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	Introduction

The new international political dynamics toward a world free of nuclear weapons is generally considered to have started with an op-ed article in the Wall Street Journal of 4 January 4 by four high-level US security veterans: George Shultz, William Perry, Henry Kissinger and Sam Nunn. They became known as ‘The Gang of Four’ or ‘The Four Horsemen (of the Apocalypse)’. New was that they did not advocate drastic reductions alone or a ‘minimum deterrence’ but saw ‘zero’ nuclear weapons as the only solution for the danger of nuclear weapons being used in the future. Several other ‘gangs of four’ have come into existence in Europe. In the USA some two thirds of all former secretaries of state, secretaries of defense and national security advisors now support this proposal. 

The purpose of this fact sheet, that also includes some personal observations, is to facilitate access to the main sources of the new nuclear debate:

1. The main articles that have appeared thus far, esp. by ‘gangs of four’ and leading politicians.

2. Some background interviews, speeches and articles by the same persons and other (former) officials.

3. Publications by specialists, outlining how a nuclear-free world could be achieved.

4. Responses by european politicians (for EU and NATO see par. 8).

5. Some dissenting voices.

6. Information about current modernization plans: nuclear policy at a crossroads.

7. The current and future political agenda, including the new Obama policy and the disappointing European responses.

8. NPT developments, the UN, the role of EU and NATO, and tactical nuclear weapons in Europe.

For regular updates of this fact sheet, check the website of IKV Pax Christi’s campaign for a nuclear-free world: www.nonukes.nl . IKV Pax Christi is the joint peace organization of the Dutch Interchurch Peace Council (IKV) and Pax Christi Netherlands, see also http://www.ikvpaxchristi.nl/ . This version was last updated on 12 October 2009.

New are the original article in 2006 by Max Kampelman, the ‘gang of three’ in Poland in April 2009, the UN Security Council resolution of 24 September 2009, more disappointing EU statements (Europe keeps lagging behind), new voices of opposition to Obama’s policy, recent information about modernizing tactical nuclear weapons in Europe, and the meager responses of both NATO and EU to Obama’s Nobel Peace Prize on October 9.
Corrections and additions are welcome: hogebrink@planet.nl .


1. THE MAIN ARTICLES THAT HAVE APPEARED THUS FAR, esp. by ‘gangs of four’ and leading politicians

1.00. ‘Bombs Away’

by Max M. Kampelman

The New York Times, April 24, 2006

http://www.nytimes.com/2006/04/24/opinion/24kampelman.html 

Although the new nuclear debate is generally considered to have started with the op-ed article below by four renowned US security veterans, this article by President Reagan’s former negotiator Max Kampelman was the real trigger. At the time of writing, Kampelman was 85. He writes: “(...) I have never been more worried about the future for my children and grandchildren than I am today”. Telling about his own experience with Reagan’s first proposal to eliminate all nuclear weapons (and the consternation it caused!), he argues that American foreign policy needs “to find a way to move from what ‘is’ – a world with the risk of increasing global disaster – to what ‘ought’ to be, a peaceful, civilized world free of weapons of mass destruction.” His proposal is that President Bush should appear before the UN General Assembly and call for a resolution to eliminate all weapons of mass destruction. The Security Council should be assigned the task to develop the regime. Today, Kampelman is still ‘on the road’, advocating his proposal both to high officials and local groups. 

1.01. ’A World Free of Nuclear Weapons’

by George P. Shultz, William J. Perry, Henry A. Kissinger and Sam Nunn.

The Wall Street Journal, January 4, 2007.

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB116787515251566636.html 

The argument in this article is: nuclear weapons have been essential in maintaining international security during the Cold War, but it is far from certain that the old mutual Soviet-American deterrence system can be replicated in today’s world. The emergence of new nuclear weapon states like Iran and North Korea and, potentially, of non-state terrorist groups with nuclear weapons poses dangers of a new kind. Therefore, the goal – set earlier by Reagan and Gorbachev in Reykjavik in October 1986 - must be abolishing all nuclear weapons. A number of steps to be taken are discussed.

1.02. ‘The Nuclear Threat’ 

by Mikhail Gorbachev.

The Wall Street Journal, January 31, 2007

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB117021711101593402.html 

A response to (and support of) the call by Kissinger c.s. Gorbachev underlines the importance of his agreements with Reagan and criticizes the policies that followed. He stresses the need for a role of Russian and European leaders.

1.03. ‘A World Free of Nuclear Weapons?’ 

by Margaret Beckett (then British foreign secretary). 

Keynote address at International Non-proliferation Conference of Carnegie Endowment, June 25, 2007.

http://www.carnegieendowment.org/events/index.cfm?fa=print&id=1004 

Long speech, covering many aspects. In response to Kissinger c.s. she says: “What we need is both vision - a scenario for a world free of nuclear weapons. And action - progressive steps to reduce warhead numbers and to limit the role of nuclear weapons in security policy. These two strands are separate but they are mutually reinforcing. Both are necessary, both at the moment too weak”.

1.04. ‘Toward a Nuclear-Free World’ 

by George P. Shultz, William J. Perry, Henry A. Kissinger and Sam Nunn.

The Wall Street Journal, January 15, 2008

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB120036422673589947.html  

In this article, the same ‘gang of four’ repeats its appeal of a year ago and refers to a conference in October 2007 (see below) where veterans of the past six US administrations have agreed about the importance of the vision of a world free of nuclear weapons as a guide to future nuclear policies. Further steps to be taken are spelled out.

1.05. ‘Reykjavik Revisited: Steps Toward a World Free of Nuclear Weapons’ 

edited by George P. Shultz, Sidney D. Drell and James Goodby, 2008

Conference at Hoover Institution, 24-25 October 2007
http://www.hoover.org/publications/books/online/15766737.html 

Book with report of this two-days conference involving again Kissinger, Nunn, Perry, Shultz  and many other former (and current) officials, incl. Max Kampelman (see 1.07 and 2.02).

1.06. ‘Start worrying and learn to ditch the bomb. It won’t be easy, but a world free of nuclear weapons is possible’ 

by Douglas Hurd, Malcolm Rifkind, David Owen and George Robertson.
The Times, June 30, 2008

http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/comment/columnists/guest_contributors/article4237387.ece?openComment=true 

A British ‘gang of four’ is born, consisting of three former foreign secretaries and a former NATO secretary-general. Strong emphasis on reductions and other measures, and support of the ultimate aspiration of a world free of nuclear weapons. Eventually, also the British and French nuclear role may need to be considered.

1.07. ‘For A Nuclear Weapon Free World’

by Massimo D’Alema, Gianfranco Fini, Giorgio La Malfa, Arturo Parisi, Francesco Calogero

Corriera della Sera, July 24, 2008.

http://www.2020visioncampaign.org/pages/446/Leading_Italian_politicians_join_in_call_for_nuclear_abolition  

News item and article on website of 2020 Vision Campaign. Italian ‘gang of five’ of four former ministers and a former general secretary of Pugwash responds to appeal by Kissinger c.s., with comments. 

1.08. ‘Nuclear Weapons: An Existential Threat to Humanity’ 

by Max M. Kampelman and Thomas Graham, Jr.

CBTBO Spectrum 11, September 2008

http://www.ctbto.org/fileadmin/user_upload/pdf/Spectrum/2008_Sept_spectrum11_p10-11.pdf 

Ambassador Kampelman and Ambassador Graham are former arms control negotiators and were driving forces behind the two op-ed articles by Kissinger c.s. mentioned above. For Kampelman, see also 1.00 and 2.02.

1.09. ‘The UN and Security in a Nuclear-Weapon-Free World’ 

by UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon

Addres to East-West Institute, New York, 24 October 2008

http://www.acronym.org.uk/docs/0810/doc12.htm 

Presentation of five-point proposal for nuclear-free world (in the presence of Kissinger and Kampelman, a.o.). 

1.10. ‘Global Zero’ 

International campaign, launched 8/9 December 2008 in Paris.

http://www.globalzero.org/ . See also
http://www.iht.com/articles/ap/2008/12/06/america/NA-US-Eliminating-Nuclear-Weapons.php
Signatories include politicians, diplomats, military, defense specialists and representatives of churches and of civil society from all over the world. Check this website regularly for new signatories! See also par. 4.04.

1.11. ‘A world without nuclear weapons’

By David Miliband

The Guardian, 8 December 2008

http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/dec/08/nuclear-nuclearpower
An early support by the British foreign secretary of the vision of President-elect Obama. “The UK is committed to working actively to create a world free from nuclear weapons.’ Six steps are proposed for new non-proliferation efforts, incl. exploration of all political military and technical issues that need to be resolved. However, Trident is not questioned. See also par. 1.13 and 4.07. 
1.12 ‘Toward a nuclear-free world: a German view’ 

by Helmut Schmidt, Richard von Weizsäcker, Egon Bahr and Hans-Dietrich Genscher.

International Herald Tribune, January 9, 2009 

http://www.iht.com/articles/2009/01/09/opinion/edschmidt.php?page=1 

Unreserved support for Kissinger c.s. by a new German ‘gang of four’. They also advocate measures that specifically apply to Europe, including withdrawal of all remaining US nuclear warheads from German territory.

1.13 David Miliband sets out six-point plan to rid world of nuclear weapons

Article in The Guardian, 4 February 2009
http://www.guardian.co.uk:80/politics/2009/feb/04/miliband-nuclear-weapons 

This is an article about a speech by the British foreign secretary at the IISS in which he presented a new policy paper. For the summary on the Foreign Office website, see: http://www.fco.gov.uk/en/fco-in-action/counter-terrorism/weapons/nuclear-weapons/nuclear-paper/  Miliband’s six steps program – now clearly in response to President Obama’s new policy - is virtually the same as the one in his The Guardian article of 8 December 2008, see 1.11. New is the proposal for a ‘strategic dialogue’ between the five recognized nuclear weapons states to lay the groundwork for the reduction and ultimate elimination of all arsenals and “to prevent nuclear weapons from ever re-emerging”.

The 60 p. report itself is called ‘Lifting the Nuclear Shadow: Creating the Conditions for Abolishing Nuclear Weapons’. See:

http://www.fco.gov.uk/resources/en/pdf/pdf1/nuclear-paper 

I haven’t read the full text yet, but it looks interesting. The annex has a long list of relevant reports and websites, incl. of NGO’s and peace movements. Although the conclusions don’t mention Trident, it seems clear that of the two European nuclear weapon states the UK is on a track quite different from France. (Moreover, the UK and Norway are cooperating in technical research on verification).

1.14 President Obama’s new policy

http://www.whitehouse.gov/agenda/foreign_policy/ 

Immediately after Obama’s inauguration on 20 January 2009, a new policy was announced on the White House website. “Move Toward a Nuclear Free World: Obama and Biden will set a goal of a world without nuclear weapons, and pursue it. (..) They will stop the development of new nuclear weapons; work with Russia to take U.S. and Russian ballistic missiles off hair trigger alert; seek dramatic reductions in U.S. and Russian stockpiles of nuclear weapons and material; and set a goal to expand the U.S.-Russian ban on intermediate-range missiles so that the agreement is global.” 

(For Obama’s joint statement with Medvedev on 1 April 1 2009 in London and Obama’s peech in Prague on 5 April 2009, see par. 7).

Please note that taking missiles off hair trigger alert has not been prominent in more recent statements.

1.15 ‘The Unthinkable becomes Thinkable: Towards the Elimination of nuclear Weapons’

by Alexander Kwasniewski, Tadeusz Mazowiecki and Lech Walesa

April 3, 2009

Originally published in Polish in the Gazetata Wyborcza. 

http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2009/04/08_polish_unthinkable_weapons.php 

This article by a Polish ‘gang of three’, consisting of two former presidents and a former prime minister, has received attention in the West only months after it was published. It is an immediate response to the joint statement by Obama and Medvedev on April 1. It supports the previous initiatives, starting with Kissinger c.s. It rightfully refers to the Polish Solidarity movement as having sparked the erosion of communism and the end of the bipolar world and its East-West divide. It refers to the denuclearization of Belarus, Kazakhstan and the Ukraine as a valuable lesson. “For a new international security order, abolishing nuclear weapons is as important as respect for human rights and the rights of minorities and establishing in the world a governance based on rule of law and democracy.” 

(For an ‘Open Letter to the Obama Administration from Central and Eastern Europe’ with a quite different tone, signed by two of these signatories and a number of other former dissidents, see par. 5.07). 

1.16. ‘Conditions towards zero – 11 benchmarks for global nuclear disarmament’
by Hirofumi Nakasone

27 April 2009

http://www.mofa.go.jp/POLICY/un/disarmament/arms/state0904.html 
Speech by the Japanese foreign minister, in response to both the original ‘four horsemen’ and Obama’s speech in Prague on 5 April 2009. His 11 ‘benchmarks’ follow the logic of the three pillars of the NPT: disarmament, non-proliferation, and peaceful use of nuclear energy. Strong plea for China and other nuclear weapon states to freeze all developments that would undermine the US-Russian disarmament momentum.

1.17 ‘A Nuclear Weapons-Free World’

by Odvar Nordli, Gro Harlem Brundtland, Kåre Willoch, Kjell Magne Bondevik and Thorvald Stoltenberg 

Aftenposten, June 4, 2009
http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2009/06/04_norwegian_leaders_statement.php 

A Norwegian ‘gang of five’ consisting of four former prime ministers and a former foreign minister endorses Kissinger c.s., emphasizing the need to include tactical nuclear weapons in the negotiations and opposing the US missile shield plans. 

1.18 The Nobel Peace Prize for 2009

Oslo, 9 October 2009

http://nobelprize.org/nobel_prizes/peace/laureates/2009/press.html
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/Remarks-by-the-President-on-Winning-the-Nobel-Peace-Prize/ 

The second sentence in the Nobel Committee statement is: ‘The Committee has attached special importance to Obama's vision of and work for a world without nuclear weapons.’ Obama accepted the prize as ‘a call to action.’ (However, see also par. 8.04 and 8.06).
2
SOME BACKGROUND INTERVIEWS, SPEECHES, AND ARTICLES, by the same persons and other (former) officials

2.01. Interview with Sam Nunn

Arms Control Today, March 2008

http://www.armscontrol.org/print/2745 

For background, see also http://www.armscontrol.org/print/2820 . Nunn gives priority to extending warning time for firing missiles; he calls the current alert posture ‘insane’. He also argues that progress between the US and Russia will be difficult unless some accommodation is found on missile defense.

2.02. Religion And Politics. There Is Power In The ‘Ought’ 

by Max Kampelman.

Presentation at annual Conference of Christian Approaches to Defense and Disarmament, Washington, September 22, 2008.

http://website.lineone.net/~ccadd/  

(Click on ‘documents’, then on ‘conference papers 2008’).

Analysis and strong moral appeal by one of the founding fathers of the new movement for a nuclear-free world (Kampelman was 87 years old at the time of this speech, see par. 1.00).

2.03. Our Nuclear Nightmare 

by Henry A. Kissinger.

Newsweek, February 16, 2009

http://www.newsweek.com/id/183673
Same arguments as in earlier publications, and well-stated. Please note that Kissinger c.s. in their op-ed pieces have not included a halt to all modernization in the measures they advocate. In this article K. states: “So long as other countries build and improve their nuclear arsenals, deterrence of their use needs to be part of Western strategy. The efficiency of our weapons arsenals must be preserved.” - Of course, this is part of the argument that the road to zero will be long. But Kissinger c.s. also may keep their powder dry for the forthcoming struggle in the Obama administration on modernization, see par. 6. 

2.04. Speeches by US and European politicians at the 2009 Munich Security Conference. Munich, February 2009

http://www.securityconference.de/konferenzen/2009/index.php?menu_2009=&menu_2008=&menu_konferenzen=&sprache=en&  and
http://www.securityconference.de/konferenzen/reden.php?menu_2009=&menu_konferenzen=&sprache=en&jahr=2009& 

Many high-level US officials and military, incl. Biden, Kissinger, James Jones, Petraeus. Also many European speakers, see 4.09. I still need to read most of the speeches.

2.05. Speeches and interventions 

by Sir Malcom Rifkind, Sir Hugh Beach, William Perry and others, Pugwash Conference in April 2009.

The Hague, the Netherlands, 17 April 2009.

http://www.pugwash.nl/index.php 

Several persons listed above spoke at a symposium on Next Steps in Nuclear Disarmament during the annual Pugwash Conference in April 2009 in The Hague. Some of their contributions may become available on the website (so far only Hans Blix’ speech is available).

3
PUBLICATIONS AND SPREECHES BY OTHERS, outlining how a nuclear-free world could be achieved

3.01. ‘Abolishing nuclear armories: policy or pipedream?’ 

by Michael Quinlan.

Survival, Vol. 49 No. 4, Winter 2007-2008. 

http://www.iiss.org/publications/survival/survival-2007/2007-issue-4/  (article must be bought).

Sir Michael Quinlan was a former UK permanent under-secretary of Defense. He died in February 2009. This article launched the IISS study below on what a world free of nuclear weapons would mean in practice. 

3.02. ‘Abolishing Nuclear Weapons’ 

by George Perkovich and James M. Acton.

Adelphi Paper 396, August 2008.

http://www.iiss.org/publications/adelphi-papers/adelphi-papers-2008/abolishing-nuclear-weapons/ 
This thorough 130 p. analysis represents a clear departure from conventional thinking about reductions. Instead, it focuses on ‘zero’ and on the steps to be taken and the problems to be resolved (enforcement and verification, civilian nuclear industry, alternative security arrangements, etc.). This study was triggered by the article above by Sir Michael Quinlan. A follow-up is the volume Abolishing Nuclear Weapons, A Debate, edited by (and including responses from) the same authors. Published by the Carnegie Endowment, 2009. See:

http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/abolishing_nuclear_weapons_debate.pdf 

3.03. ‘Nuclear Policy for the Next US Administration, The Logic of Zero’ 

by Ivo Daalder and Jan Lodal.

Foreign Affairs, Vol. 87, Nr. 6, November/December 2008. 
http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20081001faessay87606/ivo-daalder-jan-lodal/the-logic-of-zero.html
A careful analysis of the steps necessary on the road to ‘zero’. Ivo Daalder is now US ambassador to NATO.

3.04. ‘Getting to Zero: The Path to a World Without Nuclear Weapons’

By Jack Mendelsohn.

The Defense Monitor, Vol. XXXVII, November/December 2008.

http://www.cdi.org/pdfs/DM_NovDec08.pdf 

A plea by a former SALT and START negotiator for a bold agenda for the next US President, including downplaying the role of nuclear weapons in security policy, further reductions of strategic weapons, and withdrawal of all remaining US tactical nuclear weapons from Europe.

3.05. ‘The New US Policy: Securing The World From Nuclear Threats’ 

by Joseph Cirincione.

Presentation to Conference of PSE Group in the European Parliament, 10 December 2008.

http://www.wiersma.pvda.nl/nieuws_printversie.php?id=515 

Interesting analysis of the new nuclear policy to be expected from the Obama administration, by a specialist who was an Obama advisor during his campaign. Includes survey of the immediate agenda ahead. The PSE (or PES) Group is the Socialist Group in the European Parliament, see par. 4 (introduction).

	Some other initiatives involving (former) high officials are

· the Middle Powers Initiative  http://www.middlepowers.org/about.html 
· the Model Nuclear Weapons Convention  http://lcnp.org/mnwc/ , see also http://www.acronym.org.uk/dd/dd89/89rej.htm 

· the Hiroshima/Nagasaki Protocol  http://www.2020visioncampaign.org/pages/408 
· Mayors for Peace  http://www.mayorsforpeace.org/ 

· the Weapons of Mass Destruction Commission, chaired by Hans Blix  http://www.wmdcommission.org/ 

· the Global Security Institute  http://www.gsinstitute.org/ 

· the International Commission on Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament, co-chaired by Garett Evans (Australia) and Yoriko Kawaguchi (Japan)  http://www.icnnd.org/ 

· Moving beyond the stalemate: proposals for strengthening the non-proliferation regime by supranational means. Involves former Dutch prime minister Ruud Lubbers, see

http://www.clingendael.nl/publications/2008/20081014_nuclear_challenge_lubbers.pdf 

· The members of the original ‘gang of four’ are cooperating in the Nuclear Security Project http://www.nuclearsecurityproject.org/ 



	Comment on the measures advocated

Most appeals and articles mentioned in the preceding paragraphs emphasize the following measures:

· Further reductions of arsenals, especially of the USA and Russia, who control more than 90% of the world’s nuclear weapons.

· Taking all nuclear weapons off hair-trigger alert.

· Changing military operational plans that still reflect the Cold War.

· No first use.

· Increasing security of existing stockpiles, to prevent terrorists from acquiring nuclear weapons.

· Speedy ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) (esp. by US Senate).

· A ‘cut-off’ treaty (prohibiting the production of fissile materials for nuclear weapons).

· Measures to prevent military use of civilian nuclear-power programs, including international regimes to control the full nuclear fuel cycle (esp. the IAEA regime).

· Pressure on Iran and North Korea and strengthening stability in Pakistan.

· Stronger security assurances to NNWS’s.

· Eliminating or withdrawing forward-deployed tactical weapons.

· Resolving regional conflicts.

· Clear statements by governments, declaring the will to move to ‘zero’ as their policy goal.

· Study of all technical and political requirements for eliminating nuclear weapons.

· Strengthening the NPT regime (which of course includes most or all of the measures above).

The need to revive and strengthen the NPT is, of course, a concern that is shared by many. The focus is on the NPT Review Conference in May 2010, - but this is likely to be too early for some of the most important measures, such as US ratification of the CTBT and ending nuclear sharing in NATO.

As noted elsewhere, some of the key statements listed in this fact sheet do not refer to modernization plans or pleas to halt them, see par. 6. 

Only a few make a link with the US missile shield plans for Europe. ‘No first use’ is not always included in the proposals. Nuclear Weapons Free Zones are rarely mentioned. 

Finally, there is surprisingly little attention to tactical nuclear weapons (TNW’s), esp. considering the large Russian TNW arsenals, the growing criticism in NPT meetings of nuclear sharing in NATO as inconsistent with art. II of the NPT, and the insight that the distinction between ‘strategic’ and ‘tactical’ is becoming increasingly vague (except for negotiations purposes).




4.
RESPONSES BY EUROPEAN POLITICIANS (for EU and NATO, see par. 7 and 8)

Some European responses have already been mentioned in par. 1. Several are quite encouraging; with some others it is not easy to see to what extent the goal of totally abolishing nuclear weapons is really shared. Sometimes the pleas seem to be mainly about reductions and do not represent a radically new approach in nuclear policy. Below follow a few more responses from Europe. Several statements clearly do not follow the logic of Kissinger c.s., for instance Sarkozy’s letter (on behalf of the EU, but also seen as his own response) of Dec. 2008 to UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon. Unfortunately, this is true for all EU statements so far, with one exception (For EU responses, see par 7 and 8). 

However, the issue of tactical nuclear weapons in Europe is slowly gaining attention again. (For some recent statements, NATO’s upcoming debate on its strategic concept, and modernization plans of TNW’s, see par. 7).
	Comment: Europe is lagging far behind

Compared to the debate in the US, Europe is lagging far behind. Despite the speech by (then foreign secretary) Margaret Beckett, who is a former CND activist, and also despite the British, Italian, German, Polish and Norwegian ‘gangs of four’ (five in the case of Norway and Italy, and three in the case of Poland), I see no real commitment so far in the main European institutions to a radically new policy. Of course, the goal of a nuclear-free world as such is not new: usually, Art. VI of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) is interpreted in this way. But in NATO and in the EU, incl. the European Parliament, the current debate is simply out of tune with the new dynamics in the USA. Both at the PrepCom for the 2010 review conference of the NPT, 4-15 May 2009 in New York, and at the UN General Assembly late September, joint EU statements did not explicitly endorse Obama’s new ‘zero’ policy. (For various disappointing responses of NATO and the EU to Obama’s new policy, see par. 7 and 8).

The only two larger European initiatives that I have seen truly relating to the new US debate are a) a conference organized by the Norwegian government in February 2008 (see below) , and b) a conference organized by the Socialist Group in the European Parliament on 9 December 2008. In this fact sheet, the texts by Joseph Cirincione, Javier Solana and Guy Roberts are from this second conference. 




4.01. ‘Achieving the Vision of a World Free of Nuclear Weapons’ 

Conference organized by the Norwegian government.

February 2008, Oslo 
http://disarmament.nrpa.no/index.php 

Speakers included George Shultz and Sam Nunn, and many other high level (former) officials. For a list, see http://disarmament.nrpa.no/?page_id=6 

4.02. Speech at the Chamber of Commerce in Delhi

by UK prime minister Gordon Brown.

Delhi, 21 January 2008.

http://www.number10.gov.uk/Page14323 

A quote: “Britain is prepared to use our expertise to help determine the requirements for the verifiable elimination of nuclear warheads. And I pledge that in the run-up to the Non Proliferation Treaty review conference in 2010 we will be at the forefront of the international campaign to accelerate disarmament amongst possessor states, to prevent proliferation to new states, and to ultimately achieve a world that is free from nuclear weapons”.
4.03. ‘Atlantic Cooperation and Non-Proliferation’ 

by Dutch foreign minister Maxime Verhagen

Speech at conference Atlantische Commissie, 27 March 2008. 

http://www.minbuza.nl/nl/actueel/speeches,2008/03/Speech-Verhagen-bij-Atlantische-Commissie.html 

Two quotes: “I (…) endorse the call by four American elder statesmen for a world free of nuclear weapons. (…) We should seize the opportunity of the NPT Review Conference in 2010 to show new resolve to work towards a world free of nuclear weapons.” Initially, Verhagen refused to draw conclusions for NATO’s nuclear strategy and tasks, incl. the Dutch nuclear task, but in a speech on 16 June he has said that reviewing the strategic concept of NATO “also implies taking a fresh look at the role of nuclear weapons in NATO’s strategy. We are ready to work this out together with our NATO-allies.” See 

http://www.minbuza.nl/nl/actueel/speeches,2009/06/Speech-at-Global-Initiative-to-Combat-Nuclear-Terr.html .

4.04. Letter of French President Sarkozy (in his capacity of President of the European Council of the EU) to UN secretary-general Ban Ki-moon

5 December 2008

http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/Sarkozy_UN_letter_20081208.pdf . This is the text of the letter. See also
http://euobserver.com/9/27260/?rk=1  and 
http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=3855284&c=EUR
Please note that the ‘zero’ aim is conspicuously absent in this letter by Sarkozy, who formally wrote the letter on behalf of the EU (at the time, France was presiding the EU) but was also ‘credited’ for it as President of France. However, it contains no proposals that would be new in French policy. The letter sounds far more ambitious than it is. Most likely, it was no coincidence that the letter coincided with the launching of Global Zero, see par. 1.10. See http://www.nytimes.com/2008/12/09/world/europe/09france.html?_r=1 

4.05. ‘European Proposals for strengthening disarmament and the Non-Proliferation regime’

by Javier Solana (EU High Representative for the CFSP).

Keynote speech at the PES Conference on ‘Peace and Disarmament: A World without Nuclear Weapons?’, Brussels, 9 December 2008

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/EN/discours/104602.pdf 

Emphasis on the need to make the NPT review conference in 2010 a success. Explanation of EU Strategy against the Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction (adopted in 2003), but virtually no attention for the policy goal of a nuclear-free world, just acknowledging ‘fresh thinking’ in the US. (See also 7.04 and par. 8.06).

4.07. ‘UK does not need a nuclear deterrent’ 

by Field Marshal Lord Bramall, General Lord Ramsbotham and General Sir Hugh Beach.

The Times, January 16, 2009
http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/comment/letters/article5525682.ece 

Three well-known retired British military officers address the contradiction between the statements of Gordon Brown and of Douglas Hurd c.s. (see par. 1.06) in support of a nuclear-free world and the insistence on a successor to Trident. 

4.08. For earlier texts of Margaret Beckett, Douglas Hurd c.s., and Helmut Schmidt c.s., see par. 1

4.09. Speeches by US and European politicians at the 2009 Munich Security Conference

February 2009, see:

http://www.securityconference.de/konferenzen/2009/index.php?menu_2009=&menu_2008=&menu_konferenzen=&sprache=en& and
http://www.securityconference.de/konferenzen/reden.php?menu_2009=&menu_konferenzen=&sprache=en&jahr=2009&
Besides high-level US speakers, see par. 2.04, also many Europeans, incl. Merkel, Ivanov, Sarkozy, Miliband, Solana, De Hoop Scheffer, etc. I still need to read most of the speeches.

4.10. For statements about tactical nuclear weapons in Europe, see par. 8 of this fact sheet

5.
SOME DISSENTING VOICES

It is quite likely that in 2009 and 2010 the debate in the US will not be between the ‘left’ and the ‘right’ but between the ‘left’ and the ‘center’. In other words: not between the ‘radicals’ (zero nuclear weapons) and the ‘conservatives’ (indefinite reliance on nuclear weapons with a wide range of options to face new threats, real and potential), but between the ‘radicals’ (zero) and the ‘moderates’ (drastic reductions while keeping a credible minimum deterrent into the foreseeable future, theoretically not ruling out abolishment in a far future). The main political fight is likely to be between those who see speedy progress towards a nuclear-free world as contradicting all (or virtually all) modernization, and those who don’t necessarily disagree with the long term goal of ‘zero’ but want sufficient modernization to make sure that nuclear deterrence functions as long as it is needed. For example, the last group has been advocating the Reliability Replacement Warhead (RRW) (see next par.) and will seek for alternatives now that this program has been stopped. 

However, it is also likely that, increasingly, more conservative voices will make themselves heard, and it will be necessary to listen to their arguments as well. They will play a key role in the debate about CTBT ratification (and perhaps also about the ratification of a START Follow-on Treaty) and about modernization plans. That some arguments sound old and familiar doesn’t mean that they are not valid. And some arguments are new.

Moreover, the EU and NATO are quite divided. Some member states continue to fear Russia and strongly disagree with Obama’s new policy, while others see it as a historic opportunity not to be missed. The UK and France seem on different tracks, the UK being more open to Obama. However, Cold War thinking is still present in many arguments and much reasoning, also among proponents of ‘zero’ (including sometimes the peace movement). 

Some of the documents below, esp. the one in par 5.04, make clear what kind of battle can soon be expected within the Obama administration.

5.01. ‘Pre-emptive nuclear strike a key option, NATO told’

The Guardian, January 22, 2008

http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2008/jan/22/nato.nuclear
Article about ‘manifesto’ for reform of NATO by five former armed forces chiefs of staff, who argue that there is no realistic prospect of a nuclear-free world and that a nuclear first strike remains an indispensable option. They are: General John Shalikashvili (US, former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and NATO’s ex-supreme commander in Europe), General Klaus Naumann (Germany, also ex-chairman of NATO’s Military Committee), General Henk van den Breemen (the Netherlands), Admiral Jacques Lanxade (France), and Lord Inge (UK). The full text of the report:

http://www.csis.org/media/csis/events/080110_grand_strategy.pdf 
5.02. ‘Disarming ourselves’ 

‘A new report warns Obama about our aging nuclear weapons’

The Wall Street Journal, December 14, 2008.

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122930027871805333.html 

No author, but a clear warning that the US nuclear arsenal is aging and that without modernization deterrence will erode. See also the Gates/Bodham paper in par. 6.02. (Also note what is said here about Perry, see 6.05).

5.03. 'The continuing relevance of NATO's nuclear deterrence strategy in an uncertain world'

by Guy B. Roberts.

Speech at the PES Conference on ‘Peace and Disarmament: A World without Nuclear Weapons?’, Brussels, 9 December 2008
http://www.csotan.org/textes/doc.php?type=documents&art_id=441
Very clear argument by NATO official for keeping nuclear weapons: ‘nuclear deterrence has prevented a catastrophic war for over 50 years and it will continue to be an effective insurance policy for the unstable and unpredictable world we live in.’ WMD proliferation is inevitable. ‘We can slow and impede it, but it will happen.’ Disarmament efforts in the past such as drastically reducing NATO’s TNW’s have had no impact on non-proliferation. (Roberts is Deputy Assistant Secretary General for WMD Policy at NATO).

5.04. Report of the Secretary of Defense Task Force on DoD Nuclear Weapons Management. Phase II: Review of the DoD Nuclear Mission

18 December 2008

http://www.defenselink.mil/pubs/pdfs/PhaseIIReportFinal.pdf 

Lengthy report (ca. 80 p.) by a task force chaired by James Schlesinger. It will be difficult for Defense Secretary Gates to ignore this one. Expresses concern about lack of interest in and attention to the US nuclear mission. Advocates better understanding of deterrence, and also many (modernization) measures to increase credibility, etc. Strong plea for keeping forward deployed US nuclear weapons in NATO. (And one can see that NATO’s nuclear task should be more integrated in US global nuclear planning). However, the task force seems to see the dark shadow of the incoming Obama administration: ‘The most difficult challenge in maintaining a credible nuclear posture (...) will be in persuading this nation of the abiding requirement for nuclear forces. Such leadership must come from the top. Deterrence has worked because the U.S. Government and its allies have supported it with resources and leadership. Deterrence must continue to have such support, including the visible public commitment of the President, the White House, and the Department of Defense.’ (p.11, 12).

Important document for understanding what the forthcoming battle within the Obama administration will be about!

5. 05 ‘Good and bad nuclear weapons. Berlin’s part in shaping nuclear reality’

by Michael Rühle

Körber paper no 3, April 2009

http://www.koerber-stiftung.de/fileadmin/user_upload/internationale_politik/pdf/Koerber_Policy_Paper_No_3.pdf 

Lengthy paper (55 p.) by German NATO official. During the Cold War, nuclear risks were high but manageable. The ‘second nuclear age’ (proliferation, fundamentalism, renaissance of civilian nuclear energy) follows different rules. Nuclear abolition is unattainable. Germany needs to move beyond vague disarmament declarations and develop a new security policy that is not determined by denial of nuclear reality. (Note LH: so far, I have only read summary and conclusions). Rühle is Deputy Director of Policy Planning in the Private Office of the Secretary General of NATO.
5.06. ‘US Nuclear Deterrence in the 21st Century. Getting It Right’
A White Paper by ‘The New Deterrent Working Group’, with foreword by R. James Woolsey.

http://www.centerforsecuritypolicy.org/upload/wysiwyg/center%20publication%20pdfs/NDWG-%20Getting%20It%20Right.pdf 

A 68 p. report by an informal group of defense and arms control experts, who warn against Obama’s policy, argue in favor of a credible nuclear deterrent, and see the danger of de facto Russian strategic superiority if current negotiations ignore the thousands of Russian TNW’s. Argues in favor of extended deterrence, modernization, keeping alert status, etc., and opposes CTBT ratification. For a critical comment by Ivan Oelbrich, see

http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/2009/07/1518.php
5. 07 ‘An Open Letter to the Obama Administration from Central and Eastern Europe’

by Valdas Adamkus, Martin Butora, Emil Constantinescu, Pavol Demes, Lubos Dobrovsky, Matyas Eorsi, Istvan Gyarmati, Vaclav Havel, Rastislav Kacer, Sandra Kalniete, Karel Schwarzenberg, Michal Kovac, Ivan Krastev, Alexander Kwasniewski, Mart Laar, Kadri Liik, Janos Martonyi. Janusz Onyszkiewicz, Adam Rotfeld, Vaira Vike-Freiberga, Alexandr Vondra, Lech Walesa. 

Gazeta Wyborcza, 15 July 2009

http://wyborcza.pl/1,75477,6825987,An_Open_Letter_to_the_Obama_Administration_from_Central.html
Not a single word about nuclear weapons, so is this a voice of dissent? It certainly is an expression of deep concern about the security of Central and Eastern Europe, by a large group of former dissidents and (after 1989) leading politicians. Many have played a key role in the peaceful revolution that in 1989 ended the Cold War and therefore have made it possible that we can have this new debate about nuclear weapons! I have included this lengthy letter, precisely because it does not mention nuclear weapons or non-proliferation. It is important to read this to better understand the objections to Obama’s policy (probably including ‘zero’ nuclear weapons) by some C. and E. European member states of NATO and the EU. (Still, two Polish signatories have also endorsed Obama’s ‘zero’, see par. 1.15).

5. 07 (Other examples to be added. Suggestions are welcome)

In some respects, the Final Report of the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States, released on 6 May 2009, can also be seen as a voice of dissent, see par. 6.05 

6.
INFORMATION ABOUT CURRENT MODERNIZATION PLANS AND FUTURE POLICY PROPOSALS: NUCLEAR POLICY AT A CROSSROADS

Many European politicians are not aware that US and Russian nuclear policy is really at a crossroads, perhaps like never before. The US and Russia have not tested nuclear weapons since 1992, that is: no tests since 17 years. They have not modernized their warheads for more than 20 years. Most of their newest warheads are more than 20 years old and the designs are even older. (The last US warhead was produced in 1991, see this helpful official survey: http://www.acq.osd.mil/ncbdp/nm/USNuclearDeterrence.html ). 

In the US, those responsible for them worry that that aging warheads may raise questions about confidence in their reliability (‘do they still work?’). Moreover, they want to increase their safety (maintenance, storage, transport) and security (unauthorized use, accidents), also because current stockpiles are not designed to address the risks of terrorism. 

One proposal is to have the W76 (strategic) warhead replaced by a warhead that is based on the same design but contains safer materials and is more secure. This program is called the RRW program: Reliability Replacement Warhead. The ‘Life Extension Program’ of the W76 that was approved in 2000 has been further extended but is considered no longer sufficient. However, the RRW program has not found support in Congress and has been cancelled, at least in its current form. Alternatives are likely to be discussed soon.

What is called ‘stockpile management’ now includes three options: ‘refurbish’ (rebuilding warhead nuclear components as close to the original as possible), ‘reuse’ (combining the best nuclear components of different warheads and remanufacturing some parts), and ‘replace’ (manufacturing new nuclear components similar to those previously tested).

Of the B61 warhead, the tactical versions are the free fall bombs for NATO’s current nuclear strike missions. Plans (not yet funded) seem to be to replace all B61 warheads (probably both strategic and tactical) by a single new one. In the context of NATO this would be the new warhead for the new dual capable F35 Joint Strike Fighter. Please note in the forthcoming debates the terminological differences (or similarity?) between terms like replacing, upgrading and (politically most sensitive) modernization.

	Comment: a possible deal?

Assuming agreement about a START Follow-on Treaty by the end of this year, one possible deal in the USA in 2009/2010/2011, suggested by several observers, could be the following: 

· ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty

· green light for a kind of warhead modernization program in a more limited form than RRW and with another name.

A trade-off between CTBT ratification and a RRW-like modernization could be possible, because already the RRW wouldn’t require testing (only in computer simulations), whereas really new designs of warheads would not be considered reliable without testing. 

It is important to note that the two op-ed pieces by Kissinger c.s. do not address modernization plans or proposals. The same is true for many other pleas for ‘zero’. 

After Obama’s speech in Prague on 5 April 2009 (see below, par. 7) it seems clear that currently the new administration is not linking drastic disarmament policy to (modest) modernization plans. But this might change, for the sake of a political deal and a ‘safe and secure deterrent’.




6.01. ‘Nuclear Weapons in the Coming Decade’

by Thomas D’Agostino (responsible for nuclear weapons programs in the US Dept. of Energy).

Presentation at Council on Christian Approaches to Defense and Disarmament, Washington, D.C., September 20, 2008

http://nnsa.energy.gov/news/2140.htm 

Analysis of policies regarding US nuclear stockpile, cooperation with Russia (including the USA buying Russian weapons-grade materials for use in civilian US nuclear reactors), dismantling warheads, and non-proliferation efforts. Warning for aging warheads and plea for replacement program (RRW). For a testimony to Congress on July 17, 2008, by D’Agostino about ‘Complex Transformation’ (often seen as: modernizing facilities), see

http://nnsa.energy.gov/news/2074.htm 

6.02. ‘National Security and Nuclear Weapons in the 21st Century’ 

Policy paper, by Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates and Energy Secretary Samuel W. Bodman. September 2008.

http://www.defenselink.mil/news/nuclearweaponspolicy.pdf 

Lengthy paper about the need to maintain a credible nuclear deterrent and therefore to support the RRW program. The paper argues that the RRW concept is fully consistent with US NPT commitments. Of course, this is still the Bush administration, but it indicates that Gates will be at odds with an Obama policy of not modernizing. See also article in Time Magazine of January 26, 2009: http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,1873887,00.html 

Veteran Washington Post journalist Walter Pincus has analyzed this paper in an article on October 6, 2008:

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/10/05/AR2008100502415.html 

6.03. Gates: ‘Nuclear Weapons and Deterrence in the 21st Century’

Summary of speech at Carnegie Endowment, October 28, 2008.

http://www.carnegieendowment.org/events/?fa=eventDetail&id=1202&prog=zgp&proj=zted 

This speech, following the line of the September 2008 policy paper, spells out the trade-off between CTBT and RRW suggested above. Please note that Gates uses the word modernization. At some point the US will no longer be able to extend the shelf life of current weapons and will either have to test the stockpile or modernize it, he said according to the summary. For the full event report, incl. Gates’ speech, see 

http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/1028_transcrip_gates_checked.pdf 

6.04. Two reports by Secretary of Defense Task Force on DOD Nuclear Weapons Management

headed by James Schlesinger.

The Phase I report is dated September 12, 2008. The Phase II report is dated December 18, 2008.

http://www.defenselink.mil/pubs/phase_i_report_sept_10.pdf 

http://www.cdi.org/pdfs/PhaseIIReport.pdf  (see also par. 5.04)
These two quite lengthy reports are a heritage from the Bush administration. The Task Force was appointed on June 12, 2008. Both reports note with regard to nuclear weapons: “… loss of attention and focus, downgrading, dilution, and dispersal of officers and personnel. This reflected a failure to appreciate the larger role of deterrence—as opposed to war fighting capability.” As said in par. 5.04, in making its own review of nuclear policy, the Obama administration cannot ignore the work of this Task Force, if only because it was appointed by Defense Secretary Gates.

(Note LH: I haven’t read the full reports yet, but they clearly argue in favor of maintaining a credible nuclear deterrent for the foreseeable future, - which is not necessarily contradicting the new Obama policy, but they may press for more modernization and a larger deterrent than Obama wants. The NATO part of the Phase II report is hawkish).

6.05. ‘America’ s Strategic Posture’ 

The Final Report of the Congressional Commission On The Strategic Posture Of The United States. Chaired by William J. Perry (James R. Schlesinger vice-chairman). May 6, 2009.

http://www.usip.org/strategic_posture/final.html  

This is the final version of the much-anticipated bipartisan report (144 p.). I still need to read the full report, but at a first glance three things are striking. a) The report de facto questions the new policy of the Obama administration by its emphasis on reaffirming nuclear deterrence. b) The arguments for extended deterrence and nuclear sharing in NATO are the same as has been the case for decades and allies are even held responsible for the US retaining “numbers and types of nuclear weapons that it might not otherwise deem essential to its own defense.” And c) the commission is divided about CTBT ratification but jointly formulates recommendations that will be very difficult to comply with and therefore will impede rapid progress in its ratification.

There is a reference to 'four senior statesmen' who want zero (p. 125). However, also when the new administration accepts their proposals as a long-term goal, steps can be taken that are consistent with this goal and at the same time are consistent with "maintaining and even increasing our security". For a critical analysis, see this article by Hans M. Kristensen and Ivan Oelrich: http://www.armscontrol.org/print/3682 

6.06. For a more technical article about the ‘Life Extension Program’ and RRW, see

http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/2007/08/us_tripples_submarine_warhead.php/print 

6.07. For conventional alternatives already now replacing nuclear options in US military policy, see

http://www.cdi.org/pdfs/DM_NovDec08.pdf 

6.08. On the financial restraints in the current financial crisis for modernization plans

Several reports estimate the annual costs of nuclear weapons in the USA at $52 billion. 

http://carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22601&prog=zgp&proj=znpp and http://rawstory.com/news/2008/Revealed_US_spends_more_than_52_0112.html 

6.09. On a connection with the British Trident modernization program

The official December 2006 UK government White Paper on the Trident modernization:

http://www.mod.uk/NR/rdonlyres/AC00DD79-76D6-4FE3-91A1-6A56B03C092F/0/DefenceWhitePaper2006_Cm6994.pdf 

The UK Trident modernization program is relevant for the debate about the RRW program (or its alternative) because the British missiles seem to carry a warhead that is almost identical to the W76. The decision about the new warhead is supposed to be taken by the next UK government. (Note LH: it is unlikely that in the 2020’s these brand new submarines will be equipped with a nuclear warhead whose design is almost 50 years old).

(More information to be added later on British, French and Chinese modernization programs).

6.10. Russian modernization plans

In March 2009, Russian President Medvedev announced modernization of Russia’s strategic nuclear forces, but the focus seemed to be on delivery systems and readiness. See

http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/europe/article5923560.ece 

In May 2009, a document called ‘Russia’s National Security Until 2020’ was published. Predictably, it identifies missile defense in Europe, weapons in space, and long range missiles with non-nuclear warheads as new threats, but the summaries I could find give no information about specific modernization plans. See

http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/may/13/russia-security-strategy-energy-warning/print and

http://www.kas.de/wf/doc/kas_17407-544-2-30.pdf
In September 2009, after Obama had cancelled deployment of missile shield elements in Poland and the Czech Republic, Russia dropped a plan to deploy short-range missiles in the Russian enclave Kaliningrad. See http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=20670001&sid=aWoYzU6L0JeY 

(More information on Russian modernization plans to be added later, suggestions welcome).

7.
THE CURRENT AND FUTURE POLITICAL AGENDA, incl. Obama’s speech on April 5, 2009 in Prague and the disappointing European responses. 

	The political agenda in 2009 and 2010 will be strongly dominated by the following calendar.

a. On December 5, 2009, the current START treaty expires. 

The SORT treaty to reduce to 1700 a 2200 strategic warheads before 31 December 2012 has no verification regime of its own. Therefore, before 5 December 2009 a new START treaty or verification regime must be agreed between the USA and Russia or the existing START treaty must be extended. Current talks include further reductions.

b. In the spring of 2010 the next NPT review conference takes place (3-28 May, New York). 

To make the NPT regime survive, the following measures are of critical importance, which require US and Russian decisions:

· A successor of the expiring START treaty by the end of 2009.

· Serious steps on further reductions by the US and Russia, including tactical nuclear weapons (preferably, unilateral steps reducing and abolishing TNW’s).

· Visible progress in the negotiations on a Fissile Material (Cut-Off) Treaty.

· Visible progress toward US Senate assent to CTBT ratification.

The so called PrepCom of the NPT review conference took place from 4-15 May 2009 in New York and was considered a success, certainly due to the new dynamics that President Obama has brought into the nuclear debate (see below).

The European Union will need to agree about a new Common Position for the NPT review in 2010 (in the second half of 2009 the EU presidency is held by Sweden, in the first half of 2010 it will be held by Spain). 

c. NATO has started reviewing its Strategic Concept: to be adopted at summit in Lisbon in December 2010 or January 2011 (or even later). 
Of course, nuclear policy will be included in the review. Member states are quite divided, see par. 8.04.

d. Some other factors to be considered: 

· The Obama administration will need some time to make a nuclear policy review of its own, scheduled for early 2010 (probably). Defense Secretary Gates has argued that the confidence in the reliability of the US nuclear weapon stockpile requires either new testing or modernization. 

· The US missile shield has been complicating relations with Russia and is, after it has been cancelled by the Obama administration (mid-September 2009), now causing strains within NATO, esp. with some C. and E. European member states.

· A recurring theme is the Russian concern about the US ‘equipping strategic offensive weapons with non-nuclear warheads’ (Medvedev, 20 June 2009, see par. 7.06).

· There will be urgent financial restraints due to the international financial crisis.

· Peace movements in Europe are organizing pressure for discussing NATO’s nuclear strategy, ending nuclear sharing in NATO and removing the remaining US tactical nuclear weapons from Europe, and urging Russia to get rid of its tactical nuclear weapons.

· The British and French nuclear weapons will need to be part of the new debate. 




The following sources are important.

7.01. The Obama/Medvedev statement

April 1, 2009 in London.

http://www.cbsnews.com/blogs/2009/04/01/politics/politicalhotsheet/entry4909175.shtml 

This is the full text. The meeting took place in the context of the G-20 summit on 1-2 April 2009 in London. A key quote: “As leaders of the two largest nuclear weapons states, we agreed to work together to fulfill our obligations under Article VI of the Treaty on Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) and demonstrate leadership in reducing the number of nuclear weapons in the world. We committed our two countries to achieving a nuclear free world (…).” 

This recognition of their obligations under Art. VI of the NPT is remarkable. The statement announced a new START treaty before December 5, 2009, including reductions that are lower than in the 2002 SORT treaty. 

A summary on the White House website: 

http://www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/Joint-Statement-by-Dmitriy-A-Medvedev-and-Barack-Obama/ 

An earlier report in the London Times of 4 February spoke of reductions to 1000 warheads: http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/us_and_americas/article5654836.ece 

For an even earlier announcement of the meeting, see
http://www.cbsnews.com/blogs/2009/01/27/politics/politicalhotsheet/entry4756313.shtml. This article contained the full text of a White House press release on January 27, 2009, indicating that Obama had put nuclear weapons on the agenda.

7.02. The NATO Declaration on Alliance Security 

April 4, 2009, Strasbourg/Kehl 

http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/news_52838.htm 

A very disappointing text, produced by the NATO summit on the occasion of NATO’s 60th anniversary. No recognition of the new dynamics. There is, however, a reference to promoting nuclear and conventional disarmament. By some governments this is considered an important step forward because it opens new doors in NATO. But the text about NATO’s nuclear task is business as usual. The key quote: “Article 5 of the Washington Treaty and collective defense, based on the indivisibility of Allied security, are, and will remain, the cornerstone of our Alliance. Deterrence, based on an appropriate mix of nuclear and conventional capabilities, remains a core element of our overall strategy. NATO will continue to play its part in reinforcing arms control and promoting nuclear and conventional disarmament in accordance with the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, as well as non-proliferation efforts.” (Italics mine, LH). For the more detailed statement of the same summit about arms control and non-proliferation, see par. 55 and 56 of 

http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/news_52837.htm?mode=pressrelease 

7.03. The speech in Prague in which President Obama announced his plans for a world free of nuclear weapons 

Prague, 5 April 2009 

http://www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/Remarks-By-President-Barack-Obama-In-Prague-As-Delivered/ 

This is Obama’s seminal speech as delivered, including responses by the audience. Obama mentioned the following measures: a new START treaty by the end of 2009, seeking CTBT ratification, a cut-off treaty, a new framework for civil nuclear cooperation, an effort to secure all vulnerable nuclear material around the world within four years, and a Global Summit on Nuclear Security. He did not mention getting nuclear weapons off hair-trigger alert, although he has done so previously. His speech included this sentence: “Make no mistake: As long as these weapons exist, the United States will maintain a safe, secure and effective arsenal to deter any adversary, and guarantee that defense to our allies (..).”

7.04. The joint US-EU press statement after the Prague summit of EU heads of State and Government with the US President

Prague, 5 April 2009 

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/er/107130.pdf 

Puzzling or just shameful? This is the joint EU and US statement after Obama’s speech and it contains nothing about Obama’s nuclear-free world vision. There was also nothing to be found on the European Council website, even nothing in a Solana statement on the same day criticizing the North Korean missile test earlier on the same morning! There was nothing on Solana’s website until June 22, when he finally gave a speech in which he endorsed Obama’s vision, see http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/discours/108681.pdf. 

No other endorsement has come since. For recent EU statements, see par. 8. Europe is very, very slow, - if not simply reluctant. 

7.05. “Non-proliferation and the future of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT)”

A resolution by the European Parliament adopted in Strasbourg, April 24, 2009.

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&reference=P6-TA-2009-0333&language=EN 

This resolution was prepared by the Greens fraction but watered down by opponents. Although through an amendment eventually a brief reference to the Model Nuclear Weapons Convention was reintroduced, the earlier wording about a dialogue with the US about the creation of a nuclear weapon free world was deleted. (The sentence now speaks of reductions only). For a press release by the Greens, who in the end voted against, see 

http://www.greens-efa.org/cms/pressreleases/dok/281/281064.nuclear_disarmament@en.htm 

7.06. Declaration by President Medvedev on new treaty replacing START

The Hague, 20 June 2009

http://www.kremlin.ru/eng/speeches/2009/06/20/1727_218184.shtml 

Statement emphasizing commitment to further reductions beyond SORT, but also mentioning ‘serious problems’: US missile defense plans, strategic offensive weapons with non-nuclear warheads, and deployment of strategic offensive weapons exclusively on national territory.

Ten days earlier, in a Q&A session with German media, Prime Minister Putin supported the idea of a future without nuclear weapons. See http://www.premier.gov.ru/eng/events/3039.html 

7.07. Joint Understanding for the START Follow-on Treaty
Moscow, 6 July 2009

http://www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/FACT-SHEET-The-Joint-Understanding-for-the-START-Follow-on-Treaty/
This is the statement after the meeting between Medvedev and Obama in Moscow. There is also a far longer joint statement about cooperation in preventing proliferation and nuclear terrorism: http://www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/Joint-Statement-by-President-Barack-Obama-of-the-United-States-of-America-and-President-Dmitry-Medvedev-of-the-Russian-Federation-on-Nuclear-Cooperation/ 

7.08. About progress in START Follow-on talks as discussed on 23 September 2009 by Obama and Medvedev

New York, 23 September 2009

http://www.america.gov/st/texttrans-english/2009/September/20090923190130ihecuor0.3656994.html 

This is the transcript of the remarks by the two Presidents after their meeting on 23 September 2009. Obama: “(…) both of us are confident that we can meet our self-imposed deadline to get an agreement that substantially reduces our nuclear missiles and launchers by the end of the year.” Medvedev: “Indeed, we discussed new START treaty. (…) The teams that were tasked to work on this matter work very successfully, we're satisfied with the work. We believe that they will be able to stick to the time schedule and that in due time we will have every (inaudible)”.
 (New developments in the START Follow-on talks will not be covered here, except for key documents). 

There are many newsletters about current and new developments. A quite detailed one is the Nuclear Calendar published weekly by the (US) Friends Committee on National Legislation (FCNL), edited by David Culb: http://www.fcnl.org/nuclear/ 

8.
NPT developments, the UN, the role of EU and NATO, and tactical nuclear weapons in Europe

This last part of the fact sheet still is more fragmentary than the preceding paragraphs. In a next version it will be reorganized. On tactical nuclear weapons in Europe I would like to receive information on recent statements by officials, especially in the context of NATO’s debate about reviewing its Strategic Concept.

8.01. On the NPT Review Conference in 2010 and the PrepCom of 4-15 May 2009 in New York

http://www.un.org:80/disarmament/WMD/Nuclear/NPT2010Prepcom/PrepCom2009/ 

This is the official NPT website. The PrepCom meeting in May was a success, mainly thanks to the new Obama approach. Expectations for the May 2010 review conference of the NPT are optimistic. Still, it was striking that the joint EU statements lacked an explicit endorsement of Obama’s new policy goal of a world free of nuclear weapons. Where such a goal was mentioned, it was only as an affirmation of Art. VI of the NPT (see par. 8.06 for a general comment on the EU). However, some individual member states went further in their own statements. Also the Working Paper of seven NATO member states under the leadership of Norway was stronger than the similar paper of 5 years ago. As noted in par. 7, the EU will need to formulate a new Common Position for the 2010 review conference, which will be a new opportunity for seriously responding to the new dynamics in the nuclear debate.

In following and commenting such meetings, an outstanding job is done by ’Reaching Critical Will’, a project of the Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom (WILPF). For their daily reports and assessments during the PrepCom and also for all documents, see: http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/legal/npt/nptindex1.html 

Links to the previous PrepCom meetings 2007 and 2008 are:

http://www.un.org/NPT2010/ and http://www.un.org/News/Press/docs/2008/dc3111.doc.htm 

8.02. On the UN Security Council resolution 1887, 24 September 2009

Very important for its symbolic value, with President Obama presiding the Security Council, his clear call for a nuclear weapons free world, the presence of Kissinger, c.s., etc. The meeting has certainly put the nuclear weapons issue firmly on the international agenda. However, the text of the resolution itself is disappointing. It contains no new obligations for the nuclear weapon states, and the emphasis is on the dangers of proliferation and the need for a stricter non-proliferation regime, - an approach that doesn’t address the criticism of the NPT still being discriminatory. 

For the (excellent) speech by Obama, see http://www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/Remarks-By-The-President-At-the-UN-Security-Council-Summit-On-Nuclear-Non-Proliferation-And-Nuclear-Disarmament/
For a summery of the meeting, including the text of resolution 1887 (2009), see http://www.un.org/News/Press/docs/2009/sc9746.doc.htm .

The text itself (as official document) can be found here: http://daccessdds.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N09/523/74/PDF/N0952374.pdf?OpenElement .

For a critical analysis by ‘Reaching Critical Will’, also of the statements by other political leaders (Sarkozy emphasizing reductions and basically calling Obama’s zero a dream), see http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/political/SC/2009Summit/report.html . Their website is also a good source for following other UN events, such as the First Committee. See http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/ .

8.03. On the negotiations in the CD in Geneva

The Conference on Disarmament in Geneva has also been revived as a result of the new Obama policy. For the negotiations about a Fissile Materials Cut-off Treaty (FMCT) and other issues, see the website of the CD:

http://www.unog.ch/80256EE600585943/(httpHomepages)/6A03113D1857348E80256F04006755F6 
Two peace movement related websites following arms control negotiations developments:

http://www.fcnl.org/nuclear/ and (again) http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/political/cd/cdindex.html 

8.04. On the NATO summit in late 2010 (or early 2011) and the review of NATO’s Strategic Concept

http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/index.htm 

http://www.nato.int/strategic-concept/index.html
The first site is NATO’s home page, the second one is about the review of NATO’s Strategic Concept. IKV Pax Christi plans to make a special fact sheet on developments with regard to nuclear sharing in NATO member states. For the tactical nuclear weapons issue in the context of NATO reviewing its strategic concept, see below, par 8.07 (which is still a provisional special section of this current fact sheet). Rasmussen has promised that the process will be open and transparent, and that also NGO’s can be engaged.

The nuclear weapons issue is likely to very divisive, see par. 8.07. E.g, look at how Rasmussen congratulated Obama after his Nobel Peace Prize (9 October 2009): he only referred to the first sentence of the statement about why the prize was awarded (about strengthening diplomacy), the second one (about a nuclear free world) was fully ignored. See http://www.nato.int/cps/en/SID-93D92BA4-B3447481/natolive/news_57934.htm?mode=pressrelease . (The same was true for the EU).

For an extensive survey of NATO’s policy anti-proliferation policy (also with regard to other weapons of mass destruction), see

http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/official_texts_57218.htm 

A quote: ‘…the fundamental purpose of the nuclear forces of the Allies is political: to preserve peace and prevent coercion and any kind of war. NATO’s nuclear forces are maintained at the minimum level sufficient to preserve peace and stability.’ So, NATO’s nuclear weapons are not part of the problem but part of the solution. It is interesting to note that ‘arms control, disarmament and non-proliferation’ are seen as self-evident tasks of NATO, despite the conflict about this political role of NATO at the Strasbourg/Kehl summit (see par. 7.02).
8.05. On the missile shield

Too many articles to list. One is noteworthy to recall: before ratifying the Lisbon Treaty, the Czech Republic made a peculiar link between new US policy and EU policy:

http://www.euractiv.com/en/future-eu/obama-missile-stance-blocks-czech-lisbon-ratification/article-178994 
An article about responses by C. and E. European allies to Obama’s September 2009 decision to drop the Bush administration’s plans:

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB125317801774419047.html#printMode 

8.06. On the EU

See above (par 7.04) for the non-response of the EU to the new Obama policy as spelled out in April, and see par. 8.01 for the meager EU statements at the NPT PrepCom in May. Even more striking was that until 22 June 2009 nothing new could be found on Solana’s website since his speech in December 2008. This is Solana’s homepage:

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/App/Solana/default.aspx?lang=EN&cmsid=246 

And this is the link to the speech:

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/EN/discours/108681.pdf 

For the meager response of the European Parliament, see par. 7.05.

	Comment: European Union, still a house divided 

It is a shame that so far, except for this Solana speech on 22 June 2009, on no occasion the EU has expressed explicit support for Obama’s new ‘zero’ policy. Sometimes, civil servants and politicians don’t want to acknowledge this, but this is what happens:

- When EU statements support a world without nuclear weapons, they only refer to Art VI of the NPT of 1968, so nothing new.

- When EU statements support Obama’s policy, they only speak about reductions, never zero. And of course about the new public debate, the new climate, etc.

Even in the first statement on nuclear weapons by the new Swedish EU presidency (Swedish foreign minister Carl Bildt, 24 September 2009) no support was expressed. See http://www.se2009.eu/en/2.543/2.578/2.674/2.698/1.16505 

Main objectors seem to be France and some C. and E. European member states.

A good (or bad) recent illustration is how Solana congratulated Obama after his Nobel Peace Prize (9 October 2009): just like NATO S.G Rasmussen he only referred to the first sentence of the statement about why the prize was awarded (about strengthening diplomacy), the second sentence (about a nuclear free world) was fully ignored. See http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/declarations/110476.pdf 
But keep in mind that the EU needs to come with a new Common Position for the NPT review conference in May 2010. The Swedish presidency is likely to take the initiative, the Spanish presidency (as of 1 January 2010) must complete it. The website of the Swedish presidency is http://www.se2009.eu/ .




For the ‘European Strategy against the proliferation of WMD’, see

http://www.consilium.europa.eu/showPage.aspx?id=1125&lang=en 

8.07. On tactical nuclear weapons in Europe and the future of nuclear sharing 

In the following 8 points I am simply raising some issues without providing many links, although much has been written on TNW’s in Europe, also recently.

8.07.1. German Foreign Minister Steinmeier on removing TNW’s and a new Belgian initiative
Der Spiegel, 10 April 2009

http://www.thelocal.de/national/20090410-18569.html .German source:

http://www.spiegel.de/politik/deutschland/0,1518,druck-618398,00.html
In April 2009, Obama’s call for a nuclear-free world was met with a positive response by German Foreign Minister Walter Steinmeier, who called for removing the remaining (‘militarily obsolete’) US nuclear tactical nuclear weapons from Germany. However, German chancellor Angela Merkel countered by saying that Germany wants to keep nuclear weapons on its soil as a guarantee to be taken seriously as a discussion partner. After the elections in September, Steinmeier will be out of office, but his likely successor Guido Westerwelle (Free Democrats) has repeatedly taken the same position, also immediately after the elections. (Only Dutch source: http://www.refdag.nl/artikel/1435262/FDP+wil+praten+over+verwijdering+kernwapens.html )

On 21 September 2009 a group of Belgian MP’s has asked for withdrawing TNW’s from Belgium. (Dutch source:)

http://www.standaard.be/Artikel/Detail.aspx?artikelId=DMF20090922_013&subsection=3 

The letter they wrote to the US House of Representatives, also expressing concern about modernization of B61 bombs, can be found here:

http://www.s-p-a.be/common/showdocument.asp?iID=4834 

8.07.2 US openness to withdrawing TNW’s from Europe?
It is not easy to find official texts indicating that the US itself might also be willing to withdraw also its last remaining ca. 200 tactical nuclear weapons from Europe (all of them B-61 free fall bombs). However, the report of the US Secretary of Defense Task Force, mentioned in par. 6.05, complains that even a US general at SHAPE argued that ‘NATO's nuclear deterrent should be provided by weapons outside of Europe’. The report adds: ‘Such attitudes may help explain the emerging concerns among Allies about the commitment of the United States to NATO.’ (See http://www.defenselink.mil/pubs/pdfs/PhaseIIReportFinal.pdf , p. 16).

For an interesting plea for withdrawing US TNW’s by E. Wayne Merry, a former State Department and Pentagon official, now working for the American Foreign Policy Council, see 

http://www.opendemocracy.net/article/openrussia/rid-europe-of-tac-nukes . In this article he does not advocate negotiations but links removal to the NPT Review in May 2010. 

Some observers think that the US is waiting for signals from Europe, whereas Europe (at least some countries with these bombs on their soil) is waiting for signals from the US. A recent study by the US Atlantic Council on the future of NATO (January 2009) argues that it is unlikely that the US would object if the initiative for withdrawal should come from Europe. See http://www.acus.org/publication/alliance-reborn-atlantic-compact-21st-century .

A recent signal came from newly appointed State Department official Robert Einhorn, who late July 2009 said at a STRATCOM symposium that the US should consider withdrawing some or all of its TNW’s from Europe, to encourage Russia to limit and consolidate its large numbers of TNW’s, in order reduce the risks from TNW’s falling into terrorist hands. See 

http://gsn.nti.org/siteservices/print_friendly.php?ID=nw_20090805_4929 .

However, it is also clear that strong forces in the US (and in NATO) are in favor of keeping forward deployed nuclear weapons in Europe, see several of the sources in par. 5 and 6.

8.07.3 The internal NATO debate

A helpful survey of the tension between those advocating NATO’s military role and those wanting a more political role, incl. in arms control, is this article by German expert Oliver Meier: http://www.armscontrol.org/print/3593 . It also deals with different views in NATO on nuclear sharing. As said above, views within the US administration also differ. It may become a big issue in the revision of NATO’s Strategic Concept between now and late 2010.

8.07.4 Both sides waiting for each other?
The problem of both sides waiting for each other (see 8.07.2) was raised in a different context by former NATO official Simon Lunn at a conference of the Netherlands Atlantic Association and the Atlantic Treaty Association, 27 and 28 May 2009 in The Hague. Europe wants to know more about the new Obama policy before voicing new ideas of its own, and the Obama administration wants to hear European views before making its own nuclear posture review. (Lunn’s speech will be published later).

Dutch former Prime Minister Ruud Lubbers (see above, at the end of par. 3) has argued in April 2009 that the EU (Solana) should take an initiative to end the situation of both NATO allies and the US considering it impolite to table the issue of ending the role of nuclear weapons in non-nuclear weapon states in Europe. See

http://www.clingendael.nl/publications/2009/20090400_ciep_briefing_lubbers.pdf 

8.07.5. On recent withdrawals
The ca. 200 B-61 free fall bombs are located on US air force bases in Italy and Turkey and on national air force bases in Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands and Italy. US nuclear weapons are reported to have been silently withdrawn from Greece in 2001, from the German base Ramstein in 2007 and from the British base Lakenheath in 2008, see: http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/2007/07/united_states_removes_nuclear.php  and

http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/2008/06/us-nuclear-weapons-withdrawn-from-the-united-kingdom.php . (FAS Security Blogs by Hans M. Kristensen provide indispensable information on such developments. FAS is the Federation of American Scientists. It was formed by scientists some of whom had worked on the Manhattan Project to develop the world’s first nuclear weapons). Kristensen’s substantive report U.S Nuclear Weapons in Europe (2005) can be found here: http://www.nukestrat.com/pubs/EuroBombs.pdf 
A Pugwash report (from an international workshop in Antwerp, 21-23 November 2008) on further reducing and eventually eliminating TNW’s in Europe: www.pugwash.org/reports/nw/time_for_disarmament.htm . 

8.07.6. On F-16 and Tornado replacement:

The future of tactical nuclear weapons in Europe is also related to the current political debate about replacing aging F-16’s and Tornados, some of which are now dual capable for nuclear missions. Among the candidate successors only the (US) F-35 Joint Strike Fighter will be made dual capable (a number of them). Germany has decided in favor of the Eurofighter, which creates the impression that it has de facto decided to end Germany’s nuclear role. But it says that a formal decision about a dual capable successor can be postponed by extending the lifetime of dual capable Tornados beyond 2020. At air force base Büchel, replacement of Tornado’s by Eurofighters will take place sometime between 2012 and 2015. For a report on the German debate by Oliver Meier (January 2008), see http://www.frstrategie.org/barreFRS/publications/rd/RD_20080129.pdf 

If indeed only the JSF will be made dual capable, this also implies that the Netherlands has no free choice between the Saab Gripen and the JSF as candidate successors of the F-16, unless nuclear sharing is ended. In April 2009, the Dutch coalition government barely survived a heated political debate about this extremely expensive modernization program, but the future of nuclear sharing did not play a role.

On the (lack of) progress in giving the JSF a nuclear strike capability:

http://groups.google.com/group/rec.aviation.military/browse_thread/thread/3f4b110ab5470a8c . 
8.07.7. On modernization of the B61 free fall bomb:

There is still little debate about the fact that retaining TNW’s in Europe involves modernizing them. The current B61 free fall bombs are too old-fashioned for the nuclear task envisaged for the F35. They are also considered unsafe. But modernization plans have run into opposition in the US Congress, see a worried article in the AirForceTimes of 16 August 2009, warning that the US may be ‘quite possible unable to meet its NATO commitments beyond 2017’: http://www.airforcetimes.com/news/2009/08/airforce_stockpile_081209w/ 

A more lengthy analysis of the conflict, dated 3 September 2009:

http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2009/sep/03/inside-the-ring-23008574/ . This article says: ‘Briefing slides from Strategic Command show that the B61 upgrade would increase reliability by improving arming, fuzing and firing. They also show that the parachute in the bomb's tail would be eliminated to provide "safe separation from the aircraft" while creating space for more reliability, safety and security features.’ The article contains a link to these slides, but it no longer works. One of the slides warned about ‘warheads acting as chemistry experiments as they age.’
(Note LH: it strikes me that none of the articles I have seen about modernizing the nuclear deterrent in Europe refer to what modernization would mean for public opinion in Europe, and therefore for public support of NATO. Have protests in the past been forgotten?). 
8.07.8. About Russian tactical nuclear weapons:

Final point: What is today the difference between ‘strategic’ and ‘tactical’ anyhow, when we are no longer talking about Europe as the ‘theater’ of a (limited) nuclear war? Isn’t the difference only still temporarily useful for the (Cold War) logic of negotiations? But negotiations about what are called ‘tactical’ (or ‘substrategic’) nuclear weapons wouldn’t make sense, with ca. 200 US TNW’s in Europe and some 3.800 TNW’s still deployed by Russia (this last number is from Appendix 2 in the US Congressional report in par. 6.05). 

(Comment LH: Looking at the numbers of Russian TNW’s in various reports, it strikes me that they will soon outnumber Russian ‘strategic’ weapons, if nothing is done about them. Since negotiations, which would become very, very complicated, could be a guarantee that they will remain for a long time, unilateral reductions like the US and Russia realized in the early ‘90ies are the best solution. Also for Russia, the Cold War should be over). 

Transparency is lacking about Russian TNW’s. There is also much concern about their safety. For more information:

http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/2009/03/russia-2.php#more-1019 
For some information in the SIPRI yearbook 2008:

http://www.sipri.org/yearbook/2009/ 
Amsterdam, 12 October 2009

Laurens Hogebrink is a consultant of the Dutch peace organization IKV Pax Christi for its new campaign for a world free of nuclear weapons*. He is a former board member of IKV (Interchurch Peace Coucil) and a former director of the Dept. on Church and Society of the Netherlands Reformed Church.

* For a link to the English translation of the January 2009 report on nuclear weapons (in pdf) by the Dutch Interchurch Peace Council (IKV) and Pax Christi , see http://www.ikvpaxchristi.nl/files/Documenten/Veiligheid%20en%20Ontwapening/Nucleaire%20ontwapening/Rapport%20A%20World%20Free%20of%20Nuclear%20Weapons%20_def.pdf . (For the text of the Appeal, see p. 5 of the report).
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