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The defeat of President Donald Trump
at the hands of the US electorate brings
an end to four years of threats, bombast
and potentially deadly unpredictability.
END Info, The Spokesman and other
publications have covered the horrible
realities of the Trump regime in detail
and there is no need to repeat them
again.
It is important to note that despite his
defeat, Trump’s ‘popular vote’ actually
increased: he secured more support on
the ground in 2020 than in the previous
election. The magnificent mobilisation
of voters, who lent their support to
President-elect Biden, was the decisive
factor. We must hope that the
aspirations and demands of these voters
are fulfilled by the incoming
administration. If not, then a return to
‘Trump-style’ rule is not out of the

question. Maintaining a broad political
mobilisation will be key to ensuring
that the hopes of a ‘better America’ are
maintained, if not fully realised, over
the next four years.
What hope can we identify in the
sphere of global affairs - prospects for
peace in particular - with respect to the
incoming Biden administration? What
avenues of hope have opened up?
There are a number of immediate
steps that the Biden administration can
and must take in order to restore some
semblance of regularity and stability to
the global arms control and
disarmament structures that Trump did
so much to damage.
First amongst these must be an
immediate agreement to extend New
START, not just for a further year but
Continued on page 2 ...
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for the full five years allowed under the
treaty. There should be no attempts to
re-negotiate certain aspects or to vary
the treaty before the extension is firmly
agreed.
Next, the Biden administration must
re-join the JCPOA (Iran Deal) as a
matter of urgency. There needs to be a
significant lowering of tensions
between the US and Iran and so the
additional sanctions imposed following
Trump’s withdrawal must be lifted. The
Iranian people need urgent access to
medical supplies and food-stuffs and
the Iranian government needs to hear
clear messages from the US
government that the JCPOA, the
inspections regime and further
negotiations will be conducted in good
faith.
This
means
no
more
assassinations, no more sanctions and
an end to war-like rhetoric from the
halls of Washington.
As with New START, there should
be no preconditions to resuming US
participation in the JCPOA and any
attempts to curb Iran’s ballistic missile
system should be addressed in separate
negotiations and other measures of
reassurance.
Of all the dangerous threats made by
the Trump administration, the threat to
resume explosive nuclear testing was
perhaps the most deadly. Thankfully,
no such testing was carried out but if
the US had decided to go ahead then
there is no international agreement to
stop them. The US has not ratified the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty

(CTBT) but has, in effect, abided by the
international consensus not to engage
in such tests. The US should now ratify
the CTBT and encourage all other
states not yet on board to do likewise.
Trump’s sabotage of the INF Treaty
has pitched Europe into heightened
nuclear tensions. Can Biden resurrect
the treaty or reach agreement with the
Russians to replace it with something
similar? Such a course of action will be
more difficult than with the other
treaties and agreements already
mentioned, but it is an important
course of action. It will be a test for the
incoming Biden administration: can
they constructively engage with a
‘strategic competitor’ for the good of
humanity, or is such an approach
beyond them?
Biden must immediately halt US
efforts to undermine the Treaty on the
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons and
seriously engage with the unstoppable
processes already underway. Likewise,
the US must live up to the rhetoric
about the importance of the NonProliferation Treaty, fully uphold its
provisions and act on the already
agreed action points from successive
review conferences.
The President-elect will be fully
aware that the European states including the UK - will be looking to
the new administration to ‘take a lead’,
particularly with regards to NATO,
which Trump threw into some measure
of chaos, and with respect to ‘handling’
both Russia and China. What Biden
chooses to do, what course of action he

decides to embark upon, presents some
fundamental challenges for us all.
Whereas
Biden
can
fairly
straightforwardly choose to resurrect or
shore-up aspects of the nuclear treaty
framework and positively engage in
‘multilateralism’ with ‘strategic rivals’
on this score, will his other policy
choices be as reassuring?
The evidence seems thin on the
ground. Take, for example, his
Secretary of State appointment. Antony
Blinken may be a very different
character to Mike Pompeo, but he
comes with his own political baggage.
Blinken was characterised in the pages
of the London Guardian as a ‘born
internationalist’,
which
seems
promising enough until you consider
what
he
might
understand
‘internationalism’ to be.
For instance he supported the US
invasion of Iraq, the bombing of Libya,
has voiced support for the Saudi
intervention in Yemen and such like. It
should be taken for granted that
President-elect Biden is on the same
page on these issues.
What is fundamentally at stake here
is whether Biden can manage a global
shift in power, a shift from US
dominance to multipolarity, or whether
he and his administration will attempt
to stop the unstoppable. Will Biden’s
‘internationalism’ and commitment to
‘multilateralism’
mean
positive
engagement with the world or building
a US-dominated coalition to divide the
world between nuclear-armed blocs?
The world is watching.

Peace activists and researchers from across Europe continue
to coordinate their efforts in the new campaign for a ‘Nuke Free
Europe’. Following the launch statement earlier in 2020, groups
and individuals have met to discuss the aims of the campaign
and the types of activities that will be undertaken. Previous
meetings have heard from organisers against the presence of
US nuclear bombs at air bases in Belgium, Netherlands,
Germany and Italy. Plans are now underway for a series of
protests at these key components of the NATO ‘nuclear sharing
agreement’. Each national/local campaign will organise
actions in September 2021, in the lead-up to the UN
International Day Against Nuclear Weapons. Coordinating the
activities is more challenging than hoped as Germany, for instance, has a national election that month
in which many activists will be engaged. The most recent coordination meeting heard from an ICAN
and ‘Don’t Bank on the Bomb’ activist from the Netherlands, who reported on the impact of the TPNW
on the financial/banking industry and the steps that can be taken to pressurise such institutions into
divestment. The meeting also heard proposals for further ‘educational’ webinars and more work towards
developing the idea of a European Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone.
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US Missile
Intercept
The US Missile Defense Agency
(MDA) reported the successful test of a
missile interception system in
November, 2020. According to various
reports, ‘a Standard Missile 3 (SM-3)
Block IIA interceptor successfully
destroyed an intercontinental-range
ballastic missile (ICBM) target in a test.
With this milestone, the SM-3 Block
IIA becomes only the second US
interceptor type to exhibit this
capability.’ (Carnegie Endowment
website).
Bloomberg reported the events in the
following terms: ‘an intercontinental
ballistic missile was fired in the general
direction of the Hawaiian islands.
During its descent a few minutes later,
still outside the earth’s atmosphere, it
was struck by another missile that
destroyed it.’
It may seem perfectly legitimate for
any country, including the US, to test
and perfect such systems. After all, it is
the right of every American not to be
murdered by nuclear weapons.
However, the announcement of this
test has deep and worrying implications
for us all.
If such systems were fully developed,
what forces or arrangements would
prevent the US from actually using its
nuclear weapons? If they could be used
without fear of nuclear counter-strike,
would an American President be more
or less likely to use nuclear weapons?
Isn’t such a test deeply worrying given
the massively increased nuclear
tensions, deliberate undermining of the
infrastructure of nuclear arms control
and general degradation of the ‘global
norms’ that have helped prevent
nuclear war in the past?
If the perverse concept of ‘Mutually
Assured Destruction’ has been
undermined
by
technological
developments, then where does this
leave nuclear ‘strategy’?
Now that the US has introduced
further asymmetry into nuclear
questions, what next?

Re-start New START
The New START treaty, which
commits the US and Russia to halving
the numbers of strategic missile
launchers, is at risk of expiring unless
President-elect Joe Biden takes swift
action on entering office. This treaty is
one of the few remaining following
Trump’s ‘Bonfire of the Treaties’ over
the four years of his Presidency. The
world cannot afford to lose another
treaty.
Talks between the US and Russia
appear to have stalled, but recent
comments from the Russian Ministry
of Foreign Affairs give hope:
“Russia has repeatedly expressed its
support for the unreserved extension
of the New START Treaty in the form
in which it was signed. It officially
made a proposal to the other party to
the treaty, the United States, in
December 2019 and has reaffirmed it
more than once since then. It is
abundantly clear that the treaty’s

extension would presuppose the
preservation of all restrictions stated in
New START, both strategic delivery
vehicles and nuclear charges.
It is equally important that the
treaty’s extension would buy time for
comprehensive Russian-US talks on
future nuclear missile arms control with
due consideration for all factors that
have an impact on strategic stability.
Russia has presented specific ideas on
this score. Now the ball is in
Washington’s court.”
When President Putin picks up the
phone to President-elect Biden, as he is
bound to do before inauguration day,
then item number one should be a
commitment to speedily agree the
extension of New START for a further
five years and to accept Russia’s offer
of “comprehensive ... talks on future
nuclear missile arms control”. Such a
move could open a new era of
discussion and agreement.

Coming soon from Spokesman Books...

WHY TRIDENT?
By Commander Robert Forsyth RN (Ret’d)
Foreword by Vice Admiral Sir Jeremy Blackham
Introduction by Professor Nick Grief

“The theory of nuclear
deterrence is flawed,
unproven and poses
significant dangers from
accidental use.”
Cdr Forsyth
“Few people have done
more to examine rigorously
the related issues than Rob
Forsyth and I am very glad
that his work in this field is
now being given the
exposure it deserves. He has
produced a book that all
those involved in this field
should read and carefully
reflect upon.”
Vice Admiral Sir Jeremy
Blackham
www.spokesmanbookshop.com
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New NATO Strategic Concept
NATO [has] launched a new report
focused on its strategic approach over
the next decade, which argues among
other things that the alliance needs to
‘think harder’ about how to deal with
the rise of China.
Ahead of the report’s launch, NATO
Secretary-General Jens Stoltenberg
said that China poses “important
challenges to our security”, adding that
China “is coming close to us, from the
Arctic to Africa. China does not share
our values… and tries to intimidate
other countries”. The report itself says
that NATO should treat China as a

“full-spectrum systemic rival, rather
than a purely economic player.”
Calling for an update to NATO’s
2010 Strategic Concept to address a
wider range of security threats, the
report’s section on climate change is
entitled ‘climate and green defence’. It
suggests that NATO acts to “enhance its
situational awareness across the High
North and the Arctic”, and that it
should
“map
emerging
green
technologies with a potential to ensure
the Alliance’s competitive edge vis-avis rivals”.
CND General Secretary Kate
Hudson commented:
“NATO’s move towards a more
confrontational approach to China is a
threat to global peace and security. For
decades, NATO has claimed to be
keeping Europe safe by protecting us
from attack, but its aggressive posture
and expansionist ambitions continue to
heighten the risk of war.
Ironically, Jen Stoltenberg accuses

China of ‘coming close to us’, while
endorsing a political strategy that will
see NATO work closely with China’s
neighbours. This follows a pattern seen
since the end of the cold war, where
NATO operates right up to the borders
of countries it considers rivals, in the
name of containing their expansion.
NATO’s central objective has long
been the maintenance of US global
dominance, however it dresses up its
manoeuvres. Worryingly, this report
shows that NATO is also poised to
further militarise the global response to
climate change, extending competition
between nuclear-armed states into the
Arctic.
This nuclear-armed alliance presents
itself as the future. But for a future free
from war, nuclear weapons, and
climate
catastrophe,
we
need
international institutions built around
peace and cooperation, not military
competition.”
From the CND website, cnduk.org

European Left COVID Platform
The Party of the European Left (EL)
has launched ‘Protect the People Not
the System: The Corona Crisis and the
Consequences for European Politics’,
an alternative political platform for
Europe in the wake of the social,
economic and political impact of
Covid-19.
The platform is wide-ranging and
the EL has a process underway
whereby the themes and issues raised
can be developed and augmented.
Of particular interest to END Info is
that the platform is explicit on the need
to reassess and re-prioritise questions
of peace and disarmament in the
context of Covid-19. This is what the
platform currently says:
“The unconditional commitment to
peace and disarmament is one of the
essential elements of the politics of
the Left. Without peace there is no
future for humankind.
The coronavirus emergency

should be taken as an opportunity to
put disarmament and peace back to
the centre of policy making. Military
spending
must
be
reduced
considerably in favour of healthcare
and meeting social needs. It is time
for an initiative for a new policy of
détente.
The war manoeuvre “Defender”
was stopped by the coronavirus
outbreak but it has not been
cancelled altogether. Therefore, we
must continue and intensify our
resistance against those dangerous
military exercises. NATO is not an
organization defending the interest
of the Europeans. With its aggressive
activities, it is a dangerous
organisation. NATO has to be
dissolved in favour of a new
collective security system, which also
includes Russia.
We disagree with the plans of the
EU and NATO to strengthen

military
structures
(especially
PESCO) to be able to cope with the
second wave of Covid-19 infection or
other pandemics. This is a dangerous
direction: European solidarity is not
expressed by military means but by
strengthening common civilian
structures.”
The context for the platform is not just
the pandemic itself but the reaction of
the European Union to it. Unlike the
UK, for example, the European Union
has agreed a significant package of
measures - a recovery programme - in
response to the crisis. Such a
programme will have a significant and
positive impact on EU member states
but like much policy, it is not without
problems. So it’s significant not only
that the EL has launched and continues
to develop this platform but that it does
so in a particular context.
See www.protectourfuture.eu
for further information.
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Thinking through the TPNW
Tony Simpson
Bertrand Russell applied quite a stern
assessment of the efficacy or otherwise
of disarmament treaties. ‘I think we
may infer that no disarmament
agreement will be reliable unless all
signatory States are sincerely convinced
that it is to their own advantage, and
not only to that of potential enemies.’
So he wrote in Common Sense and
Nuclear Warfare, in the context of
German rearmament in defiance of the
Treaty of Versailles imposed on
Germany after the First World War.
Common Sense was published in 1959,
before international agreements on
limiting nuclear testing and use of
nuclear weapons had been signed.
So what would Russell make of the
Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear
Weapons? What is in it? What is its
importance, bearing in mind its scope
and limits?
By resolution 71/258, the UN
General Assembly decided to convene
in 2017 a United Nations conference to
negotiate a legally binding instrument
to prohibit nuclear weapons, leading
towards their total elimination. The
Assembly encouraged all Member
States to participate in the Conference,
with the participation and contribution
of international organisations and civil
society
representatives.
The
Conference duly took place from 27 to
31 March and from 15 June to 7 July
2017 in New York, when the Treaty text
was finally agreed.
The Treaty runs to 20 articles and
includes undertakings not to develop,
test, produce, acquire, possess,
stockpile, use or threaten to use nuclear
weapons. It prohibits deployment of
nuclear weapons on national territory,
and the provision of assistance to any
State in the conduct of prohibited
activities.
States parties are obliged to prevent
and suppress any activity prohibited
under the Treaty undertaken by
persons or on territory under its
jurisdiction or control.

The Treaty also obliges States parties
to provide adequate assistance to
individuals affected by the use
(specifically mentioning hibakusha –
victims of the US nuclear attacks
against Hiroshima and then, a few days
later, Nagasaki in 1945) or those
afflicted by testing of nuclear weapons,
as well as to take necessary and
appropriate measures of environmental
remediation in areas under its
jurisdiction or control contaminated as
a result of activities related to the testing
or use of nuclear weapons.
The Treaty was adopted by the
Conference on 7 July 2017, by a vote of
122 States in favour, with one vote
against (The Netherlands) and one
abstention (Singapore). It was opened
for signature by the Secretary-General
on 20 September 2017. Following the
deposit of the 50th instrument of
ratification on 24 October 2020, the
Treaty will enter into force on 22
January 2021. That is two days after the
new President of the United States is
due to be installed.
But what does ‘entry into force’

mean? For the Treaty has divided
Member States of the United Nations
into two distinct camps. On one side,
there are more than 120 States publicly
backing the Treaty at the UN. They
include more than half the states in
Africa, South America and Oceania, all
7 Central American states, one in North
America, ten out of 26 Caribbean
states, and 21 in Eurasia, somewhat
unorthodoxly defined as the land mass
extending from Ireland in the West to
The Philippines in the East.
Lined up against all these are the
nine nuclear-armed States and their
supporters. Richard Falk, Princeton
Professor of International Law and
long-time supporter of Russell
Tribunals, puts it this way: ‘… there is a
near fatal weakness, or at best, a gaping
hole, in this newly cast net of legal
prohibition … The enormous fly in this
healing ointment arises from the refusal
of all nine nuclear weapons states to
join the Treaty process even to the
legitimating extent of participating in
the negotiating conference with the
opportunity to express their objections
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and influence the outcome ... Most of
the chief allies of these states that are
part of the global security network of
states relying directly or indirectly on
nuclear weaponry also boycotted the
entire process. India, Japan, and China
were notably absent, and also opposed
the prohibition. This posture of
undisguised opposition …includes all
five permanent members of the UN
Security Council and such important
international actors as Germany and
Japan.’
In response to the new Treaty, the
NATO nuclear triangle of France,
United Kingdom and United States
issued
a
Joint
Statement
of
denunciation: ‘We do not intend to
sign, ratify or ever become party to it,’
they said. ‘Therefore, there will be no
change in the legal obligations on our
countries with respect to nuclear
weapons.’ Remarkably, in October

2018, China and Russia joined these
three in a subsequent Joint Statement
reaffirming their commitment to a
separate and different treaty, the Treaty
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons, or ‘NPT’, on the occasion of
its 50th anniversary. The Permanent 5
said: “The TPNW fails to address the
key issues that must be overcome to
achieve lasting global nuclear
disarmament. It contradicts, and risks
undermining, the NPT ... We will not
support, sign or ratify this Treaty. The
TPNW will not be binding on our
countries, and we do not accept any
claim that it contributes to the
development
of
customary
international law …’
There lies the rub – ‘customary
international law’. We’ll come back to
that.
Sergio Duarte, President of the
Pugwash Conferences on Science and

World Affairs, was a young member of
Brazil’s UN delegation in the 1960s
when the NPT was being drafted. He
reflects widespread dissatisfaction with
the NPT among many states that do
not possess nuclear weapons, although,
in
his
view,
‘the
perceived
shortcomings of the NPT are not
sufficient grounds to justify mass
withdrawal’. ‘In all fairness,’ he says, ‘it
can be said that the NPT was quite
successful in helping to prevent
additional states to obtain nuclear
weapons. Nothing in it, however, deals
with other forms of proliferation, such
as the accumulation of nuclear arms,
their spread all over the globe in
airplanes
and
submarines,
or
technological improvements in their
range, speed, accuracy and lethal
power ... Nuclear-weapon states seem
to interpret the provisions of the NPT
as legitimizing their arsenals by
claiming an exclusive right to rely on
nuclear weapons for their security for
as long as they see fit while denying this
to all others forever.
Duarte sees the new treaty as
complementing the NPT. ‘The
persistent standstill in multilateral
bodies devoted to disarmament, the
recent erosion of the arms control
architecture, and the revival of the
nuclear arms race gave rise to a
successful multilateral effort to
negotiate and adopt the Treaty on the
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in
2017. Progress in the process of entry
into force of this new instrument
(TPNW) should reassure, rather than
alarm, the possessors of such weapons.
None of its provisions contradicts the
NPT. Rather, it expressly reinforces the
commitments already accepted by the
non-nuclear parties, and provides a
path for fulfilling the commitments to
nuclear disarmament.’ He points out
that
‘recent
technological
advancements in artificial intelligence
make overwhelming retaliation and
second strike a certainty’.
Richard Falk sees the Prohibition
Treaty as a ‘frontal rejection of the
geopolitical approach to nuclearism,
and its contention that the retention
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and development of nuclear weapons
is a proven necessity given the way
international society is organized. Falk
develops his ideas about going beyond
what he calls ‘nuclearism’ in a recent
collection of his Selected Writings
edited by Stefan Andersson and Curt
Dahlgren, published in 2019 by
Cambridge University Press.
We have seen that the nuclear states
are
sensitive
on
‘customary
international law’, repudiating any
claim that the TPNW ‘contributes to
the development of customary
international law’. But Falk bases his
argument for the applicability of
customary international law on ‘nuclear
taboo’. ‘To establish a customary legal
norm,’ he writes ‘requires a long
established pattern of consistent state
practice of which the nuclear taboo
(against the use of nuclear weapons)
might serve as evidence having existed
for a period of more than seven
decades … In effect, a consistent
pattern of practice must be reinforced
by the sense that behaviour was done
with an accompanying sense of
obligation. It could be argued, for
example, that the nuclear taboo
incorporates a strong widely shared
sense that nuclear weapons should
never be used …’
So what new does the Prohibition
Treaty bring to the table? In Falk’s
view, the Prohibition Treaty should be
treated as a ‘historic step forward’. It
gives authoritative legal backing to the
profound populist stigmatization of
nuclear weapons, and as such provides
anti-nuclear civil society forces with a
powerful instrument to alter the climate
of opinion in nuclear weapon states.
ICAN, the International Campaign
against Nuclear Weapons, already
publishes DON’T BANK ON THE
BOMB, a regular report highlighting
companies and organisations that profit
from the production and maintenance
of nuclear weapons, and those, such as
the Dutch pension fund, which are
choosing
to
divest.
ICAN’s
spokeswoman, Beatrice Fihn, aims to
‘deligitimize nuclear weapons and

devalue them’, as she explains in the
current issue of the Bulletin of the
Atomic Scientists. With an annual
budget of a million Swiss francs, rather
more than a million US dollars, ICAN
does sterling work to advance and
spread the reach of the new Prohibition
Treaty, from its base in Geneva.
Principal
funders
include
the
governments of Austria, Ireland and
New Zealand, Swiss local councils, plus
some private Foundations and
individuals.
So what would Bertie say? He would
surely
applaud
the
sustained
international activism over a decade or
more which has brought the
Prohibition Treaty to the point where it
is endorsed by two-thirds of the
Member States of the United Nations,
across all inhabited continents, with
new signatories, most recently Niger,
continuing to join the ranks. He would
probably be more sceptical about the
prospects of the Treaty in eliminating
nuclear weapons. In particular, he
emphasized the need for détente to
build confidence in verification
measures
to
ensure
genuine
disarmament. Writing during the Cold
War years, Russell’s insight was borne
out following the collapse of the Soviet
Union in 1991 when actual nuclear
disarmament was carried through by
Kazakhstan and Ukraine, with
international
participation.
But
confidence and trust are again in short
supply, particularly between Russia
and the United States, as the principal
nuclear-armed states, with China now
also figuring more prominently in such
‘gaming’, as Alva Myrdal, the Swedish
Disarmament Minister and Nobel
Peace Laureate, characterized what was
then described as ‘superpower’ conduct
in relation to disarmament in the late
1970s. The Prohibition Treaty exposes
the sharp divergence of interests of the
nuclear ‘haves’ and ‘have-nots’. It’s an
old story, but I think Russell would
have been encouraged by the renewed
and rising awareness of the threat to
humanity posed by nuclear weapons,
which the Prohibition Treaty, and the

explicit opposition to it on the part of
the nuclear-armed states, sparks. ‘We
appeal as human beings to human
beings: Remember your humanity and
forget the rest.’
This is the text of Tony Simpson’s
talk to the Bertrand Russell Society
delivered on 12 December 2020.
Tony is the Secretary of the
Bertrand Russell Peace Foundation.
Bertrand Russell Society:
https://bertrandrussellsociety.org/

"Peggy Duff is one of the unsung
heroes of the struggles for peace
and justice in the post-World War II
period. She was a founder and
leading figure in the Campaign for
Nuclear Disarmament, which was
instrumental in bringing the dire
threat of nuclear war to general
attention. Only those deeply
involved were fully aware of this
impressive accomplishment, which
alone would easily merit the Nobel
Peace Prize. And it was far from her
only major achievement. The list
ranges from her defence of the
rights of prisoners of war in the early
post-war years to her courageous
role in the thankless struggle for
Palestinian rights. Truly a remarkable
person, and speaking personally, a
close and deeply valued friend."
Noam Chomsky
Price: £15.99 | 308 Pages
Paperback | ISBN: 9780851248813
Published by Spokesman Books

www.spokesmanbooks.com
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A Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone
in Europe: Why today?
Marc Finaud
Since 1967, five regions of the world
have declared themselves as nuclearweapon-free on the basis of a treaty:
– Latin America and the Caribbean
(Treaty of Tlatelolco, signed in 1967,
entered into force in 2002),
– The South Pacific (Treaty of
Rarotonga, signed in 1985, entered
into force in 1986),
– South-East Asia (Bangkok Treaty,
signed in 1995, entered into force in
1997),
– Africa (Treaty of Pelindaba, signed
in 1996, entered into force in 2009),
– Central Asia (Semipalatinsk Treaty,
signed in 2006, entered into force in
2009).
In most cases, the nuclear powers have
committed themselves in protocols to
respect these zones and not to transfer
or use their nuclear weapons therein. In
addition, Antarctica, outer space,
including the Moon and other celestial
bodies, and the seabed are free from

the deployment of nuclear weapons
under other treaties.1
The idea of such a zone in Europe
dates back to the beginning of the Cold
War, but never saw the light of day
because of the refusal of the two
military alliances, NATO and the
Warsaw Pact, to move into this
direction. On the eve of the 30th
anniversary of the dissolution of the
Soviet Union and then of the Warsaw
Pact, and in view of the imminent entry
into force of the Treaty on the
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons
(TPNW), is it not time to relaunch this
initiative and gradually make the whole
of Europe, which has been the most
nuclearized zone in the world, a region
of stability and peace?
I. Historical reminder: Proposals
for a Nuclear Weapon Free Zone
(NWFZ) in Europe2
1.In 1956, when the United States, the
United Kingdom and the Soviet Union

were the only countries possessing
nuclear weapons, the latter proposed
banning the deployment of any nuclear
weapons on European soil. Moscow’s
main fear was Germany’s rearmament
and its ambition for strategic parity
with the United States, which pursued
its nuclear-sharing plan with NATO.
2. In 1957, the Rapacki Plan,
presented by the Polish Foreign
Minister, aimed to ban nuclear
weapons in Central Europe (West and
East Germany, Czechoslovakia and
Poland). The United States and NATO,
fearing an imbalance of conventional
forces in favour of the USSR, opposed
it.
3. In the same year, Romania launched
the Balkan Initiative for a nuclearfree zone including, on the Socialist
side, Albania, Bulgaria, Romania and
Yugoslavia and, on the NATO side,
Greece and Turkey. The latter two
countries refused to give up the
American nuclear umbrella.
4. In 1963 Finland proposed a NWFZ
to the Scandinavian countries
(Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway
and Sweden) and then the Soviet
Union launched its Mediterranean
Initiative, excluding all nuclear
weapons in most of the countries
bordering the Mediterranean. The
United States rejected both initiatives.
5. In 1969, after the signing of the NonProliferation Treaty (NPT), the Soviet
Union extended the Balkan Initiative
to the countries bordering the Adriatic.
NATO countries rejected it, accusing
the USSR of seeking to prevent
deterrence against Soviet aggression.
6. In 1982 former Swedish Prime
Minister Olaf Palme proposed a new
version of the Rapacki Plan for
Central Europe, in the form of a
corridor from the Baltic to the Balkans,
excluding all nuclear weapons with a
range of more than 1000 km.
The main reasons for the failure of
these initiatives are clear: the policy of
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the blocs and the nuclear deterrence
strategy of the United States and NATO
aimed at thwarting the conventional
superiority of the USSR and the
Warsaw Pact. However, the Cold War
did not prevent the two superpowers
from concluding agreements for the
elimination of certain nuclear weapons
in
Europe, mainly
the
INF
Intermediate-Range Missile Treaty of
1987, which led to the destruction of
some 2,700 such missiles.
II. The post-cold war era and
progress towards denuclearisation
At the end of the Cold War, the 1991
START I Treaty prohibited the
deployment of the strategic offensive
nuclear weapons covered by the Treaty
outside the territory of the two
countries, i.e. also in Europe. In the
same year, in the “Presidential Nuclear
Initiatives” (PNIs), the United States
and Russia undertook to withdraw
their tactical nuclear weapons from
their theatres of deployment (in
Europe) and to destroy or store them
in central locations. The Lisbon
Protocol of May 1992 guaranteed the
repatriation to Russia of all Soviet
nuclear weapons from Belarus,
Kazakhstan and Ukraine. The 1997
NATO-Russia Founding Act excluded
any deployment of nuclear weapons in
the new NATO member countries.
In 1996, and after two attempts in
1990 and 1995, in response to the
accession to NATO of several former
Soviet republics or former members of
the Warsaw Pact, Belarus launched a
new proposal for a NWFZ in Central
and Eastern Europe. In fact, the
combination of the INF and START I
Treaties and the PNIs meant that, in
the area proposed by Belarus,3 no
nuclear weapons were to be deployed.
III. Why relaunch a NWFZ
in Europe now?
The conditions that prevailed at the
end of the Cold War have undergone
major changes. The INF Treaty was
abrogated on the initiative of the
United States, followed by Russia, in
2019. Although the United States has

not announced any redeployment of
intermediate-range
missiles
with
nuclear capability in Europe and
Russia is considering such deployment
only in response to an American
initiative, there is no longer any legal
obligation to exclude such weapons in
Europe.
While Russia maintains some 1,870
NWFZ ... 7
tactical nuclear weapons,4 most of
which are stored centrally on its
European territory, the United States
deploys some 150 gravity nuclear
bombs on the soil of NATO countries
(Germany, Belgium, Italy, the
Netherlands, Turkey).5 None of these
weapons are covered by the 2010 New
START Treaty, which relates only to
deployed strategic offensive weapons
and is due to expire in February 2021.
At the same time, in 2017 the Treaty
on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons
(TPNW) was adopted and is due to
enter into force on 22 January 2021
after 50 ratifications. In Europe, several
states have already signed or ratified
the
Treaty
(Austria,
Ireland,
Liechtenstein, Malta, San Marino,
Holy See), while others have supported
its adoption at the UN (Cyprus,
Moldova, Sweden, Switzerland). Even
if these states were already party to the
NPT and therefore prohibited
themselves from seeking to acquire or
possess nuclear weapons, their
obligations under the TPNW will be
more extensive and will include, in

particular, the non-stationing of nuclear
weapons on their soil or noncooperation with any state in the
production of nuclear weapons.
The nuclear powers and their allies
dependent on “extended deterrence”
or nuclear umbrella, unsurprisingly,
opposed the TPNW because it will lead
to the delegitimization of nuclear
weapons. This situation does not seem
likely to change in the near future.
However, reviving a NWFZ in Europe
would offer several advantages and
allow several states to join it subject to
the formulation of obligations in a
future treaty:
- With the exception of the countries
possessing nuclear weapons in Europe
(France, United Kingdom, Russia),
which would have to renounce them in
order to participate in an NWFZ, all
the other European states could
accept a non-possession and nonstationing commitment apart from
the five NATO states where American
tactical weapons are currently stationed
(Germany, Belgium, Italy, Netherlands,
Turkey). In several of the latter, a
debate is taking place on the
continuation of nuclear sharing,6 and
the launch of a NWFZ could influence
this debate in favour of the withdrawal
of American weapons and hence
negotiations with Russia on the
elimination of all tactical nuclear
weapons from European territory.
Indeed, keeping these weapons in the
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arsenals of both countries contributes
to lowering the threshold for their use
in a nuclear war, the main targets and
victims of which would be in Europe.
- Similarly, a NWFZ initiative widely
supported in Europe, one of the
consequences 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 reassure
Russia and encourage the negotiation
of a new agreement on this subject,
independently or in the framework of
a successor to the New START Treaty.
- NWFZs are recognised and
encouraged by the NPT (Article VII)
and by the Plan of Action of the 2010
NPT Review Conference (Action 9),
which states that “[t]he establishment of
further nuclear-weapon-free zones,
where appropriate, on the basis of
arrangements freely arrived at among
States of the region concerned […] is
encouraged.”
Reaffirming
this
legitimacy may help those countries
that are still hesitant to accede to the
TPNW.
- NATO member states (Baltic States,
Poland) and non-NATO member states
(Ukraine, Georgia) that fear Russian
aggression should find it in their
interest to belong to a NWFZ which,
like the existing zones, would benefit
from legal guarantees of non-attack
with nuclear weapons by the nuclear
powers
(“negative
security
assurances”).

- Precedents of NWFZs in other
regions or other negotiations (antipersonnel mines, TPNW) show the
diversity and flexibility of possible
frameworks:
NGO
campaigns,
conferences of interested states,
negotiation of a treaty.
With a view to sounding out the
governments of the states most likely to
launch or support an initiative for a
NWFZ in Europe (the European states
party to the TPNW and those that had
launched such initiatives in the past:
Belarus, Romania, Finland, and
Sweden), concerted action with NGOs
in these countries should be launched
as soon as the TPNW enters into force
(22 January 2021).

5. Ibid.
6. See: P. Grüll & A. Brzozowski, “SPD
Leadership Reignites German Debate on US
Nuclear Weapons”, Euractiv, 6 May 2020
(https://bit.ly/2KHDf4S);

A.

Brzozowski,

“Belgium Debates Phase Out of US Nuclear
Weapons on Its Soil”, Euractiv, 17 Jan. 2020
(https://bit.ly/39qm0iQ).

Notes
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Space Treaty, the 1979 Moon Treaty, the 1971
Seabed Treaty.
2. H. Müller et al., “A Nuclear-Weapon Free
Zone

in

Europe

–

Concept,

Problems,

Chances”, Peace Research Institute Frankfurt,
Jan. 2016 (https://bit.ly/338aZzc). See also:
Marc Finaud, “The Experience of NuclearWeapon Free Zones”, BASIC, May 2014
(https://bit.ly/3mVdOeT).
3. Austria, Belarus, Bulgaria, Czechia, (Eastern)
Germany, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania,
Moldova, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, and
Ukraine. For a more detailed analysis, see: H.
Müller et al., “A Nuclear-Weapon Free Zone in
Europe – Concept, Problems, Chances”, op. cit.
4. Source: Federation of American Scientists
(https://bit.ly/33rflB4).
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Russia’s 2020 Nuclear Directive
In June 2020 the Russian President
Vladimir Putin signed a new directive
titled Basic Principles of State Policy of the
Russian Federation on Nuclear Deterrence.
The document mentions Russia’s allies:
members of the Russian-led Collective
Security Treaty Organization” (CSTO)
founded in 2002. CSTO members are
Russia,
Armenia,
Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan,Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan.
The central concern of the directive
is to address the “risks and threats to be
neutralized by implementation of nuclear
deterrence”, such as: the “build-up by a
potential adversary of the general purpose
force groupings that possess nuclear weapons
delivery means in the territories of the states
contiguous with the Russian Federation and
its allies, as well as in adjacent waters.”
One example of this: NATO troops
and equipment including nuclear
weapon carriers concentrated in
countries bordering Russia or Belarus.
Not surprisingly, these adversary
countries are seen as nuclear targets by
Russia.
Expressly mentioned are the
“adjacent waters”, meaning the Baltic
Sea, the Black Sea or the Barents Sea.
Not surprisingly, the Russians are
expecting US Navy units to appear in
these waters with ships that can launch
intermediate-range ballistic missiles. No
distinction
is
made
between
conventional and nuclear warheads of
such weapons. Other concerns include:
“Deployment by states which consider the
Russian Federation as a potential adversary,
of missile defence systems and means,
medium- and shorter-range cruise and
ballistic missiles, non-nuclear high-precision
and hypersonic weapons, strike unmanned
aerial vehicles, and directed energy weapons;
- development and deployment of missile
defence assets and strike systems in outer
space.”
These points obviously refer to
Romania and Poland which permit US
bases which house missile defence
systems. The latter point hints to
Germany which is about to home an
entirely new “NATO Space Center” at the
US air base at Ramstein, one year after
the US military established its “Space
Force” as a separate military branch.
“Possession by states of nuclear weapons
and (or) other types of weapons of mass

Joachim Wernicke

destruction that can be used against the
Russian Federation and/or its allies, as well
as means of delivery of such weapons;
- uncontrolled proliferation of nuclear
weapons, their delivery means, technology
and equipment for their manufacture;
- deployment of nuclear weapons and
their delivery means in the territories of nonnuclear weapon states.”
These points evidently refer to the
three nuclear weapons states in NATO
(USA, Great Britain and France). But
also the non-nuclear-weapon states
Netherlands, Belgium, Germany, Italy
and Turkey are included, due to their
participation in US nuclear sharing:
These five states keep special airplanes
as nuclear delivery means, prepared
and exercising for the dropping of US
nuclear bombs. Thus they physically
become – even if only temporary –
possessors of nuclear weapons, in
violation of their obligations from
membership in the NPT (nuclear NonProliferation Treaty) of 1970. This
violation can be understood as an
illegal proliferation of nuclear weapons.
Not surprisingly these ‘non-nuclearweapon states’ fulfil the criterion to be
Russian nuclear targets, particularly if

they should move their nuclear bomber
aircraft nearer to the Russian or Belarus
border.
“The decision to use nuclear weapons is
taken by the President of the Russian
Federation”. Nuclear deterrence comes
under the “centralization of governmental
control” over nuclear forces. This is a
matter of course in all nuclear weapon
states. Here it is nevertheless explicitly
mentioned as an obvious message to
the USA: There is one Russian
command structure in and around
Moscow – stay away from any attempt
of a decapitation strike! This singularity
is a specific vulnerability of the
traditionally
centralized
Russian
administration.
In
the
more
‘decentralized’ USA the nuclear
command structure is geographically
distributed, so a decapitation strike
against the USA cannot be successful,
due to largely different flight times of
any missiles fired from outside
continental USA.
The conditions under which Russian
nuclear weapons can be used include,
as can be expected:
- “use of nuclear weapons or other types
of weapons of mass destruction by an
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adversary against the Russian Federation
and/or its allies”, meaning a reaction.
But then there is a crucial new point:
Russian nuclear weapon use can also
be triggered by
- “arrival of reliable data on a launch of
ballistic missiles attacking the territory of the
Russian Federation and/or its allies”.
Thus for Russia to now use nuclear
weapons evidence of a launch is not
required, but rather the “arrival of data
on a launch” – implicitly: happened or
imminent launch – is sufficient. So for
example a scenario: “US naval ships
with intermediate-range ballistic missiles
are gathering in European seas”. The term
“reliable” in connection with “data”
implies the possibility of technical or
human error – or just the claim that
such an error had occurred.
And a further possible trigger of a
Russian nuclear weapons employment:
- “attack by an adversary against critical
governmental or military sites of the Russian
Federation, disruption of which would
undermine nuclear forces response actions.”
In other words, as before: a
decapitation strike against the central
command structure, regardless of
whether it is nuclear or “only”

conventional. So, as expected, the
decapitation strike is seen as a danger
from a Russian point of view, with
serious consequences.
In the case of nuclear attack by the
USA, this point in the directive only
makes sense if Russian nuclear weapon
use occurs before the decapitation strike
has taken place, i.e. as long as the
central command structure still exists,
thus as a pre-emptive attack. This fits
with the term “arrival of reliable data”
and the connected possibility of error,
which might be used for justification or
excuse of a limited pre-emptive Russian
strike, for instance against US
installations in Central Europe. Since
these main installations are deep
underground shelters, they cannot be
destroyed by conventional bombs
which are too weak – it requires nuclear
precision ground explosions.
A successful decapitation strike
requires a surprise attack which in turn
requires intermediate- range ballistic
missiles, since only they have
sufficiently short flight times of some
minutes, leaving no time for an
organized reaction by the victim of the
attack. Any concern about the civilian

population is outside the concerns of
nuclear target planners. Since –
different from the Cold War era –
hardly any European NATO state
today will allow US intermediate-range
missiles on its soil, the emphasis has
changed towards US missile carrying
ships in the European seas, as
confirmed in the 2018 US Nuclear
Posture Review which states the
advantage of sea-launched missiles, that
they “will not require or rely on host nation
support”.
And as a further possible trigger for
a Russian nuclear weapon deployment:
- “aggression against the Russian
Federation with the use of conventional
weapons when the very existence of the state
is in jeopardy.”
This is the reverse of the principle
that the USA had claimed in the 1950s
in the name of Western Europe: the
Soviet Union would be conventionally
so superior that a conventional defence
against it was not possible – the Soviet
Union would win. That is why the
USA, as the ‘protective power’ of
Western Europe, would immediately
repel a Soviet attack by nuclear
weapons.

Aegis Ashore missile installation. Such US installations are hosted in Poland and Romania.
The missiles in these systems are understood to be easily adaptable to intermediate-ranges.
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Today, NATO is conventionally
many times stronger than Russia, which
can be seen from military expenditure
alone. This irrational excess obviously
is not caused by concerns about
European security. Rather defence
contracts and military career interests
have a major role in propelling this
development. For Russia it is not about
the claim to protect other countries or
about business and careers, but about
protecting the existence of her own
state system.
The entire Russian directive of 2020
can be read as a loud warning,
especially to Central Europe as the
prospective battlefield of a US-Russian
war. Technically the only way to avoid
an
assumedly
impending
US
decapitation strike against Moscow is a
pre-emptive attack against regional US
command centres and missile ships.
Why was the Russian directive issued
just in 2020? The focus on the Covid
pandemic from early 2020 fogged up a
series of alarming recent events hinting
towards the increasing US-Russian
nuclear tensions in Central Europe:
- The year before USA sabotaged the
INF treaty of 1987 and immediately
resumed testing of intermediate-range
ballistic missiles which had been
banned by this treaty.
- In early 2020 the largest US
military maneuver in Europe for 25
years occurred (shortened by the
corona pandemic).
- The US government signalled no
extension of the NEW Start treaty of
2011 which is due to expire in early
2021.
- The US Navy develops shipborne
intermediate-range ballistic missiles
with conventional warheads (which of
course can be exchanged by “low-yield”
nuclear warheads).
- The command centre for the US
Navy Aegis destroyers armed with
long-range missiles is located at
Ramstein, Germany.
- Since 2019 Russia deploys shortrange (500 kilometer) ballistic missiles
SS-26 in the Baltic enclave of
Kaliningrad (formerly Koenigsberg in

Eastern Prussia). Thanks to US
President Trump’s cancellation of the
INF Treaty in 2019 Russia is again
permitted to deploy also intermediaterange
missiles,
reaching
from
Kaliningrad to the US command and
nuclear installations in Central Europe
(about 1.000 kilometer).
- The US European command
(USEUCOM), after being pushed out
from France in 1966, for more than half
a century was located in Stuttgart,
Germany. By mid-2020 the US
government decided to move it to
Mons, Belgium, 300 kilometers further
west. Is the Central European soil
becoming too hot?
Is the USA planning to attack
Russia? There is no proof for such an
intent, and – besides all moral aspects
– it is doubtful that the US Army as an
invader of Russia would ever be able to
control this country of twice the size of
USA. The developing nuclear arms
race is strongly driven by the militaryindustrial complexes, mainly in the
USA, but partly in Russia too.
However, there is the experience from
the last three decades that the wars in
Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, Iraq and
Libya were started by the US military
with massive decapitation strikes
against these countries, thus removing
their leadership and command. None
of these states was able to retaliate
against the USA. Russia is in a different
situation, having the means to damage
the USA. But on top of this and given
the end of the INF treaty it obtained
the option to end an acute crisis to her
favour by a prompt and limited nuclear
strike against US outposts in Central
Europe. The Russian actions probably
will be guided by the subjective
perception of the potential dangers.
It has to be hoped that a public
opinion movement in Europe –
perhaps enhanced by the TPNW
(Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear
Weapons) valid from early 2021 – will
lead to political measures to defuse the
acute dangers as described. The most
efficient way would be the nuclear-free
zone across Europe.
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The Murder of Mohsen
Fakhrizadeh: mobilise for
peace and against war
Mohsen Fakhrizadeh has been
assassinated. He was ambushed just
outside the Iranian capital and
sustained life-ending injuries. Assassins
opened fire on his car and he was
mortally
wounded.
Medical
intervention could not save him.
Mohsen Fakhrizadeh has been
assassinated and his murder has
pitched the world into very dangerous
territory.
If, like most people, you’d never
heard his name before or if you
haven’t been closely following
developments in Iran then the most
you’ll know about Fakhrizadeh is what
the news now tells you. He was the
“father of Iran’s nuclear weapons”,
“Iran’s Robert Oppenheimer”, “the
top Iranian expert” on nuclear
questions. Given that Iran and its
intentions
have
been
serially
misrepresented, then generous souls
would forgive you for not pausing to
reflect on what has happened.
However, when framed in the starkest
– most accurate – terms, it is
unforgivable to ignore the fact that
Fakhrizadeh was murdered by agents
as yet unknown.
Imagine if ‘agents unknown’, but
assumed to be from some ‘foreign
power’, murdered a leading British,
American or other ‘Western’ nuclear
scientist. Imagine the outrage. Imagine
the consequences.
Now consider the claims from Iran
about the use of a “satellite-controlled
machine-gun
with
‘artificial
intelligence’” being used to carry out
the assassination. The head of Iran’s
Supreme National Security Council
announced
in
a
speech
at
Fakhrizadeh’s funeral that the attack
was controlled remotely, using
“special methods” and “electronic
equipment”. No further details were
given but Iran has identified Israel and
exiled opposition groups as the
culprits. Arrests have now been made.
Assassinations are not uncommon,
so why pay close attention to this one?
After all, less than a year ago the

United States assassinated the Iranian
general, Qasem Soleimani. Despite
dire warnings at the time, nothing
extraordinary came of it. Everything
settled down. Wasn’t all the fuss about
nothing? We shouldn’t worry about
this one either, should we? If only this
was the case.
The reality is that despite major
provocation, the Iranian response to
Soleimani’s killing was restrained.
There were no reprisals. No reciprocal
outrages were staged. Thankfully, no
further provocations were staged in
the immediate aftermath in an attempt
to ‘force Iran’s hand’.
Can we expect the same this time?
On the part of Iran, it looks hopeful
that we can. Iran has no interest in
military confrontation, despite vocal
promises of “revenge”. Iran and its
people do not wish to be on the
receiving
end
of
missile
bombardment, death and destruction.
There is no evidence to suggest that
Iran is actually developing nuclear
weapons. Yes, Iran has a nuclear
programme but years of close
inspection – both before and after the
signing of the now sabotaged ‘Iran
Deal’ – confirmed that since the early
2000s its purpose was ‘peaceful’. The
current lack of such close inspection,
and the rhetoric from the US around
this established fact, is at the heart of
the developing crisis and brings us
back to both Mohsen Fakhrizadeh, the
political realities of US politics and
their immediate, dire, potential
consequences.
In the year prior to Donald Trump’s
final sabotage of the ‘Iran Deal’ – the
Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action
( JCPOA) – in May 2018, the US
certified that Iran was in complete
compliance: that is, in summary, that
Iran was not attempting to create a
nuclear bomb. Prior to Trump’s
sabotage and in the months since,
claim after claim about ‘secret sites’
and speculation about ‘nuclear
breakout’ have been mobilised to
ramp up tensions and to excuse the

ramping up of sanctions. As a
consequence, the Iranian people have
suffered unnecessary and unpleasant
privations and the tensions in the
region have grown massively.
The Trump administration has been
busy in other respects: from the ‘Deal
of the Century’ – essentially denying
the Palestinian people the prospect of
statehood – to alliance-building efforts
between Israel and Gulf States, the
ground has been shifting. Saudi Arabia
has continued to play an increasingly
influential role in regional affairs. In
the closing weeks of the Trump
administration, Mike Pompeo –
Trump’s Secretary of State – has been
in the region. Why?
It is entirely reasonable to assume
that some effort is being put in to tie
the hands of the incoming Biden
presidency. Biden looks set to revive
the JCPOA. If this happens, it will be
a major step forward in terms of
prospects for peace: for the US to
engage again in multilateral nuclear
agreements would mark a significant
change from recent years.
Trump and his team would oppose
any such move on Biden’s part. To
prevent such a prospect, provocation
and reciprocal action would come in
very handy.
How many provocations can the
Iranian government withstand? How
much pressure before the forces
cohering collective restraint are
overcome? We should all hope that
they withstand the pressures but it
cannot be assumed. Of course, any
reaction from the Iranian side will be
used as an excuse for further, more
deadly and widespread, military
intervention.
Likewise, any efforts to put
conditions on resurrecting the JCPOA,
by attempting to include Iran’s missile
programme in the treaty as an
example, should be rejected.
Meanwhile, the peace and anti-war
movements should be alert to the risks
and prepare to respond.
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UK military spending: preparing for
‘future wars’, fuelling the arms race
On Thursday 19 November 2020 the
British Prime Minister, Boris Johnson,
addressed the House of Commons to
provide an update on the work of the
‘Integrated Review’ into defence,
security, foreign and diplomatic work.
Mr Johnson’s update was preceded
by widespread media reports of
significant new spending on the UK’s
armed forces: a total of £16.5bn,
which amounts to a real terms increase
above previously declared spending of
£7bn by 2024-25. This is an
enormous amount of money to
dedicate to weapons of death and
destruction at a time when the health,
care and social systems of the UK are
in crisis and when poverty, hunger
and misery stalk the land after ten
years of government imposed
austerity.
This spending commitment comes
before the conclusion of the
‘Integrated Review’ which is due in
early 2021 and which may well
include further increases in spending.
Just as worrying as this mis-use of
money is the political tone struck by
the Prime Minister in his statement,
which is laced with science fictionlike talk of artificial intelligence,
drones, “directed energy weapons”,
“inexhaustible lasers”, cyber war and
the rest.
Each and every one of these
references to putting new technologies
to war signals an intensification of risk.
Peace and anti-war activists have
been alert to these risks for some time.
As the editorial of The Spokesman 141 Global Tinderbox argued:
2 016,
“Between 2002 and
the top 100 weapons manufacturers
and ‘military service’ companies
logged 38% growth in global sales. In
2016, these sales – excluding Chinese
companies – amounted to $375 billion,
turning $60 billion profit. Between
1998 and 2011, the Pentagon’s budget
grew in real terms by 91% while
defence industry profits quadrupled.

In the 1970s, investment in the
‘information technology’ sector stood
at $17 billion. By 2017, investment in
this sector exceeded $700 billion. In
the same year, Apple’s market
capitalisation stood at $730 billion,
Google stood at $581 billion, and
Microsoft stood at $497 billion.
Meanwhile, Exxon Mobile – the
highest placed ‘industrial’ company –
had a market capitalisation of $344
billion. By comparison, the arms
manufacturer Lockheed Martin had a
capitalisation of around $321 billion
and Rolls-Royce $21 billion at the end
of 2017.
Whilst the United States and other
countries continue to purchase – and
use – vast quantities of ‘conventional’
weaponry, the extraordinary figures
quoted above occurred alongside the
unleashing of a ‘Fourth Industrial
Revolution’, powered by significant
leaps in capability in computing,
robotics,
artificial
intelligence,
biotechnology, ‘autonomous’ vehicles
and the rest. Ever greater sums are
being spent on military and policing
applications of the ‘fruits’ of this
‘Revolution’. So much so, that the
sociologist William I. Robinson
identifies a trend towards what he
terms ‘militarised accumulation’ as a
‘major source of state-organised profitmaking’.
If this trend endures – as it surely
will, unless arrested by concerted
political action – then not only will

‘battlefields’ of the future look like a
science fiction dystopia, but the
processes that presently blur the lines
between ‘wartime’ and ‘peacetime’
will surely accelerate. At what point
will a large-scale computer hacking
operation spill over into a ‘hot’ war?
How much surveillance, how many
drones, how many robotic weapons
can be deployed before critical mass is
reached? How many things must go
wrong – and in what sequence –
before these embodiments of what
Mike Cooley terms our ‘delinquent
genius’ might bring an end to us all?
There is already a technological
‘arms race’ and with each new drone,
autonomous field gun, hack or
military satellite, this race intensifies.
Any
such
intensification
will
drastically increase the risks of widescale military confrontation, including
the prospect of nuclear war.
How should such risks be
addressed? An important step is to
understand the scope of the problem
and the present realities of how these
technologies have already been
deployed ...
The alarm has been sounded, but
what are we to do? How can society
ensure that artificial intelligence, for
example, is put to work for human
good, rather than making war? How
to harness the miracles of robotic
technology to improve, rather than
destroy, our planet? How can we
guarantee that nanotechnology and

biotechnology are put to work for the
preservation and not the eradication
of life? In answering these questions,
we should utilise the work already
under way to develop ideas about
socially useful production and defence
diversification. These are just some of
the very pressing questions we now
must face.”
Compare these warnings to the
contents of Mr Johnson’s update:
“...
For
decades,
British
Governments have trimmed and
cheese-pared our defence budget. If
we go on like this, we risk waking up
to discover that our armed forces —
the pride of Britain — have fallen
below the minimum threshold of
viability, and, once lost, they can
never be regained. That outcome
would not only be craven; it would
jeopardise the security of the British
people, amounting to a dereliction of
duty for any Prime Minister.
... Based on our assessment of the
international situation and our foreign
policy goals, I have decided that the
era of cutting our defence budget
must end, and it ends now. I am
increasing defence spending by £24.1
billion over the next four years.
... I have done this in the teeth of
the pandemic, amid every other
demand on our resources, because the
defence of the realm and the safety of
the British people must come first.
... Everything we do in this country
— every job, every business, even how
we shop and what we eat—depends on
a basic minimum of global security,
with a web of feed pipes, of oxygen
pipes, that must be kept open:
shipping lanes, a functioning internet,
safe air corridors, reliable undersea
cables, and tranquillity in distant
straits.
... But extending British influence
requires
a
once-in-a-generation
modernisation of our armed forces,
and now is the right time to press
ahead,
because
emerging
technologies, visible on the horizon,

will make the returns from defence
investment infinitely greater. We have
a chance to break free from the vicious
circle whereby we ordered ever
decreasing numbers of ever more
expensive items of military hardware,
squandering billions along the way.
The latest advances will multiply the
fighting power of every warship,
aircraft and infantry unit many times
over, and the prizes will go to the
swiftest and most agile nations, not
necessarily the biggest. We can
achieve as much as British ingenuity
and expertise allow.
We will need to act speedily to
remove or reduce less relevant
capabilities. This will allow our new
investment to be focused on the
technologies that will revolutionise
warfare, forging our military assets
into a single network designed to
overcome the enemy. A soldier in
hostile territory will be alerted to a
distant ambush by sensors on satellites
or drones, instantly transmitting a
warning, using artificial intelligence to
devise the optimal response and
offering an array of options, from
summoning an airstrike to ordering a
swarm attack by drones, or paralysing
the enemy with cyber-weapons. New
advances will surmount the old limits
of logistics. Our warships and combat
vehicles will carry “directed energy
weapons”, destroying targets with
inexhaustible lasers. For them, the
phrase “out of ammunition” will
become redundant.
Nations are racing to master this
new doctrine of warfare, and our
investment is designed to place Britain
among the winners.
The returns will go far beyond our
armed forces, and from aerospace to
autonomous
vehicles,
these
technologies have a vast array of
civilian applications, opening up new
vistas of economic progress, creating
10,000 jobs every year — 40,000 in
total—levelling up across our country,
and reinforcing our Union. We are

going to use our extra defence
spending to restore Britain’s position
as the foremost naval power in
Europe, taking forward our plans for
eight Type 26 and five Type 31
frigates, and support ships to supply
our carriers.
... We will reshape our Army for the
age of networked warfare, allowing
better equipped soldiers to deploy
more quickly, and strengthening the
ability of our special forces to
operate covertly against our most
sophisticated adversaries.
The security and intelligence
agencies will continue to protect us
around the clock from terrorism and
new and evolving threats. We will
invest another £1.5 billion in military
research and development, designed
to master the new technologies of
warfare. We will establish a new centre
dedicated to artificial intelligence, and
a new RAF space command,
launching British satellites and our
first rocket from Scotland in 2022. I
can announce that we have established
a National Cyber Force, combining
our intelligence agencies and service
personnel, which is already operating
in cyberspace against terrorism,
organised crime and hostile state
activity. And the RAF will receive a
new fighter system, harnessing
artificial intelligence and drone
technology to defeat any adversary in
air-to-air combat.”
***
‘Opposition’ parties welcomed the
spending commitments and the voices
of concern were thin on the ground.
There were certainly no speeches
warning of the dangers of accelerating
the introduction of new technology
into weapon systems, no concerns
expressed about allowing ‘artificial
intelligence’ to determine targets and
weapon choice, no calls to consider
the impact of further blurring the lines
between war and peace.
See The Spokesman 141 for a
‘Future Wars’ dossier
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