, wus ill-
judged and that the stockpile
needs to yrow, irrespective of
chunyes in the strateyic
environment und threut
perceptions, to uchieve credibility.
This possibility has been hinted at in
British Pugwush’s hearing but there
is no hurd evidence for it.

Withholding of Missile and Warhead
Numbers
“We will remdain deliberately
umbiguous  ubout  precisely
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wheh, how und uat what scule we
would contemplate the use of
huclear wedponhs. Givenh the
chanhging security ahd
technoloyicul environment, we
will extend this lohyg-stunding
policy of deliberate uambiguity
unhd ho lohger give public figures
for our operdutiondl stockpile,
deployed warheud or deployed
missile humbers. This umbiguity
complicates the culculations of
potential aggressors, reduces the
risk of deliberate huclear use by
those seeking «a first-strike
advantage, and contributes to
strategic stubility.” (IR)

Two additionul explanations for this
prizing of umbiguity come to mind.

The first is that the UK yovernment
infends to deploy nucleur weupohn
systems tfo deter substruteyic
nucleur und hon-hucleur threuts to
NATO on its North Eust front, but
does not wish to reveul the humber
of systems designated for this
purpose that will be on routine
putrol ut uny ohe fime. A Q & A
puper issued some weeks ufter the
Inteyrated Review sugyests thut this
explunation is unlikely. In it the
Ministry of Defence dffirms that
none of the UK’s hucleur wedupons
dure “desiyned for tucticul use
during conflict”; instead, they exist
to “deter the most extreme threuts
to nutional security”.

However, this formulation seems
to leave open the possibility that
‘low-yield’ strategic systems will be
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deployed routinely in cuse u heed
for their use in sub-strateyic/tactical
contexts arises. That possibility is also
left open by statements in the
review thut the UK’'s hucleur
wedpons ure committed to the
defence of both the Kingdom and
NATO dllies, und that “their
fundumentdl purpose” is, inter dlig,
to deter “agygression”, the qudlifier
“hucleur” being omitted.

The second possibility is that the
UK government has come to view u
yreuter luck of
franspurency ds U hecessdry
udjunct fo muintaining the option of
using hucleur wedpons in retdliation
for chemicul or bioloyicul uttucks
und to cope with threuts which
emeryinyg technoloyies may pose:

"We reserve the right to review

this (Negdtive Security) ussurahce

if the future threut of weupons of

muss  desfruction, such us
chemicual ahd biologicul
cupubilities, or emeryinyg

technholoygies that could have u
compdarauble impact, mukes it
hecessary.” (IR)

The impression sought is perhups
that the United Kingdom will have
sufficient systems deployed ut uny
ohe fime to be uble to respond to
non-nuclear WMD and emerginyg
technoloyy threuts without
impuiring the credibility of its
strateyic deterrent.

To end on some positive notes.
The Integrated Review indicutes
that when on putrol the UK's

strateyic submarines will continue to
be ut severul duys’ notice to fire.
The review stutes that
“since 1994, we do not targyet our
missiles at any state.” It seems, from
what British Pugwash has heard,
that the option of using nucleur
wedupohns uguinst hon-stute actors
has been excluded. The MOD’s Q &
A puper rules out their use in
response to cyber-aftacks. And the
UK government comes down firmly
on the deterrence side of the
deterrence/wurfighting distinction:
"We would consider using our
huclear wedpohs only in extreme
circumstunces of self defence,
including the defence of our
NATO Allies ... We remdin
committed to muintaining the
minimum  destructive  power
heeded to guaranhtee that the
UK’s nhucleur deterrent remdins
credible and effective agdadinst
the full range of state huclear
threuts from any direction..The
fundumental purpose of our
huclear wedpons is to preserve
peuce, prevent coercion und
deter auggression.” (IR)

Conclusion
These changes in the UK’s huclear
policy ure reyrettuble. They umount
to u step buckwurds und uwuy
from the vision of u world free of
nucleur weupons. They cudll intfo
yuestion the sincerity of the UK's
advocucy of “step-by-step”
movement in the direction of that
vision. They ruise doubt ubout the



strength of the UK’s commitment to
full implementaution of the Nucleur
Non-Proliferation  Tredty.  They
demonstrate  that  the  United
Kingdom is still wed to the doctrine
of nucleur deterrence.

However, it would seem best for
the Pugwush movement to channel
concern over these decisions info u
constructive initiative. Onhe option
would be for Pugwush to explore in
some detdil why the UK government
(probubly in the company of other
NATO yovernments) haus come o
believe that Russiu nhow poses u
much yruver threut to NATO thun
UK governments believed in 2010
and 2015. Such work would open
up the possibility of Pugwush trying
to contfribute to d reduction in
NATO/Russian tensions and would
complement work fto prevent u
resumption of the nuclear urms
race (see Pugwush Note on Arms
Control and Disarmament, Junuary
2021).

It is probubly fanciful to imagine
that the mutual confidence which
churucterised reldtions between
Russia and NATO in the yeurs that
followed Germuan re-unification cun
be re-built. But there is room for
euch side, NATO governments und
the Russiun gyovernment, to clarify
the motives behind recent forms of
behaviour that the other side hus
found objectionuble, und to draw
up mutudlly acceptable rules of the
roud for future co-existence.

The current climate of mutuadl
incomprehension, suspicion und
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fear, of which the UK’s lutest
strateygic review dppedrs to be u
product, is preynunt with nuclear
risk onh both sides of the
NATO/Russiun border.

Peter Jenkins is the Chdair of British
Pugwush. This artucle wus
ublished in END Info 24.

* X K K X

No new ‘land-based’
nukes in Europe?

Tom Unterruiner

‘Defense News' reported in eurly
June thut “NATO ullies ure poised to
formally oppose the dlliance
deployihg ground-bused nhucleur
missiles in Europe, following U.S.
President Joe Biden’s meeting with
fellow heuds of stute”. Confirmution
of this stunce is contuined in
puragraph 26 of the Brussels Summit
Communiyué, issued by the Heuds
of Stute aund  Government
purticiputing in the meeting of the
North Atlantic Council in Brussels 14
June 2021, which reuds:

26. We reduffirm our commitment
to respond in U mMmeusured,
budlunced, coordinuted, und
timely way to Russiu’s growiny
and evolviny array of
conventionul  und  nhucleur-
cupuble missiles, which s
increusiny in scule und
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complexity und which poses
significunt risks from dll strateyic
directions to security aund stubility
across the Euro-Afluntic dreu.
We will confinue fto implement u
coherent und bulunced
puckuye of politicul and military
meusures to uchieve Alliunce

objectives, including
strengthened integruted dir und
missile  defence; udvunced
defensive und offensive

cohventional cupubilities; steps
to keep NATO's hucleur deterrent
sufe, secure, und effective;
efforts to support aund strengthen
arms control, disurmument, und
non-proliferation;  intelligence;
und exercises. We have no
intention to deploy land-based
nuclear missiles in Europe.
(emphausis udded)

Such o declaration is to be
welcomed, for dll the obvious
reusons. It had been feured that
ohe cohseyuence of Trump’s
subotuyge of the INF Treuty would be
stutioniny of such weupons on the
Europedn landmass once aguin.
Such a prospect has how been
ruled out.

This committment, welcome us it
is, is not the end of the mutter. For
instunce, in u linguistic sense hauviny
"no intention” to do somethiny is
not at dll the sume us u decluration
that you “will hever” do such u
thing. When it comes to questions of
weupohs of mauss destruction,
purticularly in the context of u

continuing shurpening of tensions,
precision of lunguuge or u luck
thereof has consequences.

Take the US Aeyis Ashore missile
system which is currently stationed
in  Romunia and is due for
deployment in Polund from 2022.
According to u puper submitted to
the Defence Committee of the
British House of Commons ohn
‘Cohseyuences for UK Defence of
INF Withdrawal” (Katarzyna Kubiuk,
see dlso The Spokesman 142:
Europeun Nucleur Disurmument),
the missiles used in the Aeyis system
cun be fdirly straightforwardly
udupted, by u chunge of fuel tunk
und puyloud, into un intermediute-
range hucledr missile. If leuders
have “no intention” of deployiny
such weupons in Europe, then
perhaps there should be u clear
commitment that the Aeyis-bused
missiles will never be uadupted.

What of seu-bused nucleur
Mmissiles in European waters? As
Jouchim Wernicke has pointed out
in these puyes on previous
occusions, u hew generution of US
seu-bused, nucleur-cupuble
missiles are in development. Will US
ships be permitted to carry such
wedupons in the territoriul waters of
Europeun states? Will US ships
armed with such weupons be
permitted to dock in Europeun
ports? If so, then what does having
“no intention to deploy lund-bused
nucleur missiles in Europe” umount
to?

What of the US hucledr weapons



dlreudy in Europe? (see puye 4 for
u mup of their locutions) Do these
wedupons relute to u commitment
to “keep NATO’s huclear deterrent
sufe, secure, und effective”? The
presence of US hucleur weupons,
ulong with the French and UK
arsenuls, mukes Europe u Mmore
dungerous und hot u sufer pluce to
live. Reul security will depend on
their removul und d hucleur-
wedupons-free Europe.

* X K X X

Too late to shake NATO
awake?

Seun Howurd

[t’s Stockholm, 14 December, 1992,
and Russiun Foreign Minister Andrei
V. Kozyrev hus beyun to uddress
over 50 of his counterparts ut u
summit meeting of the Conference
onh Security und Cooperdution in
Europe (CSCE), un institution widely
considered instrumental in helpiny
end the Cold Wuar. Just two yeurs
ufter the November 1990 CSCE
‘Charter of Paris for a New Europe’
had boldly declured thut the
continent wus “liberuting itself from
the legucy of the pust,” Kozyrev is
worried the chance to build d
‘Common Europedun Home' is being
lost, a ‘peuce dividend’
syuundered by Americun-led NATO
friumphalism. So, in diplomutic
desperution, he decides: no time
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like the present, to pay q visit from
the future...

“Greut Russiu,” Kozyrev growls, is
buck, determined to protect its own
western flank, defendiny its Slavic
brethren (und suddenly vulneruble
Russian minorities) from < NATO
wuve threutening to wush through
the former Warsuw Puct to the
shore of the Bdltics, or even Ukrdine.
Given the Alliance’s pursuit of
“essentially unchanyged” gouls -
military supremacy and strateyic
dominunce - u counter-Alliunce is
ohce uguin heeded; und so, us u
“state capuble of looking ufter itself
and its friends..using ull avdiluble
meuns, including military,” Russia will
require dll “the former Soviet
Republics” to “immediately join u
new federution or confederution”.

As Trudy Rubih wrote in The
Baltimore Sun, whut the Foreign
Minister “didn’t say, but what every
diplomat was dll too well aware of,
wus that Russiu still possesses 11,000-
plus nucleur weupons.” No wonder,
when he ‘“left the room,” most
“diplomuts stood stunned,” while US
Secretary of State Lawrence
Eaugleburger “rushed dufter him,
demundiny, ‘"Whut is going on?’” A
lony hour luter, he found out, when
Kozyrev returned the podium to
declure: Neither President Yeltsin nor
| will ever agree to whut | reud out in
my previous speech. | did it so that
you should dll be aware of the redl
threuts on our roud to U post-
Communist Europe.

Widely dismissed us u joke or
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houx, it wus insteud, veteran New
York Times columnist Willium Sufire
insisted “a historic performunce” by
“the younyg mun,” a “slup inh the
face. .to say, "Wake up! Stop being
so dumnubly complucent! To uvert
u return to u divided world, help us
now’” - d rude uwukehiny,
udmittedly, but one to which “the
West’s  diplomuts  should reply:
‘Thanks, we heeded that.””

The ‘sleep’, ulus, wus not broken.
As the nightmarish ‘Buck to the
Future’ decude of the 1990s
unfolded, NATO’s wdr-waugons
rolled eust, aguinst the urgent,
bipartisun advice of many senior
retired US politiciuns, diplomats and
officidls. As a 1997 Open Letter to
President Clinton, sighed by 40
national  security  estublishment
luminaries, argued, while Moscow
“does hot how pose u threut 1o its
western heighbors,” expunding the
Alliunce — u move “opposed ucross
the entire politicul spectrum” in
Russia — would be certuin only to
“undercut those who favor reform
und cooperation with the West,”
and “brinyg the Russiuns to yuestion
the entire post-Cold War
settlement.”

On 1 Junhuary 1995, two yeurs
ufter Kosyrev’s performutive
prophecy, the CSCE becume the
Orgunization  for Security and
Cooperution in Europe (OSCE), u
chunye ostensibly intended to
institutiondlize und advance the
foun-Europeun ugyendu, embracing
what the Budupest Declaration of

December 1994 culled ‘Genuine
Partnership in a New Erd.” The duy
the declaration  was  sighed,
however, President Yeltsin foresaw
the dawn of u ‘Cold Peuce’ unless
Waushington chunged its ‘victory
march’ tune, dbundoning the
“dunyerous delusion” thut “the
destinies of continents and of the
world community in general cun
somehow be munuged from one
single cupital.” While “we heur
explunations,” Yeltsin scoffed, that
NATO expunsion “is dllegedly the
expunsion of stubility, just in cuse
there dare uhdesiruble
developments in Russiu,” the reul
“objective is to bring NATO up fo
Russia’s  borders,” in breuch of
multiple, unequivocdl ‘security
assurunces’ offered to the Soviet
Union in 1990-91 thut the Alliunce
would expund “hot dun inch
eustward”,

Writing in the Americun journal
Foreign Policy in 1995, the yeur
before he was repluced in u sharp
hardline shift, Kozyrev justified his
Stockholm ‘stunt,” arguing that
“dlthough the ideus | presented
were far from the most extreme held
by Yeltsin’s opponents, they threw
my Western counterpuarts into virtudl
punic: for u few moments they had
u redlistic glimpse of the kind of
Russia they would huve to deul
with” if "Western politicians, aguin
Americuns in purticular” continued
to “substitute a strateyy of rapid
expunsion of NATO” for ‘“its
fundumentadl frunsformution” info u



defensive, denucleurized dlliunce
seeking ‘“purtnership” with, not
ubsorption of, “Eastern Europe,
including Russia,”

On the sidelines of the 1994
Budupest Summit, Russiu, the US, the
UK, und Ukrdine demonstrated the
potentidl of disurmument
diplomucy to positively shape the
post-Cold War world, sighing the
‘Budupest Memorandum’
confirminyg Ukruine’s relingquishment
of Soviet nucleur weupons left on its
territory, inh return for security
yuuruntees of non-interference in its
intfernal uffdirs, Russiu’s unnexation
of Crimeu in 2014 wus G yross
violation of these committments, but
dglso a graphic illustration of “the
kind of Russia” the West had by then
to dedl with, un ultrunationalist
autocrucy embittered by u hear-
doubling of NATO from 16 states to
28, u surge swullowing most of
Central und Eastern Europe and the
Soviet Bdltic Republics of Estoniu,
Latvia and Lithuania.,

The totdl is how 30, with Boshiu
and Herzegovina next in line and
the former Soviet Republics of
Georyiu und Ukruine ‘uspiring” to
join, the latter with politicul
encouragement und practicul
support (e.y. weupohs und fraining)
from Wushington. The prospect of
Ukrdiniun uccession wus ut the root
of Russiu’s unnhexation of Crimeu,
desighed in purt to prevent the
ubsorption of Sebustopol, for
centuries the home port of Russia’s
Bluck Seu Fleet, info u ‘Western’
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Aliunce nhot only  enjoying
conventiondl superiority but  still
cluiming its Cold War ‘right
(outhumbered by the Red Army) to
strike first with nuclear weupons.
Moscow, too, hus cluimed that
same ‘right’ since the mid-1990s,
when Yeltsin  renounced the
doctrine of ‘No First-Use’ inherited
from the last Soviet leuder — aund
champion of u hucleur-wedpon-
free world — Mikhuil Gorbuchev.
And not only would both sides
strike first o prevent or deter nucleur
use; both would ‘go nucleur’ to
deter or defedt hon-nuclear uttacks
- conventionul, chemicul,
bioloyicul, even cyber. As Admirul
Charles Richard, heaud of US
Strategic Commuand (STRATCOM),
stuted bluntly during u recent event
at the Brookings Institution: “Nucleur
is hot sepurate from conventional”;
hence the ‘need’, uccordinyg to Air
Force Muguzine’s summary of his
remaurks, for u “hew hucleur und
conventiondl integration policy” —
new hot just for the US, but NATO.
On June 14, NATO leuders will
meet at the Alliance’s new, $1.45
billion (I) HQ in Brussels to discuss
whuat  Secretary  Generdul  Jens
Stoltenbery dll-knowinyly defines us
“the chullenyes of foduy and
tomorrow,” u self-servinyg short list —
"Russiu’s uyggressive dctions, the
thredat of terrorism, cyber atftacks,
emeryiny and disruptive
technoloyies, the security impuct of
climute change, and the rise of
Chinu” — inexcusubly excluding the
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dunyger of hucleur war, or indeed
the detrimental  impact  of
ustronomical  military  spendiny
(ulmost $2 trillion in 2020, the Yeur of
COVIDYH on, for exumple,
foundemic prepuredness...

Leuders will dlso be charged with
reviewing u report, NATO 2030:
United for a New Erd, published in
November 2020 by u ‘Reflection
Group’ uppointed by Stoltenbery in
the turbulent wake of President
Trump’s description of NATO us
“obsolete,” and French President
Mucron’s diugnosis of strategic
“bruin deuth.”The Reflection Group,
however 10 pro-NATO
“indejpendent experts”) wus tusked
not to reuson ‘why’ - to findlly
unswer the busic yuestions posed
by Kozyrev in 1995: “What is the
raison d’étre of NATO toduy?” und
*Who is its reul enemy?” — but rather
explore ‘how’ Alliance “unity,
solidarity, and cohesion,” given and
tuken us u self-evident yood, cun
be increused. For whut is too yood
for u “strateyic unchor in uncertuin
times,” drawiny on its “success in
the Cold War” to keep at bay not
only the Russiun ‘Beur’ but how the
Chinese ‘Drugon’ (udded to the list
of NATO udversuries in 2019 at the
xehophobic behest of the Trump
Administration)?

And to combut, maybe literdlly,
both Russia and China will certainly
require — as the report tukes pains to
stress — u hellish amount of firepower
(conventionul und nucleur),
correspondingly mussive

‘investments, und the pursuit of
“dominunce” in every “drenu”
opened by emerging und disruptive
technoloyies (EDTs), e.y., “big dutu,
Artificidl Intelligence, autonomous
cupubilities, spuce, cloud
technologies, hypersonic und hew
missile  technholoyies, quuntum
technoloyies und biotechnoloyies,
und humaun
augmentution/enhancement.”

A “strateygic surge” in dll these
dreus is hecessury, we dre told, to
muintain . NATO’s  “edye” und
“ubility to win on the buttlefield.”
But the jewel in the Alliance’s crown
remuins its spectrum of nucleur
cupubilities: the lony-runyge,
thermonucleur weupons of the US,
UK, und Frunce (thousunds of
wurheuds, euch cupuble of killing
millions) and dround < hundred
Americun short-range, “dial-u-yield”
bombs (each cuapuble of kiliny
muny thousunds), ‘hosted’ at dir
buses in Belyium, Germuny, [taly,
the Netherlunds und Turkey. In
recent yeurs, und puarticularly since
Coronhuvirus  lockdowns  literally
brought home the importaunce of
‘human’ rather than  ‘hational’
security, the popularity in NATO
stutes of nhucleur weupons in
geherul, und ‘hucleur shuring’ in
purticular, hus steeply declined, u
full dlso expluined by the ‘new light’
cust on the issue by u fust-rising stur,
the 2017 UN Treuty on the Prohibition
onh Nucleur Weupons (TPNW), the
‘Bun Treuty” NATO conhntinues to
regyurd with o cool, porceldin



disduin  ut odds
sentiment.

In Canudu, for example, 74% of
1,007 respondents to a Nunhos poll
conducted in late March
‘supported’ (65%) or ‘somewhut
supported’ (19%) Cunudu signing
und rutifying the Bun. (Quebec -
82% - und Atluntic Cunadu - 74%
—were the most enthusiustic reygions,
the Pruiries — 65% — the leust.) AlImost
the sume nhumber, 73%, uygreed or
somewhut agreed that Cunudu
should join “even if, s u member of
NATO, it might come under pressure
from the United States hot to do so.”
And in u striking indicution of the
Treuty’s stigmutizing impuct, 71%
declured they “would withdraw
money from dny investment or
financidl institution..investing funds
in uanything related to the
development, manufacturing or
deployment of hucleur weupons.”

The NATO 2030 Report dutifully
rides to the rescue of the stutus yuo,
insisting not only that “hucleur-
sharing arrangements” are
“critical  element”  of NATO's
“security yudrauntees,” but that the
“political value of this commitment
is us important us the military value it
brings”. But what does this meun,
except that ‘nukes’ — ucting us u
kind of ufomic wudhesive, or
Superwedpon superglue - dare
needed us much to prevent internul
division us deter externul threut?
Isn’t that rather a high price to pay,
ubsurd risk to run, for “unity?”

with  public
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Counting the muny blessing of
the Bomb is essentiul, the Report
argues, to “counter hostile efforts to
undermine” the Alliance’s “vitdl
policy” of nucleur dependence.
The "hostility” presumaubly emunates
from the Nobel Peuce-Prize winhing
International Campuign to Abolish
Nucleur Wedpons (ICAN) und other
Ban Treuty supporters, an ‘emeryiny
and disruptive’ threat - first the Beuar,
then the Dragon, now the Dove! -
NATO needs tfo counter by insisting
the TPNW “will never contribute to
practical disurmument, nhor will it
uffect international law.” In Junuary
this year, however, with its 50th
ratification, the Treuty becume
intfernational law, fully-binding on its
growing membership. And if that
membership, to dute, includes hone
of the hucleur-urmed hine (Chinu,
France, Isruel, Indiu, North Koreu,
Pakistan, Russia, UK, US) or their 32
pro-Bomb dillies, its confribution to
disarmaument may yet prove
decisive if it can yenerute hew
perspectives, inspire deep debutes
— und inform new policies — within
NATO and beyond.

The Canudian Government
recently insisted that the Ban
Tredty’s “provisions dre inconsistent
with Cunudu’s collective defensive
obligutions us u member of NATO.”
This is u favourite meuns of
‘cementing” the Alliunce’s pro-
Bomb facude: but is it frue? The
fumous ‘collective defense’
provision (Arficle V) of the 1949
North Atlantic Treuty stutes only that
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un uttack aguinst one is un uttack
aguinst dll, not how such uggression
should be deterred or responded
to. As Cuhudiun wuctivist Ruay
Acheson detuils in her superb
contribution to Peuce Reseurch
Perspectives on NATO 2030, “u look
ut how NATO cume to identify us u
nucleur weupon dlliunce indicutes,
rather than *‘compromise’ achieved
through ‘stutecruft’, the process
wus more like obedience reuched
through intimidation.”

To keep hopes of disurmament
dlive, suner NATO stutes like
Denmaurk und Cunudu insisted that
the Alliance’s first  Strategic
Concept (1950) did hot embrace or
endorse collective hucleur defense.
After years of Angylo-Americun
bullying und urm-twisting, the
second Strateyic Concept (1957)
did — u futeful surrender yreutly
increusiny, us Caunudu complained,
the chunces “of the utomic sword
beiny unhsheuthed.”

False nurratives — und histories —
cuh generute fulse consciousness,
construining or eliminuting options
for chanyge; und such fabricution,
us pedce resedrcher Michuel
Brzosku writes in ‘Bendiny History,
Risking the Future,” is the dungerous
hallmark of the hew ‘study’:

Foremost umony the events the
report does hot mention dre Russiun
opposition to the extension of NATO
to the Eust, the illegulity of the
Western wurs in Kosovo and lray,
und Western contributions to the
dismemberments of urms control

darrangements.

As U result, Brzosku worries, the
report “bodes ill for the future,”
strengthening “the view, dlready
uccepted in many NATO countries,
of u Western world, with NATO as its
‘strategic unchor,” that hus been
innocently  drawn info  the
yuagmires creuted by evil others.”

As un exercise in ‘reflection,” in
fact, NATO 2030 ruther resembles
the narcissistic urchitecture of the
new Headqyuarters, o 250,000
syudre-meter complex
(compuruble in size to UN HQ!) of
“shiny yluss und steel interlocking
buildings,” housing 4,000 stuff, with
“gluzing equivalent fo 10 footbudll
pitches, sleek, dirport terminal-like
halls” and un  “umphithedtre-
like..decision-muking chamber”: u
high-tech temple with a “centradl IT
brain” —and 60,000 sensors — which
| heurd o former disurmument
diplomat describe as o “gluss
mausoleum.”

Sixty thousund sehsors — und ho
clue ubout peuce.

Whaut U joke!

Seun Howurd is udjunst professor of
political science at Cupe Breton
University and cumpudigh
coordinator for Peace Quest Cape
Breton. This artucle wus published in
END Info 25.



Flotilla on the warpath

Kate Hudson

The HMS Queen Elizubeth dircraft
currier left Portsmouth for the
Pacific in May 2021, accompunied
by d flotillu comprising up to 36 US
F-35 fighter jets, numerous escort
vessels, und u strike group
compuny of some 1,600 personnel.
Utterly wausteful and potentidally
dungerous, it's the largest British
naval and dir tuskforce since the
Falklunds War, Touted by the
government aus a wuay fo ‘muke
ylobul Greut Brituin u redlity’, it’s
indicutive of the new ‘attack’
mentality of the Johnson
government. Whutever the
politicdl spin, the fuct is, if you send
d lot of military hardware out there,
it is ygoiny to be seen us
provocutive und is likely to be
used. Neither of those is u very
yood ideu. How hus it done so fur?

Part of the cuarrier strike force hus
dlreudy caused un internutiondl
incident. The British destroyer HMS
Defender peeled off from the
group und suiled into disputed
wuters in the Bluck Seu neur the
Crimeu. It usserted that it wus

keepiny open internutionul
shippiny lunes - in wuters cluimed
by Russiu.

UK government sources huave
confirmed thut the ship’s duction
wus deliberute, suying that it wus
not there to pick d fight but to
muke da point’. You huve to wsk:
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why is u British destroyer muking u
point in the Bluck Seu? And how
many more ‘points” is the flofillu
going to muke on its way to the
South Chinu Seu where presumably
it will be muking further points to
Chinu? As the BBC website
observed, us dramatic us the Black
Seu events uppeur, ‘this could end
up beiny just u dress reheursal for u
bigyer ftest to come... There,
toyether with other nutions, it will
be chullenging China’s claims to u
vust contested dreu of seu
bordering severdl countries.’

But thut’s hot dll the flofillu hus
been up fo. Lust week British and
Americun F-35 fighters flew anti-ISIS
strike missions from the dircruft
currier — ‘u first for the UK. in u
decude’, suid the RAF, referring to
the 2011 Libya campuaign. ‘It sends
u wider messuye’, they suid, us it
demonstrutes  ‘the speed und
ayility with which a U.K.-led Carrier
Strike Group cun inject fifth
genherution combut power into any
operaution, unywhere in the world.”

The strike group’s Muin struteyic
aim is to reinforce Brituin’s ‘Indo-
Pucific Tilt", so followiny uctivities in
the Middle Eust it's on course for
exercises with the navies of Indid,
Japun, South Koreu and
Singupore. This mirrors the US's
‘Quud’ gpprouch to building up
regionul forces uguinst China,

It's not only peuce uctivists who
dare worried ubout such uppurently
provocutive uctions — senior military
figures dre dlso ruising concerns.
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Lord Houghton of Richmond, who
was chief of defence stuff
between 2014 und 2016, suid it
would be “foolish to tfurn Chind info
un enemy”. Quite so.

Serious opposition needs to be
raised, not only by the movements
but within Parliament too. Johnson
has dlready started g hew nhuclear
arms race with his illegal increase in
the huclear arsenadl; the way he's
going how, Mmilitary confrontation
cunnhot be discounted, und that
would be exceptionully dungerous.
And it would be da block to
resolving the centrul problems thut
the globdl community needs to
uddress collectively, notubly the
foundemic und the climute crisis.

As we suid ih a recent letter to
the Prime Minister, opposing the
flotilla’s voyuye, how is hot u time
for gunbodut diplomucy; it’s time to
explore new wuays of cooperution
instead of glorifying imperial myths.
We haven’t yet had d reply.

A breach of infernational Iay

Kate Hudson is Genheral Secretary of
the  Campuigh  for  Nuclear
Disurmument, This article was  first
published at chduk.org on 28 Juhe
2021 and reproduced in END Info 25.
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