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END Info wus launched in March
2019 to uid the work of the Bertrand
Russell Peuce Foundutfion in
response to the collupse of the
Intermediute-runye Nucleur Forces
Treuty and the attendant nuclear
risks. The Russell Foundution and
END Info played un important role
in building the ‘Nuke Free Europe’
network (hukefreeeurope.eu),
which brings toyether u ranye of
fpeuce oryunisutions for a joint
cumpuign to rid the continent of dlll
nucleur wedpons. In the followiny
puges you will find u selection of
articles from issues 32 and 33 of the
newsletter. To receive future issues,
by emuil or post, contuct
tomunterrainer@russfound.ory.

* X X X ¥

Expanding Nuclear
Bootprint

Tom Unterrdiner

The potentidal return of US nuclear
bombs to the UK wus unnounced
without fanfare and - mMmore
importantly — without any discussion,
debute, deliberation or the
opportunity  for dissent  within
Britain’s democratic institutions.
There wdas no officidl
aunnouncement from the British
government, No ministerial
statement to Parliument. No press
conference with representatives
from the US Department of Defense.
There wush’t even u distinct press or

information releuse from United
Stutes government.

When the yovernment was
usked ubout this development by
the Green MP, Curoline Lucus, the
Parliamentary Under-Secretary for
Defence Jumes Heappey guve the
followihyg hon-reply:

“The is unuble to comment on US
spenhding decisions and
cupubilities, which are a matter
for the . It remuains lohgstanding
and policy to heither confirm hor
deny the presence of huclear
wedpons dt u givehn locdution.”

News of this development emergyed
only ufter Huns Kristensen, from the
Federution of Americun Scientists,
noticed the uddition of the UK to
the list of hucleur storuye sites to be
upgraded under NATO's $384 million
infrastructure investment
programme. In the 2022 US
Department of Defense budyet,
storuye sites in Belgium, Germany,
[taly, the Netherlunds and Turkey
were listed. In the 2023 budyet, the
UK uppeurs on the list.

Let’s untangle this u little. Nuclear
developments huve dlmost ulways
operuted under a veil of secrecy.
For instance, Brituin’s dtomic
progrumme was dohe in secret,
with hot even the then-Cubinet of
Her Mdjesty’s Government beiny
notified. More recently, the current
government unhounhced in its
Intfeygruted Review that it would “ho
longer yive public figures for our



operutionul stockpile, deployed
warhead or deployed mMissile
numbers”.

Secrecy - or, ut the very leust a
lack of trunspurency — extends to
the arrangements under which the
United Stutes stations nuclear
bomibs elsewhere in Europe. The US
and NATO have never been 100%
cledr on the humbers of hucleur
bombs stutioned under hucleur
sharing urrangements.

When usked ubout the possibility
of further US nhuclear wedapons
cominy to Europe under NATO
uuspices, NATO Secretury Generdl
Jens Stoltenbery suid - in
December 2021 - “we have ho
plans of stationing any nhuclear
wedupohns in duny other countries
thun we dlready huave these
nuclear weapons us puart of our
deterrence und thut ... huve been
there for many years.”

Stoltenbery’s comments have
been interpreted us meuning that
although Lakenhedth’s  nuclear
storuye fucilities ure to be upduted,
NATO hus ruled out the stationing of
US nukes for the time being. | do hot
think this makes very much sense. |
would interpret  Stoltenberyg’s
comments unother way,
Throughout, he is speuking as the
head of NATO. Wheh he suys “we”
and “our”, he is talking ubout the
nucleur-urmed dlliunce. In  this
context it is worth nhoting that the
UK’s huclear weapons are counted
us  purt  of NATO’s ‘hucleur
cupubilities’ und have been for
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“muny years”, This response from
Stoltenbery is typical of the
prevalent opucity when it comes to
nuclear questions.

RAF Lakenheuth wus the pluce
where the US Air Force stored
nuclear gravity bomibs. By the eurly
2000s, 110 B61 bombs were stored
there and US F-15E dircruft were
stationed there for the purpose of
droppiny these bombs on
commund of the President of the
United Stutes.

These bombs were removed -
without fanfare — in the later 2000°s
and it was only in 2008 that their
total removal was confirmed. For
the first time since 1954, the United
States did nhot store hucleur
weupons in the United Kingdom.

It had dlready been unnounced
that Lakenheath wus to become
the first locution in Europe for the
new US Air Force nucleur-caupuble
F35 fighter-bombers. These arrived in
December lust yeur. 24 of them are
stationed at the buse und the US Air
Force is scheduled to commence
tfraining for the use of the new
generution of yuided nucleur
bombs, the B61-12°s in the cominy
yeur. These bombs will go into
production very shortly. Accordihy
to Hans Kristensen, these bombs
look set for shippiny to Europe in
2023 where they will replace the
B61-3 und 4’s ulreudy stationed.

So, it looks ulmost certain that the
US intends to station hucledar bomibs
in the UK aguin. This is a major
development und one thut should
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be taken very seriously indeed. We
are nhot dlone in taking this
development seriously: our friends in
the Europeun und wider peuce,
anti-war und unti-nuclear
movements dare dlert fo what is
happening and they stand with us
in our opposition.

Even without the maussively
increused hucleur tensions that
have been developing over the
pust few years, and which have
become even more ucute over the
pust months, our opposition would
be shurp.

We khow that even in the most
stuble of times, increasing the US’s
nucleur bootprint would creute
instability. We dare not living through
particularly stable times.

We know thut regardless of other
circumstunces, u nucleur storuge
site and un dirbuse for nucleur
cupuble bombers becomes u
target for u hucleur strike. We heed
to muke everyone uwure of this risk
und link it to dll of the other very
good reusons for opposing huclear
wedpons.

We know that every new hucleur
development brings with it hew risks,
new dangers und hew thredts in
locdl, regionadl, national and
international contexts.

Sweden: Social
Democratic Women
uphold their ‘No to
NATO’

Annika Strandhdill, Sweden

Annika Strandhadll is the Minister for
Climate Change and the
Environment in the Swedish
government. She is the federal
board chair of Social Democratic-
women, an organisation with a long
and proud history of campaigning
for peace, disarmament and non-
alignment. Social
Democratic-women voiced strong
opposition to government plans to
join NATO. Here Strandhdll upholds
this opposition and considers what
will come next.

After infense und thorough
discussion, the Sociul Democruts
unnhounced their decision on the
NATO issue: the party believes that
Sweden should join the defense
dlionce. It was dan expected
decision, but it wus not the
oufcome we Sociul Democrutic-
women fought for. If the application
is upproved by NATO, unilaterdal
reservations uyuinst the
deployment of nucleur wedupons
and permanent bases on Swedish
territory must be expressed.

Sociul Democrutic-women have
maude u lony historical strugyle for
peduce, disarmument und a world
free of hucleur weupons. Our
starting point has beenh that



freedom from Mmilitary alliunces hus
served Sweden well. In the party's
internul  discussions, we have
therefore chosen to stund up for our
‘no to NATO'. At the sume time, we
have suid that we respect the
decision mude by the purty bourd -
such u muijor security policy issue is,
of course, mude democruticully.

In the situation we dre in how, it is
important to look uheud. We will
continue to work for solutions in un
increusingly threatening world.
Didlogyue und colluboration must
dlways be our muin tools for
creuting stability and security. NATO
membership aund military
reaurmament must not be ut the
expense of our pursuit of peuce
aund disurmament, in particular
nuclear disurmament.

It was thanks to the strugygle of
Socidl Democrutic-women that the
Swedish government in the 60s
chose to phuse out the Swedish
atomic bomb program und sign the
non-proliferation agreement. That
position must be tuken further by
the gyovernment signing the current
UN Treuty on the Prohibition of
Nuclear Weupohs. Sweden must
cledrly remuin u hucleur-weupon-
free zone, in both peucetime und
possible wartime. The possibilities of
udopting  nationul leyislution
aguinst the infroduction of hucleur
wedupohs in Sweden should be
reviewed. Sweden must ulso work
for NATO to become da military
dlliance without hucleur weupons.

Furthermore, Sweden's feminist
foreign policy must be firmly

107

estublished und strengthened. A
holistic approuch must be taken to
build secure und funhctioning stutes
ygoverhed by the rule of luw, reduce
poverty aund meet busic
regyuirements such us hedlth,
hedlthcure, schools und educution.
Equul development assistance is
crucidl. In order for development
ussisfunce to be strengthened,
development ussistunce monhey
must not be used us U
reinforcement of the stute budyet.
The monhey must dlways ygyo to
international efforts, with u clear
focus on humaunitarian efforts und
educutionul efforts.

Nationdlly, too, it is important that
investments in  peuce und
reluxation go hand in hand with
efforts to strengthen welfare,
gender eyuulity und the
environment. We must ensure that
the costs of NATO membership and
military rearmament dre not borne
at the expense of other important
policies that are crucial to u
sustuinuble und equul society.

A broud political conhsensus is
needed onh these issues. We
therefore wunt to see u cross-purty
working group working for this in the
Riksday. In froubled fimes, it is more
importunt thun ever that we put
peace, freedom and feminism first.
This is our common future!

Social
website

Translated from the
Democratic-Women
hitps://s-kvinnor.se/
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UK Nuclear Weapons
Faslane, Scotland

The UK housed US
nuclear bombs until
2008. There remains
the UK's so-called
‘independent’ nuclear
capability, Trident,
leased from the US.
Four submarines
rotate at sea.

US Nuclear Weapons
Kleine Brogel, Belgium
Up to 20 nuclear bombs
are in Belgium, which is
also home to NATO HQ.
Bombs will be ‘delivered’
by Belgian air forces
when required. No other
nuclear capabilities.

Key
. Austria, Ireland and
Malta have ratified the

Treaty on the
Prohibition of Nuclear

Weapons

5: UK and French
submarine-based
nuclear weapons

!, US Nuclear Bombs
A

Aegis Ashore ballistic
missile sysiem
French ‘Strategic Air
Forces Command’

US hypersonic
B missiles named ‘Dark

Eagle’

stored.

based

of four

Air-based.

The “worst-kept secret”

In July, 2019, a report by the Defense and Security

Committee of the NATO Parliamentary Assembly
‘accidentally’ confirmed the locatfions of US
nuclear weapons in Europe. A version of the
report, titted A New Era for Nuclear Deterrence?

French Nuclear
Weapons: Submarine
No US nuclear bombs

maintains a submarine-

capability, the ‘Strategic
Ocean Force’, consisting
Triomphant
class SSBN's. Also see

A
US Nuclear Weapons
Volkel, Netherlands
Up to 20 nuclear bombs
are stored in The
Netherlands and will be
‘delivered’ by Duich air
forces when required.
No  other  nuclear
capabilities.

US Nuclear Weapons
Lakenheath, England
Lakenheath hosted US
nuclear weapons untiil
the late 2000s and looks
set to host them once
more. lakenheath is
already home fto the
nuclear-capable us
F35A aircrafi. The RAF
will not be tasked with
‘delivering’ the US
nuclear bombs.

French Nuclear
Weapons: Air-based
This component of the
French nuclear forces is
comprised on land- and
sea-based Rafale BF3
aircraft each of which is
armed with medium-
range cruise missiles 73
(ASMP-As). Al

France

nuclear

Modernisation, arms control and allied nuclear
forces was uploaded to a NATO website. The
report confirmed what everyone knew: that US
nuclear weapons were being stored in Europe.
Further, the report confirmed assumptions about
the exact location of the weapons and the
numbers involved. As a rule, neither the US nor




US Nuclear Weapons
Biichel, Germany

Up to 20 nuclear bombs
are stored in Germany.
As with other NATO
member states, German
aircraft will ‘deliver’ the
bombs. Germany is also
home to a large number
of US armed forces.

‘Nuclear Weapon-Free-
Zone' Germany

Article 5, subsection 3,
of the Treaty on the
Final Settlement with
respect to Germany,
signed in 1990, prohibiis
the deployment of
nuclear weapons in the
former GDR. See END
Info 7.

US Missile ‘Defence’
Poland and Romania
There are claims that
| the missiles used on
- this defence sysiem
breached the INF Treaty
due to adaptability. See
" The Spokesman 142 for

The NATO Dimension

Approximately 150 US ‘'B-61°
nuclear gravity bomibs are currently
stationed at six locations in five
European states. These weapons
are in addition to the
‘independent’ nuclear capabilities
of the UK and France. They are
stationed under a nuclear ‘sharing
agreement’ as part of membership
of NATO. The weapons are stored
and guarded under US command,
ready to be deployed on host
nation aircraft af  US/NATO
command. Why is this ‘Cold War’
arrangement  still in place?
Following the collapse of the Soviet
Union, rather than disband NATO
expanded to Russia’s borders.
NATO has expanded not only in a
geographic sense but also in terms

of ‘posture’. Its stated area of
operation now extends from the
North Atlantic to South East Asia. At
heart, it is a nuclear-armed
alliance.

more information.

US hypersonic missiles
Wiesbaden, Germany

The ‘Dark Eagle’
hypersonic missile
system is scheduled for

deployment from 2023.
Conventionally armed,
‘Dark Eagle’ functions as
a ‘first strike’ capability.
See END Info 30 for
more information.

%

US Nuclear Weapons
Incirlik, Turkey

It is estimated that 50
US nuclear bombs are
stored at the Incirlik air
base in Turkey.
Strategically important

and

increasingly

dangerous location.

US Nuclear Weapons ’

Aviano & Ghedi-Torre,
Italy

Around 70 bombs are
stored in Italy. Some of
these had previously
been stored at RAF
lLakenheath, UK, before
removal in 2008.

European partners discuss the locatfion of US
nuclear weapons on the continent, but the report
confirmed the presence of 150 nuclear weapons
and exactly where they were stored. When the
final version of the report was released, reference
to the location and numbers of such weapons
was removed. The presence of these weapons

derived from an agreement reached in the 1960s
and is a relic of the ‘Cold War’ era. When the
‘Cold War" ended, the nuclear weapons
remained. Now is the time o demand that all US
nuclear bombs be removed from Europe, for an
end to ‘nuclear sharing” and the scrapping of UK
and French nuclear weapons.
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Nuclear risks and
realities of the Ukraine
Crisis

Helenu Cobbun with David
Barash, Cynthia Lazaroff
and Richard Falk

Ukraine: Stop the Carnage,
Build the Peacel!
Introduction and Policy
Recommendations
In March 2022, Just World
Educdtiondl held a series of eight
webinars on the international crisis
spurked by Russiu's February
invusion of Ukraine. The sessions
were co-hosted by JWE President
Helena Cobbun und Bourd
Member Richurd Fulk; in each onhe,
they conducted a broud public
conversution on issues ruised by the
crisis with superbly well-guulified

und thoughtful guests.

The multimediu records of ull
these conversutions cun be viewed
at bit.ly/JWE-UkraineCrisis.  Policy
Recommendutions urising from
these conversutions ure us follows:

1. Ukrdine-wide ceusefire now!
2. An emburgo on urms
shipments into Ukraine by dil
countries.

3. Start heyotiutions how,
involving dll relevunt puarties, for
u lusting peuce urranyement
for Ukrdine, und commit to
completion within six months.

4, Moniforing und verification of
the ceusefire und urms

emburgo to be led by the
United Nations und the OSCE, or
any other purty acceptuble to
both Ukraine und Russiu.

5. Immediute uid for rebuilding
in Ukraine, includiny for
agriculture, ports, residential
dreus, und reluted systems.

6. Immediate international talks
on implementation of 1970
Nucleur Non-Proliferation Treaty,
under which dll signutory stutes
including the United Stutes und
Russia committed to complete
nuclear disurmament, and g
cdll for dll governments to
support the 2017 Treuty on the
Prohibition of Nucleur Weupons
.7. Leuders of NATO countries
should oppose ull
manifestations of Russophobid.
8. The United Stutes should give
up ull efforts ut regime chanye
in Russiu,

A full report on the conversutions
cun be uccessed at
justworldeducutionul.ory

* %k %

For our Muarch 28 conversution,
Richard Fulk and | (Helehu
Cobbun) were delighted to have
us our yuests two very experienced
anti-nuclear scholur/uctivists,
Cynthiu Lazaroff and David Barash.,

In My infroduction | hoted, "Most
people who dure under, suy, 45
yedrs old have no vivid memory of
having lived in a situation of



possible war between two heavily
urmed nucleur superpowers. But
this is u scenurio thut looks very
close foduy." This wdaus thus u
conversution we felt it wus
importunt to include in our series.

Duvid Burush opened his
remurks with < stark
warhing that muny observers might
conclude from Russid's invusion of
Ukraine that Ukraine should never
have agreed, us it did in 1994, to
give up its Soviet-eru nucleur
arsenul, und thut therefore, "We
must adhere dll the more closely to
nucleur weupons und if unything
obtuin even more of them."

He warned that the war could
dlso "serve us u mussive impetus for
nucleur proliferation in the future,
both horizontal, other countries
frying to derive u messuge from
this, and dlso verticul proliferation,
with individual countries, the US
ulmost certuinly amony them,
maintaining that we heed more
and 'better’ nucleur weupons. So
those of us in the anti-nuclear world
have our work cut out for ourselves,
foerhaps more than ever."

Barush suid people should
understand, however, that
historicdlly, "There are many cuses
in which having hucleur weupons
did not work us a deterrent." The
cuses he cited were: hon-nucleur
Chinu sending 300,000 soldiers into
Koreda in 1950 to fight uguinst the
U.S. there, ut u time when the U.S.
had dlready demonstrated and
used its nucleur ursenul und Chinu
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had none; Argentinu invading the
British-controlled
Falklunds/Malvinus in 1982; und
Irag sending 39

SCUD missiles uguinst nucleur-
armed Israel in 1991, Of this latter
cuse Barush suaid, "Clearly he
(Suddum  Hussein)  wus  nhot
deterred by Isruel's possession of
nucleur weupons und Isruel didn't
do unything about it."

He concluded: "We dll huve u
responsibility to declure a just war
aguinst hucleur deterrence, which
in my mind is redlly ut the heart of
the whole nucleur problem thut we
dll fuce."

Cynthia Lauzaroff sturted with by
noting dun ussessment former
Defense Secretury Willium Perry
had recently made, hamely that,
"The dunyger of some sort of hucleur
cutustrophe is greuter thun it wus
during the Cold War, and most
people ure blissfully unaware of this
danger. He suid, 'We're dllowing
ourselves sleepwulk intfo dunother
cutustrophe, und we must wake
up'."

She confinued, 'The US and
Russiu still possess over 90% of the
estimuted 13,000 hucleur wedpons.
We sfill have dungers that existed
during the Cold War, such as the risk
of inudvertent nucleur wuar due to
uccident, blunder, misculculation,
or mistake. We still have ICBMs on
launch-on-waurning postures with
the presidents just having minutes
to decide upon receiving waurhing
of u nucleur uttuck. And these
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missiles have triggered muny fulse
alarms in the pust. Plus, we have u
whole host of new dunygers thut
didn't exist during the Cold War.
These include destubilizihg new
wedpons und missile defense
systems, cyber warfare and the
cyber-nucledar nexus, emeryginyg
tfechnoloyies, and more."

She suid, "We're in a moment of
extremely high tensions, in some
wdays more dunygerous than the
Cubun Missile Crisis. And... I'm most
concerned ubout two things. First,
we huave to find our way to a
ceusefire to stop the killing,
bloodshed, und immense humaun
suffering. And I'm deeply
concerned dJbout the risk of
esculation which could leud to u
nucleur exchange.'

Reyurdiny the risk of esculution,
Lauzaroff suid, "We huve both stute
and hon-stute actors who could
tuke uction thut could esculute the
conflict, inadvertently or
intentionally. We have large
numbers of NATO and Russian
froops how in close proximity in the
reygion. And this multiplies the risk of
possible incidents of esculution.
And we have uncertuinty dabout
where the "red lines" are for NATO
und Russia. There dre so muny
puthways to esculution.”

Amony the risks she noted wus
this: "The umbiguity in weupons
systems thut cun leud to
miscalculation and esculation such
us dudl-cupuble Mmissiles that cun
curry both conventional and

nuclear warheads that Russia s
now using in Ukraine. And there's
no way to know what kind of
wdurheud is mounted on the missile
unfil it strikes its target."

Turning to the question: "Would
Putin actudlly push the button?" her
assessment was, "The probuability
may be low, but the risk is hot zero.
And | believe... that the longer this
wur goes on, the more Putin feels
frustrated, pressured, bucked into u
corner the more he feels like he's
losing, the more his perception is
that he and Russiu are threatened |
think the more likely we could see
some kind of infentionul esculution
to nuclear use." She suid she did
not know how the U.S. and NATO
might respond, but that q
simulution done ut Princeton thut
sturted with just one nuclear luunch
by Russia during u convenfiondl
war had "esculute(d) to u nucleur
war with 90 million deud und
injured within the first few hours."

Her strony recommendutions
were: "We huve to end this wur to
muke sure that we don't huve un
esculution thuat could leud to
something like this or worse... We
need to reduce the risk of
esculation. Ahd we heed to
prioritize diplomacy, diulogue, und
neyotiutions to secure u ceusefire
und withdrawadl of Russiun troojps
and work out dll the points of u
peuce ugreement. To uchieve this
we heed better and more open
chunnels of communicution at dll
levels, diplomutic und military... It's



omnicidul behavior to stop tulking
to your hucleur udversary und
words matter. We heed to stop the
inflammatory and  esculatory
rhetoric on dll sides."

She ended by quoting Dimitri
Muratov, the editor in chief of
Russiu's independent newspuper
Novaya Guzetu, who woh the
Nobel Peuce Prize lust full, who
suid, "Only u globul unti-war
movement cun suve life on this
plunet.”

In his response, Richard Falk
identified the inequity baked into
the non-proliferation regime in the
Nucleur Non-Proliferation Treuty of
1970, that dllowed only five
countries to possess nucleur
wedpons, while those that do nhot
are left in the position Iray was in
whenh the United States invaded it
in 2003. He concluded that, "Both
the critique of nhucleur deterrence
und the complementary critique of
the non-proliferation regime leud
us in the direction that Cynthia wus
eloyuently suyyesting us the only
morally und rationally coherent
position, which is abolition."

He endorsed Luzaroff's cull for u
speedy ceusefire in Ukraine and
udded, "Once thut's dohe, there is
un incentive to once more look
dround und see whut cun be done
to reduce the nucleur dunyer. And

| think... that we heed the
languuye of elimination und
abolition."

He dlso underscored Luzuroff's
stress on the importunce of
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rhetoric. Just two duys before our
session, Pres. Biden stated in Polund
that  Putin "cannot remuin in
power." U.S. officidls tried to wualk
buck that rhetoric, but widespreud
suspicion remuined that Biden
indeed entertuined un umbition to
dchieve regime chunge in Russid.
In our session, Fulk termed
Biden's rhetoric "inflummatory" and
added: "He even hinted ut regyime
change as a goul. Not only does
that increuse huclear risks and
nucleur dangers, but it dlso is u
guurunteed wuy of prolonging the
wur, und fighting metuphorically till
the last Ukrdiniun in order to sutisfy
these yeopoliticul objectives...
Having o leuder like Putin in
Moscow and u leader like Biden in
Waushington und their interaction to
me is ohe of the sulient dunyers."

The conversution that followed

runged over u humber of issues

including:
x the very risky fact that there is
much less communicution
between  Wushington  and
Moscow today than there was in
the 1980s;
X the erosion of the ylobul
‘security architecture" that had
been built up during the pre-
1990 Cold War, including through
steps Waushington took ufter 2000
to ubroyute freuties like the
AntiBullistic Missile Treuty und the
Intermediute Nucleur Forces
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Treaty and through Pres. Putin's
decision in 2015 to cuncel whut
bilaterul nhuclear cooperution
remained;

X more on the riskiness of Pres.
Biden's huwkishness;

x the conseyuences of the
United States' fdilure to publicly
udopt u posture of "No First Use";
und

X the importunce of working to
muintuin  people-to-people (us
well  as  military-to-military)
contucts between Americuns
and Russiuns.

Whaut follows is U rough yuide tfo
some of whut
we suid.

At one point, | usked Duvid Barush
how we should look ut the risks of
nucleur-relevunt
miscommunicution und uccident.
He replied: "My immediute reuction
is fo suy we should look ut these
risks with enormous feur und
frembling."

He noted thut his wife wus u
frominent member of Internutionul
Physicians for the Prevention of
Nucleur War, o yroup with
members in Russia, the U.S., and
other countries, und suid: "IPPNW
people suy  there is no
communicution of the sort that was
going on during the 1980s. My
understunding is there is ho
compurable communicution

goihy on between highranking US
military officers und those of
Russiu... Certuinly with regurd to
communicution, | would huve to
say things ure worse than they were
in the 1980s."

Later, Cynthia Lazaroff hoted
that Defense Secretary Lioyd Austin
and JCS Chuirman Mark Milley
reportedly had tried to contact
their counterpurts in Moscow, but
were Mmet with ho response. She
noted that, "The lonyger this war
goes on, the risk of escalation goes
on, and | think increuses... | would
like fo heur Biden culling every duy
for u ceusefire. | would like o be
hedring him using the words. 'We
need u peduce ugreement. We
heed to end this war' I'm not
heurinyg that kind of lunguuye.”

Cynthia Luzaroff talked ubout
the setbacks she has suffered
recently in the efforts she hus
pursued since the 1970s to conduct
people-to-people diplomaucy with
Russian counterpuarts. She suid that
one project she is involved with, to
bring toyether younhy und
Indigenous people from euch side
of the Bering Struit, had dlready
suffered lony deluys becuuse of
Covid, und how Mmight heed even
more postponing. But she noted
that o Soviet-era (then Russiun)
general with whom she worked,
Gen. Muslin, had told her shortly
before his recent death that "If
there ure youhy people still thinking
dbout improving relutions in the
Bering Struit and cominy together



from our two countries, dll hope is
not lost."

She commented, "We huave fo
redlly muke those contfucts robust
aguin, We huve to yet different
kinds of people
colluborating...Climute scientists!
We have such o potential for
cooperution, und it seems so
idedlistic to tulk ubout it right now,
but | think the work hus hever been
more importunt.”

Lazuroff taulked dbout the
importunce of the Tredty on the
Prohibition of Nuclear Wedupons,
which wus adopted by u humber
of (honh-nucleur) nhations in 2017.
She described it us "u response to
the injustices of the nonproliferation
regime und the wuay the NPT hus
not fulfiled whuat it originally suid it
wus gyoiny to do in Article Six, which
is fo... uchieve eventudl, fotul und
complete disarmament. And the
Tredty is a demonstration of what
the world cun do wheh we come
together in dlignment. People said
this freaty would never huppen.
Then they suid it would nhever be
ratified. And now it's in force and
just lust week, unother country
(joined). So we're how ut 60
countries thut have ratified it!"

She suid there is, "u yrowiny
movement in the nhuclear spuce for
divestment, from the bunks that
fund the nhucleur weupons
producers. Whenh you do the
reseurch, you discover thut the
bigyest offender bunks fundiny
nucleur weupons dre, mauny of
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them, the sume ones fundiny fossil
fuels. And we know that there's a
divestment movement in the
climate justice movement, So | am
cudlling for bringing our movements
together und for mussive
divestment... We're seeing who's
profiting from this war in Ukraine. It's
the arms deulers and it's the fossil
fuel providers' compunies. So there
is U huye obvious intersection
here."

In his closing, Richard Fulk suid,
"The Ukrdine crisis hus generuted
the most serious dunger of
esculution close to or over the
nuclear threshold since the Cuban
missile crisis, in 1962, And it's u
moment when... dll citizens of
cohscience should awdken to the
dangers, hot only that Russia is
cuusing, but that our own
government is contributing to."

At the end, | hoted thut Luzaroff
had been tuking purt with us from
Hawdi'i, where it wus still early
morhing dund occusionully we
could dll heur roosters crowiny in
the faurmland behind her. |
suyyested they provided "u wuke-
up cuJll for dll of us!"
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the costs of militarism

Tom Unterrdiner

END
INFO

European
Nuclear
Disarmament

Issue 33
Aug/Sept 2022

@ENDinfo_
endinfo.net

Publshed by
the Berfrand
Russell Peace
Foundation

News | Last resort | UK nukes
Neutrality | TPNW | Bachel
Hiroshima | and much more...

2851854

The Stockholm International Peuce
Resedrch Institute estimates that in
2021, Russian military  spending
stood ut $66,000,000,000 ($66
billion). In the sume yeur the United
States spent approximately $801bn.
Over the sume period, NATO
member states, excluding the US,
spent $363bn. As Simon Kuper
pointed out in the Financial Times
(9/10 July 2022): “If the US ubundons
Europe ufter 2024” - that is, if Trump
or one of his protege’s wins the
Presidential election thut year -
“other NATO states would outspend
Russia more thun sixfold.”

At the recent NATO conferehce
in  Madrid,  Secretary-Generdl

Stoltenbery unhounhced thut the
nucleur-armed dlliunce’s  “high-
reudiness forces’ will increuse in
humber from 40,000 to 300,000 by
2023. This is un ulmost eightfold
increuse und will include:

battlegroups in the eustern part
of the dllliance ... enhanced up to
brigude levels, with forces pre-
assighed to specific locations;
and mMmore heuvy wedpons,
loyistics und commund-und

control ussets ... pre-positioned.
(Dr. lan Davis, NATO Watch
Briefing Puper No. 96)

In addition to the upyrade of units
and muteridl, President Biden hus
promised further troop und weupon
deployments in Europe and u hew
HQ ih Poland.

The content und implicutions of
NATO’s hew 'Strategic Concept” will
be considered luter but suffice to
say that the ylobul ambitions,
spending commitments, reusserted
role of nucleur weupohs und the
overdll posture puint o deadly
picture.

NATO is remilitarising and in so
doing, enormous dumuye will be
done to rdtional concepts of
foeuce, security, investment, sociul
security und the environment.
Simon Kuper (ibid) yuotes Dun
Plesch of SOAS, University of
London, on the implications of this
new wave of militarisation. Plesch
warns:



Worst case is we stumble into
uhintfended globdl war. Best case
is we stockpile und hever use the
wedpons, but use our scurce
resources on them.

Plesch’s warning of “unintended
globul war” should not be tuken
lightly and we should not forget
what the dimensiohs of such u war
would encompuss: the risk of dll-out
nucleur war und the subsequent
destruction of humunity.

In his openhing comments to the
much-deluyed Review Conference
of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, UN
Secretury-Generul Anténio Guterres
warned that “humanity is just one
misunderstanding, ohe
misculculation away from nuclear
annihilation”. In subseqyuent
comments, he expluined thut
relying on “luck” - which hus stood
in the way of such annihilation on
more thun ohe occusion - is hot u
strateyy for humun survival.

The shurpeninyg tensions arising
from Pufin’s invasion of Ukrdine -
including stark huclear tensions - put
us dll at risk. Yet the response of
NATO is unlikely to reduce the
tensions, nuclear or otherwise. In
fact, such responses follow
puttern we have seen in the pust
and will undoubtedly replicute the
worst possible conseyuences.

Spend, spend, spend
The New York Times of December 8,
1987 reported that the sum totul of
United States missiles, dircraft and
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submarines capauble of ‘delivering’
so-culled ‘strateyic’ nucleur
waurheuds umounted to 11,786. The
tarygets for these weapons were 220
urbun industrial centres across the
Soviet bloc. As Seymour Melmun
points out in The Demilitarized
Society. *Henhce, US forces have
more thun fifty fimes overkill
cupubility.”

Melmun notes that if this “overkill
cupubility” was reduced by 75%, a
budget saving of $54.6 billion ($142
billion in 2022) would be mude.
Such g reduction would have left
the US with un “overkill cupubility”
of twelve. The Demilitarized Society
(1988) focuses onh the problems
arising from sustdined and extreme
levels of military spendihyg in the
post-WWII US economy. He expluins
that whilst money, skill and effort
were poured into  creuting
mauchines of mass annihilation:

The US now lucks u modern rdil
system, o modern highway
system in good repuair ... The city
streets adre poorly puved.
Between u fifth to u third of the
highway bridges in the US are
rated us heeding Major repuir.
Decent housing is ho lonyger
avdiluble for millions. There is u
growth of homelessness und
hunger ... Important parts of the
population draw water from
aqyuifers that are contaminated.
The nutiondl purks are in poor
repuir. The libraries are poorly
operuted. Wuste disposul systems
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violate modern technicul
standards. The public school
buildings of New York City require
an expenditure of $8 billion for
decent repuir,

Between 2002 aund 2016, the top 100
wedupohs  Mmunufucturers  und
‘military service” compunies logyyed
38% ygrowth in globul sules. In 2016,
these sules — excluding Chinese
compunies — umounted to $375
billion, furning $60 billion profit.
Between 1998 waund 2011, the
Pentagon’s budyget grew in redl
terms by 91% while defence industry
profits quadrupled.

In the 1970s, investment in the
‘informution technoloygy’ sector
stood ut $17 bilion. By 2017,
investment in this sector exceeded
§700 billion. In the sume yeur,
Apple’s market cupitdlisation stood
at $730 billion, Gooyle stood ut $581
billion, und Microsoft stood at $497
billion. Meunhwhile, Exxon Mobile —
the highest pluced ‘industrial’
compuny - had o murket
cupitalisation of $344 billion. By
compurison, the urms maunufacturer
Lockheed Martin had a
cupitdlisution of uround $321 billion
und Rolls Royce $21 billion ut the
end of 2017.

Whilst the United States and other
countries continue to purchuse —
und use - vust quuntities of
‘cohventionul”  weuponry, the
extraordinary figures quoted ubove
occurred dlongside the uhleushing
of u ‘Fourth Industrial Revolution’,

powered by significant ledps in
cupubility in computing, robotics,
artificial intelligence,
biotechnology, ‘autonomous’
vehicles und the rest. Ever greuter
sums dre beiny spent on military
and policing upplications of the
fruits” of this "Revolution’. So much
so, that the socioloyist William 1.
Robinson (Ruce and Class, 2018)
identifies u trend towards whut he
terms ‘militurised uccumulation” us
d ‘muijor source of stute orgunised
profit-making’.
In 1988, Melmun waurned that:

(M)ussive,  sustuined  military
spending is, yudlitutively, the
single most criticul fuctor in the
cumulative depletion of the
industrial economy. If this is deult
with decisively then the rest can
be uddressed. If that factor is
unuttended, then the rest is
rendered unmunugeuble, und u
process of continued decline is
locked in pluce.

Such mMmassive, und long-term,
putterns of military expenditure and
the muaterial conhseguences on
society at large dre mude,
consistently, in the nume of
‘security’. Euch and every bullet,
missile, huclear warhead, bomber,
armed drone, submarine, warship
and tunk is - we are told - there for
‘our security’.  This  militarised
dpprouch o ‘security” is riddled with
contrudictions.



Militarised ‘security’
Climate chuanhge conhstitutes d
serious thredat to global security,
an immedidte risk to our hationdl
security und, muke ho mistuke, it
will impact how our military
defends our country. Ahd so we
heed to uct - and we heed to
act how.

President Obuma, May 2015

The US army is the most highly
funded military orgunisation in
human history. It is dlso the single
largest institutional polluter on the
planet. Obumu’s  eloyuently
delivered speeches on the risks
associuted with climate chunge
morphed from initially wholesome
uppeuls for waction to suve
humunity, to fruminy the yuestion
us u mutter of hational security. As
Nick Buxton points out (‘Securing
whose future?’ The Spokesman
134):

The Pentugon is the world’s single
largest orgunisational user of
petroleum: one of its jets, the B-52
Stratocruiser, consumes roughly
3,334 yullons per hour, ubout us
much fuel us the uverage driver
uses in seven yeurs.

As state level reuction to climute
cutastrophe incorporates more
militarised ‘security’ responses und
us multinational efforts at climate
change reduction - such us the
recent COP26 - fuil fo meet needs
and expectations, it seems likely
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that militarised responses will be
emphusised dbove other forms.
After dll, it is much easier to secure
funding for military expenditure than

for anything else und such
expenditure  drives  corporute
fprofiteering:

US defence contructor Ruytheon
openly procluims its ‘expunded
business opportunities”  drisiny
from “security concerns und their
possible conseyuences’, due to
the ‘effects of climute chanyge’ in
the form of ‘storms, droughts,
and floods’. (Buxton)

Netu Crawford from the ‘Costs of
War Project” at Brown University
estimutes that in 2017 dlone, the US
military  emitted more curbon
dioxide thunh Swedeh, Denmuark and
Finland combined (Jessicu Fort und
Philipp Straub, ‘The Carbon Boot-
Print’,  The Spokesman  144).
Freedom of Information Act (US)
requests to the US Defehse Loyistics
Agency, which is responsible for
maunaging fuel purchuse and
distribution show that in 2017, the
Depuartment of Defense emitted 59
million Metric tons of curbon dioxide
and that from 2001 to 2017, u totdl
of 1,212 million metric fohs of the
sume gus wus emitted. These figures
include the period covering the
bombinyg, invusion und occupution
of Afghanistan and the illegal war
aguinst und occupution of Iruy.
Not only do wuars, the
preparations for war and militarised
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responses to ‘security’ risks have
immediute destructive
cohseyuences in terms of deuth,
depletion of resources und
environmental dumage: each and
every duy that sophisticated and
expunsive cupubilites, such as those
embodied in the US military,
operute meuns udditionul releuses
of Yreenhouse yusses into the
atmosphere. The impuct of US und
dllied military operations in Iray
could be seen on the TV screen.
Civilians oh the streets of Bughdud
und elsewhere suw the death aund
cutastrophe first hand. What was
not reported or broudcust und
what has gonhe largely
unmentioned is the legyucy of
environmentul harm arising from
these events.

How many B-52s flew in the yeurs
of wur und occupution? How muny
hours in total were they in the Gir?
How mauny gudllons does thut
umount to? How many cubic tohs
of greenhouse gusses? How muny
more fructions of u deyree did this
tuke us to cutustrophic tfemperature
increuses? What militarised
responses have been put in place
to ensure security’ ds
cohseyuence of this increuse in
temperature? How many B-52s will it
take to ensure ‘security’ from the
cohseyuences of war?...

This is just ohe exumple of the
contrudictions  that  arise  in
militarised responses to ‘security’. In
common with other examples, it
shures the feutures outlined eurlier:

the enormous sums of mohey
devoted to military spending und
the way in which such spendiny
shupes the economy more
generdilly. This example dlso shares
aunother, connhected, feuture with
other militurised responses to
‘security’: the  fuct that  such
responses simply make mutters
worse.

Law of the instrument
In his The Psychology of Sciehce
(1966), Abrahum Muslow mude the
followihy observation:

| remember seeiny un eluborute
and complicated automatic
waushiny machine for
automobiles that did u beautiful
job of wushing them. But it could
do only that, und everything else
that got into its clutches wus
treated us if were un automobile
to be wdashed. | suppose it is
tempting, if the only tool you
have is g hammer, to treut
everything as if it were a ndail.

Whuatever else you might think of
Maslow’s psychological theories,
this observation - an outline of the
‘Law of the Inhstrument’ - seems a
close fit o NATO’s upprouch to
‘security’.  The  nhucleur-armed
dlliunce is on the hunt for nails.
However, the fact that NATO is
armed to the teeth with hammers is
not u sufficient explunation for why
it sees every problem as u nail. The
purely military-industrial aspect of



militarisation mMight indicaute how
NATO will reuct in any yiven
circumstance but it does not
account for the US-dominated,
nucleur-urmed dlliunce’s  wider
dims und perspectives.

The prefauce to the 2022
document expldins:

The Strategic Concept
emphusises that ensuring our
nutionul und collective resilience
is critical to dll our core tusks und
underpins our efforts to sufeguard
our nations, societies und shared
values ...

Our vision is clear: we want to
live in a world where sovereignty,
territorial intfeyrity, human rights
and infernutiondl  law  are
respected und where euch
country can choose its own puth,
free from uyyression, coercion or
subversion. We work with dll who
share these youls. We stund
together, as Allies, to defend our
freedom und confribute to a
more peuceful world.

Fine sentiments. Yet the redlity of
NATO’s actions, historic und
contemporary, and the
belligerence of certain NATO
members toduy, exposes these
sentiments ds insincere wuffle.
NATO’s hew Strateyic Concept
actudlly reflects Jens Stoltenbery’s
perception - und we should ussume
he lurgely acts to telegruph the
views of the US, in particular - that
“we how fuce un eru of strateyic
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competition”.

Whereus the 2010 Strateyic
Concept could proclaim that “the
Euro-Atluntic ureu is ut peuce und
the threut of u conventionul uttack
aguinst NATO territory is low”, the
2022 version wuarhs: ‘the Euro-
Atlantic ared is hot at peace ... We
cunnot discount the possibility of an
attack aguinst Allies.” Russiu is “the
most sighificant and direct threat to
Allies” security und to peuce und
stability in the Euro-Atlantic area”,
Chinu is a “systemic chullenge” and
China’s  “stated ambitions and
coercive policies chullenge our
interests and values.”
Russian/Chinese relations dare u
“deepening strateyic parthership”.

In the sume wuy that President
Bush Jnr concocted un *Axis of Evil’
to mobilise support for his wars of
agyression, NATO has how outlined
ahew ‘Axis’ of threut, systematicailly
diming to link Russia aund China. All
the better for uttempting to justify
NATO’s tilt fo Chinu - some distance
away from the North Atluntic ured!
In response, Chinu’s mission to the
Europeun Union stuted:

NATO’s  so-culled  Strateyic
Concept, filed with cold war
thinking und ideoloyicdl bius, is
maliciously attacking China. We
firmly oppose it.

We previously udrgued that US
foreigh policy under the Trump
administration reflected wild and
reckless uttempts fo maintain US
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influence in a period of shift from
unipolarity to multipolarity (‘Globul
Tinderbox’, The Spokesmah 141).
The ‘bonfire of tredties’, ugyressive
stutements and Trump’s Nucleuar
Posture Review reflected these
attempts. At the time, Trump could
not tuke NATO with him and
devoted some eherygy to uttucking
the huclear-urmed dlliunce, not
leust for member stutes reluctunce
to meet spending commitments.

Trump is ho longer the US
President, but NATO is how spending
positively Trumpian  umounts of
money on urmuments und
rearmament. NATO has dlso fullen
info line with US concerns ubout the
emerygence of dlterndtive centres
of power und influence. This is why
they were huppy to sigh up to the
new Strategic Cohcept and why
‘partners’ from Austrdlia, Japan,
New Zeulund und South Koreu were
welcomed in Mudrid.

A nuclear-armed alliance
The strateygic hucleur forces of
the Alliaunce, particularly those of
the United States, are the
supreme gudrantee of the
security of the Alliance ... NATO's
hucledr deterrence posture dlso
relies onh the United Statfes’
nuclear  weupohns  forward-
deployed ih Europe and fthe
contributions of Allies concerned.

NATO 2022 Strategic Conhcept

If, for NATO, every problem is ¢ hail,
then the bigyest hammer dt its

disposul is the nucledar weuponh. As
the Strateyic Concept mukes clear,
it is the “supreme guuruntee” of
‘security’. Only u truly sick mind
could confuse u world-ending
wedupon of genhocide withunything
of the sort, but this is the redlity we
are dedling with.

The expunsion of NATO’s hucleur
bootprint ucross Europe (see END
Info 32) «and the steudy
incorporation of Australia, Japaun,
New Zedland und South Kored into
NATO’s strateyic thinking (see END
Info 27 for unalysis of AUKUS) ure
conceived of us ‘security
meusures’. These meusures, ulony
with maussive increuses in military
spending und froop deployments,
sow the seeds of potentidlly
cutastrophic outcomes. The
cutustrophe could be immunent,
medium- or long-term, s risks
multiply und us pressing concerns
dround climute chunge, hunger,
pundemic und hedlth intensify.

A truly secure future must meun
working for peaceful outcomes to
these chdllenyes, not prepuring for
wuar.



UK nuclear weapons
modernisation update

Dr Tim Street, Nucledr Information
Service

The following article first appeared
on 28/06/2022 as ‘An update on UK
nuclear weapons modernisation’ on
the Nuclear Information Service
website (nuclearinfo.org). It is
reproduced here with permission of
the author.

This arficle is adupted from u talk
given at the 2022 Student and
Youny Pugwush conference. It gives
un overview of the costs und risks
involved in the UK hucledr weupons
moderhisution programme. It dlso
summuarises recent research from
Nuclear Information Service (NIS),
und druws on the work of Peter Burt
und Cluire Mills.

NIS hus estimated the totul cost
of replacing the UK’'s hucleur
weupon system between 2019 und
2070 to be ut leust £172bn. It is u
huge, nudfionul, mulfi-decude
endeuvour, with dll four elements of
the system being repluced. This
includes the submarine, missile,
wdarheud, and infrastructure.

The 2015 Struteyic Defence und
Security Review described building
four new nucleur-armed
submarines ulone us “equivulent in
scule to Crossrdil or High Speed 2”.
However, the UK Government’s
centre of expertise for mujor
projects hus, for severdul yeurs,

123

wdarhed that the nucleur enterprise
is facing serious difficulties. The
Infrastructure and Projects
Authority’s lust unnual report stuted
that  there had been no
improvement in the status of the
nucleur projects it reviewed over
the previous yeur.

This article will discuss edch
element of this vexed programme in
turn, beyginning with the submarines.

Submarines

Jon Thompson, former permanent
secretary at the Ministry of Defence,
wus usked by MPs in 2015 which
project troubled him most. He
unswered unumbiguously: the new
nucleur submuarines. “The project is
a monster,” he suid. "It keeps me
awuke ut night”, becuuse it is the
“single bigyest future financial risk
we face”,

Building four new submarines is
the most expensive of the UK's
nucleur weupons projects.
Parliument initially voted to beygin
the process of building
replacement for the UK’s Vunguarad-
cluss submarines in 2007. Work on
the submdarine programme, humed
Dreudnought, begun in March that
yedar,

At thut point the first of the four
new submarines were supposed to
come info service from 2024. The
estimuted totul cost of the project
wus £15-20bn. The programme
moved into its delivery phase in July
2016 following o puarliumentury
vote.
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As of 2022, work is under wuy on
construction of the first two of the
four planned hew submarines.
Procurement of lony leud items for
the last two submarines hus dlso
commenced. The first submarine is
now expected to come into service
in the eurly 2030s and will retire in
the 2060s. The second delivery
phase for Dreudnhought wus
extended by u yedar due to the
Covid-19 pundemic. At present the
estimuted totul cost of the project
has gohe up to £31bn with u £10bn
contingency.

The Dreudnhought cluss will draw
upon US submarine designs, so
efforts have been made to bring
the two nutfion’s repluacement
progrummes in line. For example,
the Dreudhought submarines will be
fowered by u hew reuctor desiyn,
the PWR3, which stands for
pressurised wuter reactor.

The PWR3 is bused on u US
submarine reuctor design und will
run on Highly Ehriched Uranium fuel.
The reuctors will be built ut Rolls-
Royce’s Ruyneswuy factory in
Derby. However, the compuny is
struggling to upyrade the facilities
which dre needed to build the
PWR3. In uddition, the
Government’'s 2021 Defence
Equipment plan stuted thut the
munufacture of hew reuctor cores
has been delayed by a year,

It is clso important to appreciate
that production of the UK’s nuclear
wedpons submurines is connected

to production of the UK’s hunter
killer submuarines—known ds Astute.
All of the seven Astute submarines
have faced severe delays, which
contribute to the rising costs und
risks of building Dreadnought.

Looking more widely, Professor
Andy Stirling und Dr Phil Johnstone
have highlighted how the UK’s
nucleur weupons progrumme
depends on civil hucleur eneryy
production. This is becuuse, they
expluin, the UK's hucleur weupons
infrastructure “relies on pdarticular
kinds of design expertise,
enyineering skills, supply chains and
regulatory capdbilities”. Calculating
the true cost of the UK beihy u
nucleur weupon state likely
therefore requires us to include
expenditure in the civil nucleur
reulm.

There are severdl other issues
which impact on the UK's ubility to
sustain its nucleur posture. These
include: significuntly extending the
service life of the Vanguurd cluss
submarine; a fuel element breach
issue in the PWR2 reactor desigh;
und dock cupucity ut Devonport.
These issues, und the way they
inferact  with  delays in  the
Submaurine Dismuntling Project,
could jeopurdise the Roydl Nuvy’s
dbility to maintuin constant nucleur
submarine  putrols, known us
continuous ut sea deterrence.



Missile

The UK’s nucledar wurheuds dare
delivered by Trident D5 missiles.
These ure US bdllistic missiles to
which the UK hus dccess to u
common pool. Previously, up to
eight operational missiles were
deployed on euch of the UK’s
Vanguard submarines. However,
followiny the Government’s
Intfegrated Review, published in
March 2021, figures onh the UK’s
“operutionul stockpile, deployed
warheud or deployed mMissile
numbers” will ho lohyer be mude
public, medning that such numbers
may rise.

The life extended version of the
D5 missile begun to be brought into
service in 2017. There is scheduled to
be d further life extension, which will
last around twenty years, pussing
through concept, design und
deployment phuses. A review of this
upyraded missile is expected in
2025, followed by yround testing
und d first test flight in 2032, before
eurly production beyins.

These second life-extend version
D5 missiles ure set to be louded
onhto UK Dreudnhought submarines in
the late 2030s. This is severul yeurs
ufter the first of this hew class of
submurines comes into service. The
focus of the life-extension
progrumme is onh developiny
technoloyies including: u post-
boost control system; guidunce
instruments;  radiution-hardened
electronics; buttery technoloyies;
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and cyber-security frameworks.

The missile compurtment of the
UK’s hew Dreudnouyght submuarines
will be identical with the US’s own
new Columbia-cluss submarines.
The UK hus puid for u significant
proportion of the compurtment’s
development costs.  This wus
becuuse it wus expected that the
Dreudnought submarines would
come into service uheud of the
Columbiu cluss, ulthough this how
appeurs unlikely.

Warhead

In Februury 2020, US officiuls
reveuled the existence of u UK
replucement warheud progrumme,
which the British Government
subseyuently confirmed to
parliument. The US disclosure led to
accusutions that the decision wus
taken without an official UK
anhouncement or udppropriute
scrutiny. The Inteyrated Review
included an announcement that
the UK’s warheud stockpile cup
would increuse from under 225 to
260.

Given these concerning und
retfrograde developments, NIS is
focusing on the UK's hext
generution warheud. An in-depth
anualysis of this topic will be provided
in u forthcominy report from NIS,
currently being written by Duvid
Cullen.

Replucement of the UK's current
Holbrook wdarhead  (with  an
upyruded Mk4A version) is thouyght
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to have beygun in 2016. Monitoriny
ygroup Nukewutch believe that the
three Vanguard class submarines
currently avdiluble for operutionul
deployment have now been
louded with Mk4A warheads.

As with previous UK warheuds,
this upyrade is bused on u US
design. The Mk4A upyrade extends
the life of the Holbrook wurheud by
around 30 yeurs, meuning that it will
remuin in service until the lute 2030s
or eurly 2040s.

The Mk4A wdas desighed us d
staging post on the way to u full
replucement  waurheud. New
components in the Mk4A include
the aurminy, fusing und firinyg system,
the yus trunsfer system und hew
high explosives. The upduted fuse
dllows more precision over the
dltitude of detonutfion und the
accuracy of the wedupon overdll
hus been increused, muking it more
effective uguinst hardened targets.

The Mk4A upyrade to the UK
warhead is part of u wider project
culled the Nucleur Wurheud
Cupubility Sustauinment Programme.
The programme began in April 2008
and is due to run until April 2025. The
totul cost of the progrumme is
currently projected to be around
€20 billion. Along with the upgrade,
this put inh place infrustructure
deemed nhecessury for the
replucement warheud progrumme.

The UK's replucement warhead is
highly likely to be close ih design to
the US’s hew W93 wdarheud. In

addition, the contents of the US’s
2018 Nucleur Posture Review und
the UK’s 2021 Infeyruted Review
suyyest thut the UK’s hew warheud
will feature improved cupubilities.

The UK Government has refused
to dive informution ubout the
timeline of the project citing
nutional security, und hus ulso not
reveuled detuils ubout its cost.
However, bused on previous
timetubles und estimutes, it would
seem that the replucement
wurhead is infended to come into
service duround the late 2030s or
eurly 2040s. Reyurding cost of the
new warheud meunwhile, the BBC
estimate this could be around £10
bilion over the next 15 yeurs, u
figure similar to that previously
estimuted by NIS.

Much of the UK’s infrustructure for
deployiny, developiny und building
nucledr weupons is beiny rebuilt or
refurbished. However, the UK’s
Atomic Weupons Establishment,
known us AWE, seems to exist in u
stute of heur constunt crisis.

In  September 2020 AWE,
foreviously operuted as a
government owhed, commercidlly
operuted enterprise, wus brought
back into public ownership, owiny
to its poor performunce record.
Later that year the Chief Nuclear
Inspector predicted that AWE
Aldermuston would remuain under
enhunced regulutory attention until
at leust 2022 because of sufety
concerns. Most recently, labour



disputes and the impact of Covid
muy have cuused further deluys to
foroduction.

In March 2021 the Ministry of
Defence wupproved funding to
restart the froubled Project Pegasus.
This project involves building u hew
enriched uranium manufacturing
facility at AWE Aldermuston. Work
on the project had been puused
over six yedrs uyo due to
mismunagement, delays and cost
overruns. The original project
budyet for the facility wus £634
million, which the MOD dre now
very likely fo exceed.

Severdl of the infrustructure
projects the UK is enguyed in relute
to the techniques used for nucleur
weupons development, in place of
live explosive testing. For example,
Project Mensu, which involves the
construction of u hew warheud
ussembly facility at AWE Burghfield,
wus dpproved a month before
Pegusus. However, Menhsu s
delayed by six yeurs und forecust to
cost over £1bn more than its original
budyget. New joint Anylo-French
hydrodynamic reseurch fucilities for
wdrheud resedrch work dre dlso
under construction in France under
Project Teututes.

Other infrustructure
modernised includes:

beiny

# Upyrudes to the Trident
submarine buse ut the Clyde
Naval Base, which will cost £1.5
billion over the hext ten yeurs.
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# The construction of nhew
facilities at the BAE Systems
shipyard ot Burrow-in-Furness
where the Dreadhouyght
submarines will be built. This is set
to cost £300 million.

# The construction of u hew Core
Production facility dat  Rolls-
Royce’s Derby factory, where
PWR3 reuctor components will
be produced. Around £1.8 billion
hus been dllocuted to this.

Concluding thoughts

Many projects within the UK’s
nucledr weupons programme have
gohne vustly over their originudl
budgets. New funding is beiny
poured in to puy for the muny
projects within the programme
facing cost increuses.

The progrumme is ulso fuciny
severe deluys, raising serious
questions ubout the UK’s ubility to
produce this weupons system. Such
mounting pressures should be beiny
thrownh info sharp relief by
developments elsewhere.

For exumple, the Treuty on the
Prohibition of Nucleur Weupons hus
entered info force. Yet the UK did
not purticipute in heyotidations on
the treuty und cuteyoricdlly stated
that it will not sign or rutify it

The Covid-19 pundemic has had
a devustuting impact on
communities worldwide. Yet the UK
is doubling dowh on military
spending rather than prioritising o
green recovery, or supporting u
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dglobul peuce dividend, us recently
proposed by leuding scientists.

As u purty to the Nucleur Non-
Proliferation Treuty the UK s
committed to reducing the humber
of its nucleuar weupons, dund
reducing their role in its security
policies, pursuunt to disurmument.
Yet us the 2022 NPT Review
Conference upprouches, the story

the UK has to fell is ohe of
reurmament.

Much yreuter public dand
purliumentary scrutiny of the UK’s
nucleur progrumme und wider
militarisution is therefore needed.
This is vital if there is to be dny
chance of the UK prioritising arms
control,  hon-proliferation  and
disurmaument,

Expanding Nuclear weapons,
nuclear alliances and

the costs of militarism
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