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FOREWORD 

by Academician Alexander A. Dynkin, Director, Institute 

of World Economy and International Relations (IMEMO) of 

the Russian Academy of Sciences  

 

 

Esteemed participants in the conference, 

First of all I would like to thank you for answering our 

invitation to partake in the discussion of very important issues. I 

would like to extend special thanks the representatives of the 

embassies of several leading states in Moscow who, in addition to 

attending this Conference, have kindly agreed to present their 

reports on the subject. May I also thank those of our foreign 

colleagues who took the trouble to send us their contributions for 

our discussion and further publication despite the fact that they 

could not attend this event.   

This is the first of the three sessions scheduled for 2012. Our 

topic today is ―The Prospects of Engaging European Nuclear 

Weapon States in Strategic Arms Control‖. This Conference is part 

of the second round of the joint project by IMEMO RAN and the 

US Nuclear Threat Initiative (NTI) under the collective title ―The 

Prospects of Multilateralizing Nuclear Disarmament‖. As you 

remember, NTI is co-chaired by the world-renowned Ted Turner 

and Sam Nunn. 

During the first round of the project titled ―Russia and Deep 

Nuclear Disarmament‖ in 2010-2011 seven conferences were held 

(among them several international sessions), and six booklets were 

published on the key issues of arms reduction and limitation 

(available also at the IMEMO website). Currently, a multi-author 

volume summarizing the two years of studies is ready for 

publishing. 

The three successful years of our joint program with Nunn-

Turner Foundation reflect the recognition of high professional level 

of IMEMO, other affiliated institutes at the Russian Academy of 

Sciences, the strategic community and expert media of Russia. It is 
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also a sign of appreciation for the quality of research done by us in 

the previous two years. 

There are good grounds for believing that our research has 

contributed to the elaboration of the positions on the new START 

Treaty by Russia and the US, as well as to its successful conclusion 

and ratification. The same applies to the revival in a new fashion of 

the idea of a world free of nuclear weapons and to much deeper 

understanding of its prerequisites and dilemmas, as distant prospect 

as it may be. No less important is our contribution to opening a 

serious action-focused dialogue on the cooperative development of 

Russia-US/NATO missile defense. Although the dialogue has not 

been much of a success, scholars regard a lack of result as a result 

on its own terms, and we have already started to seriously examine 

the causes of this failure to find ways to overcome them.  

The US has given much consideration to our work despite the 

fact that many conclusions and proposals made by IMEMO ran 

counter to the official positions of the United States and NATO, as 

well as to the views shared by the western expert community.  

It stands to mention that our concepts have not fully coincided 

with Russia‘s official position either. Still, we will further hold on 

to the principle of utmost importance and value of independent 

scientific opinions of the IMEMO experts. We hope that it will 

eventually promote positive changes in the policy of the US and its 

allies, as well as in the policy of our home country.  

Regretfully, the Russia-US negotiations on nuclear 

disarmament have come to a deadlock. One reason is that there are 

differences on fundamental issues (primarily, on missile defense). 

Another reason is the political environment both at the domestic 

and at the foreign environments. Our hope is that this pause will not 

be long. However, we must not lose momentum – that is to say, we 

need to seek common ground even when times are tough.  

One such area of common interest is extending the list of 

states participating in nuclear disarmament – a process that cannot 

remain a bilateral affair for an unlimited time. Recall that within the 

two decades after the end of the cold war the world nuclear arsenals 

have reduced almost by an order magnitude (9 to 10 times), 

primarily due to bilateral and unilateral nuclear arms reductions by 

the United States and Russia.  
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The two great powers have officially advocated the idea of 

engaging other nuclear states in the process. Russia‘s newly-elected 

President Vladimir Putin has recently referred to this issue in his 

policy article and at the meeting with military experts in the city of 

Sarov. However, neither the two countries‘ official positions nor 

their respective expert communities have formed a deep and clear 

perception on how to achieve this goal, in particular regarding the 

following points: 

• When and in what sequence shall other states engage 

in the process? 

• Who shall hold negotiations with whom and in what 

format? 

• What will be the basis of such negotiations (parity, 

stability, quotas, retaining the existing ratios)?   

• What kinds and types of the parties‘ nuclear 

weapons shall be the subject of the negotiations? 

• What measures of verification will be applied? 

• How will the regional military and political situation, 

as well as the states‘ defense doctrines influence the process? 

• What will be the impact of the missile defense 

systems on third nations‘ attitude towards negotiations? 

• Finally, what role in this process should be assigned 

to Russia and the United States, the UN Security Council, the 

regional security organizations and alliances? 

If the time has come to tackle the issue, all the above 

questions require a scientifically based analysis and concrete 

answers, rather than general declarations. This is the objective that 

the IMEMO experts have in mind together with our colleagues from 

other research centers taking part in the second round of the joint 

IMEMO-NTI project.  

Today we will refer to the United Kingdom and France. At 

our next session scheduled for June we will talk about the People‘s 

Republic of China. The third session will most likely take place in 

October and will be devoted to Israel, India, Pakistan and the 

Democratic People‘s Republic of Korea. 

I wish the participants in the Conference an interesting and 

fruitful discussion at the hospitable forum of our Institute. 
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SUMMARY 

 

 

Up to the present moment, the idea of multilateralizing the 

bilateral Washington-Moscow process of nuclear arms reductions 

by engaging London and Paris, as well as other nuclear states, has 

not been put into practice. 

Despite the fact that both in the UK and France increased 

support has been given to the concept of a world free from nuclear 

weapons, the two countries give no official response to the 

proposals for them to join in the process of strategic arms 

limitation. 

The generally accepted reasoning is that multilateral 

agreements on nuclear weapons will not be possible until the levels 

of such weapons in Russia and the US are further reduced to 

become comparable to those of other nuclear weapons states.   

By and large, Europe‘s two nuclear powers have expressly 

supported the necessity of nuclear arms control. The initiatives 

implemented or proposed in this sphere have more often than not 

been supported. 

In view of the above, France and the United Kingdom could 

join in the process, under certain conditions, the primary of which 

being a steady and regular advance of Russia and the US along the 

route of strategic weapons reduction.   

One of the options under consideration is as follows: it shall 

be stipulated that as Moscow and Washington reduce their 

weapons, at a certain moment a multilateral agreement on nuclear 

weapons limitation shall be signed by five permanent members of 

the United Nations Security Council extending to them the 

confidence-building measures and the acceptable elements of 

control. 

In this context, it appears practicable to propose a list of 

measures to London and Paris that will enable them to join in the 

process of nuclear arms limitation and reduction in a phased manner 
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and without prejudicing their security. This booklet lists a number 

of such measures of practical nature. 

On the other hand, serious problems of the above universalist 

and linear model cannot be ignored. Nine present nuclear weapon 

states are not participating in the same ―collective‖ nuclear arms 

race possessing different places, corresponding to various force 

levels achieved up to now (as runner sportsmen at the racetrack). 

Each nuclear weapon state has its own perceived security situation 

and idea of the purpose and requirements of its nuclear forces and 

arms programs. By far not all of them are in the state of mutual 

nuclear deterrence relationship with each other, to say nothing of 

such forms of deterrence as parity or strategic stability, which have 

been the foundation of US-Russian/Soviet strategic arms control. 

The papers provided by British and French participants illustrate 

this point. 

On the basis of scrutiny of all particular cases the practical 

ways of multilateralizing nuclear arms reductions may eventually 

turn out to be much more selective and specific, spaced in time and 

varied in models of arms control – in contrast to an idea of nuclear 

states ―getting‖ on board one by one as soon as the bigger powers 

reduce their arsenals closer to the levels of the smaller ones. Some 

considerations on such particular practical cases are also presented 

by this booklet.     
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INTRODUCTION 

 

 

For more than 40 years the process of negotiated strategic 

arms reduction and limitation has been implemented by two states – 

Russia/USSR and the US. Although the issue of engaging other 

countries – primarily the UK and France – in this process has been 

raised for quite a long time, no actual progress has been made in 

that respect so far. However, this issue has been on the agenda of 

the discussions within the diplomatic, political and expert 

communities trying to outline the approaches that would potentially 

help resolve the problem. 

On the eve of the 2012 presidential elections Vladimir Putin 

expressed his views on the subject as follows: ―We (allegedly 

Russia and the US – eds.) will not disarm unilaterally. As for 

further steps in nuclear disarmament, those steps should be 

comprehensive in nature, and all nuclear powers should participate 

in the process. We cannot disarm while other nuclear powers are 

building up their arms‖1. 

This statement is indicative of the fact that – at least in Russia 

– this idea has risen to the highest political level. As a result, it may 

further translate into Moscow‘s demand and become a part of its 

official position, and at a certain point it may be a precondition for 

further nuclear arms reduction and limitation, along the way after 

the new START Treaty.  

However, until the present moment neither the experts nor 

politicians have come out with practical proposals on the issue. 

Besides, no incentives have been developed that would be attractive 

for third nuclear states in the military and political sense and that 

                                                
1 On February 24 Vladimir Putin met with experts in the city of Sarov to 

discuss global threats to national security, strengthening Russia‘s defenses and 

enhancing the combat readiness of its armed forces. One of the editors and 
authors of this booklet - Alexei Arbatov participated in this meeting. 

(http://premier.gov.ru/eng/events/news/18248/). 
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could induce them to join the dialogue on nuclear arms control 

between Moscow and Washington. 

It is hardly surprising that the official circles in the UK and 

France have once and again expressed their support of the concept 

of a nuclear-free world without specifying the way and mechanisms 

of their states‘ joining in the negotiations on nuclear disarmament.  

This publication is based on the material of the conference 

held at IMEMO RAN. It is an attempt to give an overall estimate to 

the prospects and methods of engaging the UK and France in the 

process of nuclear arms reduction currently implemented by Russia 

and the US, as well as to provide some ideas and recommendations 

on the problems and ways of making nuclear arms reduction a 

multilateral, albeit not necessarily joint, endeavor.  
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1. THE PROSPECTS OF MULTILATERAL 

AGREEMENTS ON NUCLEAR ARMS CONTROL 

By Vladimir Dvorkin 

 

 

For many years there have been repeated calls for multilateral 

agreements on nuclear arms reduction, most often following each 

START Treaty signed by Russia/USSR and the US. However, no 

further progress has been made in this respect for a whole number 

of reasons. The reason most commonly referred to is vast 

superiority of the Russian and US nuclear capabilities over those of 

all other nuclear-weapon states.  

Indeed, even when Russia and the US meet the requirements 

of the new START Treaty, each party‘s strategic nuclear forces 

alone will still have over 2,200 warheads (counting the actual 

weapons loading of heavy bombers). There are also non-strategic 

nuclear arms and forces (around 2,000 to 3,000 in Russia and 

around 500 in the US, as estimated by independent experts). 

Meanwhile, the UK has 225 nuclear warheads, France - around 300 

and China (according to SIPRI data) - up to 300 warheads. It is 

further assumed that India possesses about 80 warheads, Pakistan - 

around 90, Israel - 80 to 100 warheads, while the DPRK allegedly 

has manufactured 6 to 8 nuclear explosive devices
2
.  

The common and general rationale voiced by official 

representatives and experts of third nuclear powers has been that 

multilateral agreements on nuclear arms would only be possible 

when the levels of such weapons in Russia and the US in the course 

of further reductions become comparable to those of other nuclear-

weapon states.  

                                                
2 At this point no information is available on whether the DPRK was able 

to develop nuclear warheads for missiles or air bombs on the basis of explosive 

devices tested in 2006 and 2009. 
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Such requirements can hardly be met in the foreseeable 

future. It appears that the most that Russia and the US can do – 

provided that they open new negotiations on further reduction of 

their nuclear weapons having overcome the existing differences 

over missile defense and other obstacles – is to set the ceiling for 

strategic offensive arms at around 1,000 warheads. Meanwhile, 

there is a vast uncertainty over the prospects of the two states‘ non-

strategic nuclear arms limitation.  

Even if supposedly in the long run the levels of Russian and 

US nuclear weapons get down to the same levels as those of other 

nuclear-weapon states, the path towards multilateral verifiable 

agreements will be paved with almost insurmountable obstacles 

related to verifiable limitations of stored non-strategic and strategic 

weapons combined. The truth is that the accumulated experience in 

strategic arms control is absolutely irrelevant for nonstrategic 

nuclear weapons.  

It is very difficult to estimate the extent to which the high-

ranking officials proclaiming the necessity of multilateral nuclear 

arms reductions have sufficient understanding of the issues at hand. 

It appears that the latest of such declarations was made at a round 

table in Sarov on 24 February 2012 where Vladimir Putin, then a 

presidential candidate, said that further steps in nuclear 

disarmament ―should be comprehensive in nature, and all nuclear 

powers should participate in the process. We cannot disarm while 

other nuclear powers are building up their arms‖
3
. 

This statement sounds ambiguous, in a sense that it is difficult 

to tell the exact meaning of its parts. Indeed, what is meant by ―we 

cannot disarm…‖? Does ―we‖ stand for Russia, since it is forced to 

reduce its strategic nuclear forces due to the imbalance of 

commissioned versus decommissioned missiles, which requires  

speeding up the commissioning of new weapons? Or does it mean 

that both Russia and the US cannot sign bilateral agreements on 

further nuclear arms reductions with lower ceilings?  

                                                
3 On February 24 Vladimir Putin met with experts in the city of  Sarov to 

discuss global threats to national security, strengthening Russia‘s defenses and 
enhancing the combat readiness of its armed forces. 

(http://premier.gov.ru/eng/events/news/18248/). 
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Irrespectively of what the answers are to these and many other 

questions, IMEMO RAN in cooperation with other institutions of 

the Russian Academy of Sciences of the same profile has explored 

the ways to engage all nuclear-weapon states in the dialogue on 

nuclear arms control. In particular, the previously carried out in-

depth analysis of the nuclear-weapon states‘ doctrines and the 

classification of these doctrines
4
 may well be used to assess the 

incentives in domestic and foreign policy for the states in question 

to consider their participation in the multilateral nuclear arms 

control processes.  

The analysis has shown that all nuclear-weapon states declare 

their readiness to use nuclear weapons in response to nuclear 

attacks against them. In addition, the US and Russia (just as the UK 

and France) are ready to do so if an ally is attacked using nuclear 

weapons. 

Russia, France, India (and, most likely, Israel) would consider 

the use of nuclear weapons in response to an attack with other kinds 

of WMD (chemical, bacteriological and radiological weapons). 

Further, Russia will resort to nuclear weapons in case if an ally is 

attacked with other kinds of WMDs. 

Interestingly enough, the new US nuclear doctrine published 

in April 2010 does not provide unequivocally for the use of nuclear 

weapons in response to the use of other weapons of mass 

destruction against the US and its allies (a possible exception being 

the protection of Japan and South Korea due to their concern about 

the threat of such aggression from the DPRK).   

Russia, Pakistan (and, most likely, Israel) are ready to use 

nuclear weapons if there is a threat of their overwhelming defeat in 

a conventional war.   

The UK, France (and the US – before 2010 and as part of the 

NATO strategy) would consider the use of nuclear weapons to 

prevent the defeat of their general-purpose forces. The new US 

nuclear doctrine does not explicitly provide for the use of nuclear 

weapons in such a scenario, although it allows for a possibility of 

first use of nuclear weapons in ―a narrow range of contingencies‖.  

                                                
4 See: Modern Nuclear Doctrines. Arbatov A.G., Dvorkin V.Z., 

Oznobishchev S.K. Moscow, IMEMO RAN, 2010  
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All nuclear powers (except China and India) by default 

envision the use of nuclear weapons for a preemptive strike to 

destroy missiles and other means of delivery of WMD of the 

threshold states, specifically those violating the NPT.  

The US previously allowed for a selective use of nuclear 

weapons against terrorist facilities, as well as in other situations at 

their own discretion. However, no mention of such a possibility is 

made in US new doctrine. 

Presumably, Russia may use nuclear weapons in response to a 

conventional attack aimed against its strategic forces, missile attack 

warning systems, state administration facilities, nuclear or other 

hazardous critical facilities, as well as critical industry and 

infrastructure assets.  

At all events, the potential nuclear strikes will be aimed at 

targets situated in the territory of the adversary and its allied states, 

especially those housing the adversary‘s nuclear weapons, other 

military facilities, bases and troops. 

In light of the above, it appears that in terms of using nuclear 

weapons as a deterrent against a potential attack most nuclear 

weapon-states could agree to multilateral nuclear arms limitation 

and control, since the nuclear weapons possessed by these states 

would be sufficient for the purposes of deterrence. (This assumption 

is based on the estimates of independent experts due to the fact that 

the nuclear weapon programmes are kept in secret by officials of 

China and other nuclear-weapons states, besides the NPT nuclear 

powers.)  

However, the picture is different if the consideration is given 

to the reliance of certain nuclear-weapons states on a first 

(preemptive) use of nuclear arms. 

Unlike the deterrence posture which implies a nuclear 

response, a first strike is usually associated with the strategy of a 

disarming (counterforce) strike. Besides, a first nuclear strike may 

be viewed as a least-evil solution for avoiding the adversary‘s 

disarming strike. Above all, this may be the actual operational 

strategy of Israel and Pakistan.    

It is also possible that India with its official commitment to no 

first use of nuclear weapons will at the same time strive to maintain 

its capability to deliver a first nuclear strike against Pakistan.  
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It cannot be ruled out that China, having declared an 

obligation of no first use of nuclear weapons, may at this point 

regard its own retaliatory posture as precarious. China may 

eventually acquire a robust retaliatory posture comparable to that of 

the US and Russia and increase the offensive (counterforce) 

capabilities of its strategic nuclear forces with respect to India.  

The French doctrine declares a rather ambitious concept of 

―extended nuclear deterrence‖. However, it is hard to imagine an 

actual reason, the addressee state and the goal of a first nuclear 

strike implied by this concept, given the actual strategic nuclear 

forces that France has in its disposal and its geopolitical position.  

Finally, the UK – where the possibility of entirely renouncing 

nuclear weapons was seriously discussed several years ago – most 

probably would not consider the operational option of using nuclear 

weapons in a first strike in the existing military and political 

environment.  

All the above considered, an option for a transition to 

multilateral nuclear arms control may be as follows: at the initial 

stage this idea may be developed with regard to the official 

members of the ―nuclear club‖ – i.e. Russia, the US, the UK, France 

and China. These states are parties to the Treaty on the Non-

Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) and are under the 

obligation to comply with the letter and spirit of its Article VI. At 

the same time, the leadership of these states has declared their 

commitment to nuclear disarmament. However, most probably 

China will be the last, if ever, to join in the productive consultations 

on these issues.  

If this stage is successfully accomplished, the parties could 

further attempt to engage India, Pakistan and Israel in the said 

processes. 

Further, while Russia and the US are reducing their nuclear 

weapons, the time will come to think of signing a multilateral 

agreement on the reduction and limitation of the five UNSC 

permanent members‘ nuclear weapons including extended 

confidence-building measures and acceptable elements of the 

verification system. Having accomplished this, it would seem 

reasonable to explore the possibility of developing, negotiating and 

approving a similar agreement for all the eight states (the ninth 
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nuclear-weapon state – the DPRK – constitutes a separate issue that 

should be addressed individually). 

At these stages it will be necessary to develop a system of 

multilateral verification of technological procedures for the 

elimination of nuclear weapons based on the example of the one 

used under the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty of 1987 

between the USSR and the United States.   

The expanded IAEA may act as the main body to exercise 

control over the elimination of nuclear weapons. Its functions, 

administration and technical capability should be gradually 

enhanced as the stockpiles of nuclear weapons and material are 

reduced.   

It is however worth mentioning that such steps may not be 

taken without significantly strengthening the global and regional 

security. At this point, predicting global and regional military and 

political developments presents quite a challenge. 

Therefore, a first step in this direction could reasonably be to 

suggest that the UK and France come out with official statements 

declaring that they will not further build up their nuclear weapons 

compared to the achieved levels. This would not affect the 

modernization of the two states‘ nuclear forces. 

Secondly, the UK and France could assume a limited part of 

the transparency system that is currently used by Russia and the US 

under the new START Treaty. Such transparency measures may be 

adopted by each of the two states in a unilateral or a bilateral 

format. These measures include:  

•  Annual notifications on the composition, quantity 

and types of nuclear weapons. 

• Annual notifications on planned changes to the 

composition and quantity of deployed nuclear weapons. 

• Notifications on the location of nuclear arms 

production facilities. 

• Notifications on the start and completion of nuclear 

arms production. 

• Notifications on commissioning and 

decommissioning of nuclear weapons. 

• Notifications on conversion of delivery vehicles of 

nuclear weapons for non-nuclear missions and vice versa. 
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• Notifications on start and completion of flight tests 

of new types of nuclear. 

• Notifications on the elimination of nuclear weapons-

related facilities. 

• Notifications on accidents at nuclear-weapons 

facilities. 

• Notifications on decommissioning of nuclear-

weapons facilities for repair and modernization. 

• Regular invitations of observers to nuclear weapons 

facilities to verify the data provided in the notifications. 

This tentative list of measures may be expanded or shortened 

on the parties‘ proposals. In any case, implementing such measures 

will in no way affect the national security of the two nuclear-

weapon states, given the transparency of their nuclear policy and 

nuclear weapons.  

It is possible that China could also be engaged in such 

agreements at a later point. Unlike the UK and France, such step on 

the part of China would be of vast importance in terms of strategic 

stability and predictability, as well as in view of further agreements 

between Russia and the US on the reduction of their nuclear arms of 

different classes. Indeed, China is neither an ally of Russia nor of 

the US; compared to the other four members of the ―nuclear club‖, 

its nuclear forces and their development programmes are the most 

opaque due to comprehensive secrecy. It is equally relevant that 

China has the largest economic and technical capacity for building 

up its nuclear weapons that is probably second only to the US. 

The above covers one of the ways of multilateralizing nuclear 

disarmament. Other options will be explored in the chapters below.  
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2. UK NUCLEAR DETERRENCE  

Remarks by Fergus Auld, Political Counselor of the Embassy 

of the United Kingdom in Russia at the Conference at 

IMEMO RAN, 29 March 2012. 

 

 

In the week of the Nuclear Security Summit in Seoul, and 

with only a few weeks until the 2012 NPT Prepcom, this feels like a 

particularly timely event. 

UK nuclear doctrine. The Prime Minister and Defense 

Secretary have both stated publicly that the protection and defense 

of the UK is the primary responsibility of the Government.  We will 

retain and renew a credible, continuous and effective minimum 

nuclear deterrent.  

Nuclear deterrent plays an important part in ensuring national 

security. We cannot discount the risk that a nuclear threat to our 

vital interests will emerge and we need a credible nuclear capability 

to deter these threats. The coalition Government therefore shares a 

commitment to the maintenance of the UK‘s national nuclear 

deterrent, based on a ballistic missile submarine.  

The 2010 Strategic Defense and Security Review (SDSR) 

reaffirmed the UK‘s commitment to a minimum effective nuclear 

deterrent, whilst taking tangible steps towards the long-term goal of 

a world without nuclear weapons. 

We also concluded in 2010 a review of our nuclear 

declaratory policy to ensure it is appropriate for the circumstances 

of today. On 19 October 2010 the Strategic and Defense Review 

stated that ―we are now able to give an assurance that we will not 

use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapon 

states parties to the NPT. In giving this assurance, we emphasize the 

need for universal adherence to and compliance with the NPT, and 

note that this assurance would not apply to any state in material 

breach of those non-proliferation obligations. In giving this 

assurance, we emphasize the need for universal adherence to and 
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compliance with the NPT, and note that this assurance would not 

apply to any state in material breach of those non-proliferation 

obligations. 

Why retain nuclear weapons? While we will continue to 

work internationally to enhance mutual trust and security, we 

cannot rule out a major shift in the international security situation 

which would put us under grave threat.  

It is true that the Cold War has ended. It is also true that, as of 

today, we do not identify an enemy with both a nuclear capability 

and the intent to use it against the UK‘s vital interests However, 

significant nuclear capabilities and nuclear risks on the global level 

remain. There are still states with substantial nuclear arsenals; the 

number of nuclear-armed states has increased, not decreased; and 

there is a significant risk of new nuclear-armed states emerging. 

Moreover, several of the countries that either have nuclear weapons 

or are trying to acquire them are in regions that suffer from serious 

instability or are subject to significant regional tension. So, there is 

the potential for a new nuclear threat to emerge or re-emerge. When 

viewed in this context, the UK‘s strategic nuclear deterrent is as 

relevant today as it has ever been. Today, it is not a Cold War 

weapon. It is the ultimate guarantee of the country‘s security and 

sovereignty and a necessary insurance in an uncertain world.  

We would use nuclear weapons only in extreme 

circumstances of self-defense, which includes the defense of our 

NATO Allies, and would use any of our weapons in line with 

international law. The UK and our NATO allies have made it clear 

that the circumstances in which any use of nuclear weapons might 

have to be contemplated are extremely remote.  

Five underlying principles underpinning the UK‘s approach to 

nuclear deterrence.  

1. Deterrence in extremis: our focus is on preventing 

nuclear attack. The purpose of the UK‘s nuclear arsenal is to deter 

an attack on the country, its vital interests and its allies. The UK 

views its nuclear weapons as a political and not as a military 

instrument – this is a long standing principle of UK nuclear 

deterrence policy. The purpose of the nuclear arsenal is to deter and 

prevent nuclear blackmail and acts of aggression against our vital 

interests that cannot be countered by other means. Nuclear weapons 
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are unique – and quite unlike conventional weapons – in that their 

purpose is to deter aggression (a political role), rather than to be 

used on the battlefield to gain technical advantage (a military role). 

Only the UK Prime Minister can authorize the use of nuclear 

weapons, i.e. this is beyond the authority of military commanders.  

2. Minimum deterrence. UK nuclear policy remains one of 

«minimum deterrence». This means that we maintain the minimum 

level of nuclear weapons required to guarantee a credible deterrent 

against any potential aggressor. UK nuclear deterrence is provided 

by one nuclear weapons system – Trident. The UK contemporary 

strategic forces – four ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs) - HMS 

Vanguard, Vigilant, Victorious and Vengeance – enable us to 

maintain a continuous at sea deterrent patrol.  

3. Deliberate ambiguity. We have repeatedly declined to enter 

into discussion of hypothetical scenarios in which the possible use 

of nuclear weapons might be an issue, as we are firmly of the view 

that such debates do not contribute to, and may indeed undermine, 

the deterrent function which nuclear weapons exist to fulfill. We 

believe that in terms of deterrence it is essential that we should not 

seek to define in advance precisely what circumstances we would 

regard as justifying the use of nuclear weapons or, by implication, 

indicate actions that an aggressor could take without fear of a 

nuclear response.   
4. The UK’s nuclear deterrent contributes to the collective 

security of the NATO member countries. The United Kingdom's 

national security and defense depend fundamentally on the security 

of Europe as a whole. Therefore, NATO‘s effectiveness and 

modernization are important priorities of the UK policy, as is its 

wider role in promoting stability throughout the Euro-Atlantic area.  

The UK‘s nuclear deterrent are integrated in the structure of 

the NATO forces thus supports the collective security for the Euro-

Atlantic area. Nuclear deterrence still has an important contribution 

to make in insuring against the re-emergence of major strategic 

military threats, in preventing nuclear coercion and in preserving 

peace and stability in Europe. The UK‘s forces make a substantial 

contribution to this.  

5.  An independent center of nuclear decision-making. An 

independent center of nuclear decision-making in the UK enhances 
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the overall deterrent effect of allied nuclear forces.  London‘s 

retention of an independent center of nuclear decision-making 

makes clear to any potential adversary that the costs of an attack on 

UK vital interests will outweigh any benefits. Separately controlled 

but mutually supporting nuclear forces therefore create an enhanced 

overall deterrent effect.  

Minimum deterrence: the UK nuclear stockpile. The 

process by which we make an assessment of our minimum deterrent 

requirements is described in the 2006 White Paper ―The Future of 

the UK‘s Nuclear Deterrent‖. We make an assessment of the 

minimum destructive capability that we need to be able to deliver in 

order to outweigh the potential benefits a potential aggressor might 

believe they would derive from an attack on our vital interests. This 

includes an assessment of the decision-making processes of future 

potential aggressors and of defensive measures that a potential 

adversary might employ in an effort to reduce the impact of the 

UK's nuclear capability.  

The number of warheads required reflects a judgment about 

the level of capability we need to provide an effective deterrent 

posture against any potential future aggressors, together with our 

NATO commitments and the way in which we operate our deterrent 

submarines.  

On 26 May 2010 the Foreign Secretary made public the 

maximum number of nuclear warheads that the United Kingdom 

holds in its arsenal would not exceed 225 nuclear warheads. This is 

a significant step forward on previous policy, which was to publish 

only the number of warheads classed as «operationally available», 

the maximum number of which will remain at 160. We reviewed 

our nuclear weapons requirement within the SDSR and announced 

that further reductions in the scale were possible. Accordingly, on 

29 June 2011, the Secretary of State for Defense announced the 

early implementation of the reductions. We are therefore reducing 

the number of warheads on board each submarine from a maximum 

of 48 to a maximum of 40, reducing the number of operational 

missiles in the Vanguard Class SSBNs to no more than eight, and 

reducing the number of operational warheads from fewer than 160 

to no more than 120. The announced reductions will complete 

within the SDSR timeframe of the mid-2020s.  
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UK nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation priorities. 

The UK has always maintained its commitment to move towards 

the long-term goal of a world without nuclear weapons, while 

ensuring that we maintain our credible minimum nuclear deterrent. 

The new security assurances and the reduction in scale of the 

nuclear forces announced in the SDSR demonstrate our resolve to 

contribute towards multilateral disarmament. We and our allies in 

NATO have radically reduced our reliance on nuclear weapons – 

the number of US short range nuclear weapons in Europe has been 

reduced by approximately 95% since the end of the Cold War.  

There is no evidence or likelihood that others would follow 

the UK down a unilateralist route. There would need to be 

compelling evidence that a nuclear threat to the UK‘s vital interests 

would not re-emerge in future before we could responsibly 

contemplate such a move.  

The NPT does not set out any timetable for the fulfillment of 

NPT Article VI nor preclude the UK from maintaining its existing 

capabilities. The security of the UK‘s strategic deterrent has been 

and continues to be given the very highest priority and we take our 

responsibilities to protect UK nuclear weapons and material very 

seriously.  

The UK Government played a leading role at the Nuclear 

Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference of 2010 by 

announcing to the Conference the declaratory policy review and the 

new ceilings for our nuclear weapons. These are significant 

disarmament measures and indicate our commitment to the NPT 

goals, including a successful Review Conference in 2015.  

In addition, effective verification measures will be an 

important precondition for fulfilling the NPT Article VI. The UK-

Norway Initiative (UKNI) is an example of the world-leading 

research the UK is undertaking in order to address some of the 

technical and procedural obstacles to effective verification of 

nuclear warhead dismantlement. 

The UK Government is committed to the long term goal of a 

world without nuclear weapons and to zero tolerance of 

proliferation. The UK considers the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 

Treaty as the cornerstone of global efforts to prevent the spread of 
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nuclear weapons, to promote the safe and secure use of civil nuclear 

energy and to pursue the goal of a world without nuclear weapons.  

The UK Government has pledged to press for multilateral 

disarmament. We will continue to work to create a safer and more 

stable world where the UK and others are able to relinquish their 

nuclear weapons.  

Our highest priorities are: strengthening and fulfilling our 

commitments under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, pursuing 

the entry into force of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and 

continuing to press for the immediate commencement of 

negotiations on a Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty, in the Conference 

on Disarmament.  

We also support and are engaged in many other international 

efforts that broaden and strengthen the non-proliferation regime, 

including the Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism, and 

the G8 Global Partnership against the Spread of Weapons of Mass 

Destruction. 

The UK Government‘s position is that sustainable nuclear 

disarmament can only be achieved through a multilateral process. 

For this reason, we continue to support progress towards mutual, 

balanced and verifiable reductions in nuclear weapons worldwide. 

The US and Russia still hold the vast majority of the global 

warhead stockpile. The new Start Treaty has helped to build trust 

and pave the way in due course for greater reductions. When we are 

satisfied that sufficient progress towards this goal has been made to 

allow us to include in any future negotiations the small proportion 

of the world‘s nuclear weapons that belong to the UK we will 

willingly do so.  

Partnerships: P5 coordination and UK-France 

cooperation. On 30 June and 1 July 2011 the nuclear-weapon states 

(the UK, the US, France, Russia and China (the P5)) met in Paris to 

take forward the Action Plan from the NPT Review Conference. 

This conference was a significant demonstration by the five nuclear 

weapon states of their determination to make progress against their 

commitments agreed in the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) 

Review Conference Action Plan in May 2010. The P5 agreed to 

work together on new confidence-building disarmament initiatives, 

including a working group to enhance understanding of P5 nuclear 
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terminology, and a confidential UK-hosted expert-level meeting to 

discuss lessons learned from the UK and Norway‘s bilateral work 

on the verification of nuclear warhead dismantlement. 

In 1995 the UK and France stated that we could not imagine a 

situation in which the vital interests of one of our two countries - 

France and the UK - could be threatened without the vital interests 

of the other also being threatened. That statement was reaffirmed by 

President Sarkozy in 2009 and remains today.  

We will continue our cooperation in the nuclear field, and 

aspire to deepen it where appropriate. Our mutual aim is to 

strengthen nuclear deterrence, while retaining the independence of 

our nuclear forces. At the same time we will work together globally 

to counter proliferation and take forward nuclear disarmament.  

Our commitments and cooperation with France in the field of 

nuclear deterrence will remain consistent with our commitments in 

NATO, which remains the basis of the collective defense of its 

members.  

The deepening of cooperation between the two European 

members of NATO who are nuclear powers will strengthen the 

European contribution to overall deterrence.  
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3. FRANCE AND NUCLEAR WEAPONS 

Remarks by Raphael Martin de Lagarde, Political Counselor 

of the French Embassy in Moscow (Russia) at the Conference 

at IMEMO RAN, 29 March 2012. 

 

 

It seems appropriate that a number of remarks be made on the 

subject. Firstly, while the title of the Conference refers to arms 

control, I believe we should also discuss disarmament. Secondly, to 

achieve the desired progress, we need cooperation of all the 

countries within the NPT framework. Thirdly, we should not ignore 

the issues related to non-proliferation and nuclear disarmament in 

this context. This was exactly the logic underlying the discussion of 

these interrelated issues at the 2010 Review Conference of the 

Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 

(NPT). The said issues will also be the focus of the 2012 

Conference, in view of the threats of nuclear weapons spreading 

across the Middle East. 

France has a special responsibility as regards nuclear weapons 

and has therefore addressed the issue in a comprehensive and 

concrete manner. The comprehensive approach implies that nuclear 

disarmament is regarded as an integral aspect of ensuring collective 

security. With nuclear disarmament underway, we need to ensure 

the security of all states and prevent an arms race. This requires 

adherence to and extension of disarmament principles to 

conventionally armed ballistic missiles and all kinds of weapons of 

mass destruction (WMD), as well as prevention of militarization of 

outer space. 

The concrete approach implies certain measures implemented 

by France in this respect. The country takes specific steps and 

comes out with ambitious proposals. In particular, we support the 

limitation of the US and Russian nuclear arsenals that now account 

for up to 85% of the global nuclear weapons stockpiles. France 
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seeks a total ban on nuclear tests. Together with the UK, it was the 

first nation to ratify the Comprehensive Test ban Treaty (CTBT). 

France is the only state that has relinquished the land-based 

component of its nuclear triad. The concrete approach implies 

certain measures implemented by France in this respect. The 

country takes specific steps and comes out with ambitious 

proposals. In particular, we support the limitation of the US and 

Russian nuclear arsenals that now account for up to 85% of the 

global nuclear weapons stockpiles. France seeks a total ban on 

nuclear tests. Together with the UK, it was the first nation to ratify 

the Comprehensive Test ban Treaty (CTBT).  

France is the only state that has relinquished the land-based 

component of its nuclear triad. In addition, it has decommissioned 

two of its six nuclear powered submarines. In 2008 the number of 

nuclear-capable bombers was reduced by one third. Altogether, 

France has cut its nuclear arsenals by half within the past decade. Its 

current nuclear arsenals comprise less than 300 warheads, assuming 

that the country has no reserves. 1992 and 1998 saw the largest cuts 

in nuclear warheads and delivery means. In 1992 France 

discontinued the production of plutonium for military purposes and 

ceased the production of highly enriched uranium in 1996 (the 

moratorium applies to the production of fissile material for military 

purposes). 

France views disarmament as an irreversible process. The 

elimination of its nuclear weapons was effected in the presence of 

representatives of the expert community and mass media. It should 

also be noted that we have been committed to disarmament despite 

the fact that it comes rather expensive for us. France was the only 

P5 state to close its only nuclear test facility. 

As to our prospects, France will increase its efforts to 

universalize the CTBT and carry it into effect. In terms of the said 

goals, conferences on disarmament appear to be the only forum to 

include even the countries that do not maintain a moratorium on the 

production of fissile material.  

To progress towards a safer world is our fundamental goal. 

This implies an increased effort to improve the political and 

strategic environment. The main threats are related to the violation 

of their commitments on non-proliferation by certain states, rather 
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than to the fact that P5 states possess nuclear weapons. Nuclear 

proliferation poses a threat both to individual regions and to the 

world at large. If a state disregards the non-proliferation regime, 

this obstructs international cooperation in this sphere and conflicts 

with the interests of the majority of states. 

France is committed to using nuclear energy while ensuring 

its maximum safety and security. The Fukushima nuclear disaster 

gave the safety issues a new dimension. France came forward with 

the initiative to create rapid-response mechanisms to handle such 

accidents and proposed that an international center for training in 

nuclear crisis prevention and management be created. One of the 

objectives behind this initiative is to disseminate the effective 

methods and approaches in nuclear security. Another objective is to 

develop unified principles to be used by countries for ensuring the 

safety of nuclear facilities. 
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4. NUCLEAR ARMS LIMITATION AND 

REDUCTION: EUROPEAN PERSPECTIVE
*
 

By Vladimir Baranovsky 

 

 

Is it possible to engage France and the UK in the multilateral 

nuclear arsenals reduction? Any speculations on the subject should 

proceed from the present realities in the sphere of nuclear weapons. 

The world‘s combined stockpile of nuclear weapons is roughly 

estimated at 21,000 nuclear warheads. France has around 

300 warheads, and the UK has slightly over 200 warheads. 

Consequently, each of the two countries has 1-1.5% of the global 

nuclear arsenal, which is incommensurable to what the two nuclear 

superpowers have (see Figure 1) 

 

 

State Total number of nuclear warheads 

(including reserve), estimated 

US     8,500 

Russia ~11,600 

China       240 

France       300 

UK       225 

India    60-80 

                                                
* The author would like to thank Sergey Utkin and Sergey Tselitsky for the 

assistance in preparing this chapter. 
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Pakistan 100-110 

Israel 100-200 

TOTAL ~21,240 

Figure 1 

Source: Ian Kearns. Discussion Paper 1 of the BASIC Trident 

Commission. L., 2011, p.8. 

It is worth mentioning that neither the UK nor France is very 

much ahead of the other members of the nuclear club. China‘s 

stockpile is almost equal to that of the two states, while Israel, 

Pakistan and India maintain comparable levels, though their 

stockpiles are 2 to 4 times smaller than those of the UK and France. 

This state of the balance of national forces is one of the 

parameters underlying the approach of the two European powers to 

nuclear weapons. However, it is not the only parameter. The need to 

possess nuclear weapons is justified by a number of arguments set 

forth in the statements of officials and in public documents
5
. Each 

of the two states‘ official arguments for retaining nuclear weapons 

(and the unofficial pro-nuclear mentality) has their specific features. 

However, on the whole, the underlying ideas are very much the 

same. 

Generally, nuclear conceptualization amounts to the following 

points. There is currently no direct threat that would require a 

nuclear response. However, the international political environment 

is perceived as rather unstable and unpredictable. Indeed, the 

intentions of states may change, so one cannot exclude the 

possibility that such an external threat (strategic surprise) may 

emerge once again making nuclear weapons a factor of ensuring the 

security of the state. The fact that other states also possess nuclear 

weapons should also be taken into account. The US and Russia‘s 

                                                
5 These include the speech by the Niclolas Sarcozy, President of France, at 

the presentation of the Le Terrible nuclear submarine in Cherbourg, 2008, the 
White Paper on Defense and National Security (France, 2008) and the Strategic 

Defense and Security Review (UK, 2010). 
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nuclear weapons arsenals are several tens of times larger than that 

of the UK and France. Other nuclear-weapon states‘ stockpiles are 

comparable to that of the two countries. Besides, instead of 

reducing their nuclear weapons, third countries tend to build them 

up. The uncertainties related to the prospects of the non-

proliferation regime are also perceived as a threat. According to the 

logic outlined above, nuclear weapons must be retained as a ―last 

resort‖ security guarantee. 

Such a plain (though in its own way convincing) philosophy 

poses a formidable obstacle that prevents the two states from 

joining the advancement to nuclear zero. It would be impossible to 

get the UK and France engaged in the reduction of nuclear weapons 

until the above logic is overcome. 

Specific features of the French and UK approaches. As to 

Paris, the logic outlined above appears more vivid and articulate. It 

should also be noted that the French interpretation of nuclear 

deterrence has its peculiarities. The English and the Russian terms 

to describe the concept (―deterrence” and ―устрашение”) are 

identical. However, neither of the two terms bears the same 

meaning as the French ―dissuasion”. The French term carries the 

connotation of dissuading the adversary from hostile acts, instead of 

intimidating the opponent. Needless to say, the difference is 

lexicological rather than substantive. It is however notable that the 

root of the word is not related to fear – unlike that of the English 

and Russian terms. ―Deterrence” (―устрашение”) is supposed to 

terrify and cause panic whereas ―dissuasion” appeals to the 

common sense and reason. 

At the same time, this terminological elegance is offset by a 

wider interpretation of nuclear deterrence objectives by Paris, as 

compared to Washington and London. The latter introduced certain 

limiting adjustments to their declaratory policy in 2010: (i) the two 

states declared that nuclear weapons will be used solely to deter an 

eventual nuclear attack (including an attack on partners and allies)
6
, 

                                                
6 The 2010 US Nuclear Posture Review sets the objective to promote the 

environment in which over time and in close consultations with allies and 
partners, to declare that the sole purpose of US nuclear weapons is to deter 

nuclear attack. In other words, in the current context, the US implicitly assumes 
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(ii) it was declared that the country cannot use (or threaten to use) 

nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon states party to NPT 

that fulfill their obligations in the sphere of non-proliferation. By 

contrast, according to the French approach, nuclear deterrence is 

perceived as a safeguard against any aggressive infringement of the 

country‘s vital interests, regardless of their origin and the form they 

can potentially take. This is to say, the French approach implies a 

wider range of occasions and scenarios in which a nuclear response 

will be possible. Clearly, the declarative nuclear policy, i.e. its 

officially defined goals and (self) limitations cannot in itself be 

regarded as an evidence of a state‘s actual intentions and 

capabilities. Nevertheless, it provides certain clues that can be used 

for further analysis. 

In terms of nuclear deterrence, France tends to emphasize two 

more aspects. Firstly, the independence of nuclear deterrence is 

highlighted. On the whole, in ensuring security France cooperates 

with the NATO as its full member; in particular, it relies on 

NATO‘s security guarantees (in a broader sense of this word) and 

participates in providing the guarantees to its allies. At the same 

time, France‘s nuclear deterrence capability is totally self-contained 

as regards both logistical support and operation. In addition, it is not 

intended to handle the tasks within the NATO framework. 

Secondly, there is a phenomenon that may be referred to as 

the Europe syndrome in the French politics. France‘s EU partners 

should know that Paris has its independent nuclear deterrent and 

can be therefore counted on, to a certain extent. This does not equal 

to the formal nuclear security assurances and does not imply joint 

use of nuclear deterrence to ensure the security of all the EU states. 

However, the French interpretation of nuclear deterrence is 

implicitly more Europe-oriented than that of the US. 

Compared to other NATO states (such as the US or the UK), 

France demonstrates greater restraint as regards missile defense. 

Paris eventually agreed to the plans on the development of the 

European missile defense previously adopted by NATO. However, 

unlike the UK, France has shown concern over the possibility that 

                                                                                                           
that a first nuclear strike is possible in response to an attack by general purpose 

forces. 
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the efforts on the development of missile defense may undermine 

the credibility of independent nuclear deterrent. Therefore, it has 

been underlined that the system intended to ensure security against 

ballistic missiles is not viewed by France as something that is going 

to replace deterrence in the short run or in the distant future. 

By contrast, the UK has demonstrated cooperation and 

interaction with the US. Notably, this symbiosis has a 

comprehensive and multilayered nature (testing and maintenance of 

nuclear devices, nuclear material supplies, ensuring compatibility – 

e.g. as regards modernization of ballistic missile submarines, etc.). 

The UK nuclear forces (unlike the French nuclear forces) are 

intended for accomplishing the missions that are defined and may 

be carried out within the NATO framework. 

What trends are characteristic to each of the two states as 

regards the role of the nuclear factor? There are certain aspects that 

may be interpreted as indicative of the decreasing role of the 

nuclear factor (and that, one would think, offer hope in terms of 

assessing the prospects of advancing to nuclear zero). In the recent 

ten to fifteen years, reduction of nuclear weapons has been 

underway in both countries. 

Indeed, Paris relinquished the land-based component of its 

nuclear forces in 1996-98. The air component is currently limited to 

two land-based squadrons. The production of enriched uranium and 

plutonium has been discontinued; the corresponding equipment is 

currently being dismantled. The number of ballistic missile 

submarines has been reduced (from six to four). The number of 

nuclear warheads has been reduced by half since 1990, which is a 

sizeable reduction.  

The UK also reduced its nuclear weapons in the 1990s. It 

currently has single-component (monad) nuclear force. Notably, 

each Trident II has 3 warheads which is four times less than its 

technical payload capacity. The overall number of nuclear warheads 

has been reduced by more than two times. The current number of 

operationally deployed nuclear warheads is 160, and there are plans 

to reduce this number to 120 over the next several years.  

Each of the four Vanguard type ballistic missile submarines 

(SSBNs) currently has 16 launchers (16 missiles and 48 warheads). 

Under the reduction plan, each of these SSBNs will carry no more 
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than eight missiles, and the total number of warheads will be no 

more than 40. 

London has removed all nuclear warheads from its tactical 

delivery vehicles. All the US tactical nuclear weapons stationed in 

the UK have been withdrawn. 

The UK and France were the first to sign (1996) and ratify 

(1998) the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT). As a 

party to the CTBT, Paris has dismantled its nuclear testing sites in 

the South Pacific. Certain transparency measures are also 

implemented in the nuclear sphere. 

All the above may be characterized as the developments 

contributing to denuclearization. Neither the official policy nor 

rhetoric relates them to nuclear zero, though in fact they correspond 

to the general logic of achieving this goal. Meanwhile, there are 

other trends in the evolution of the two countries‘ nuclear 

capabilities, namely increasing their effectiveness instead of 

reducing the role of the nuclear component. 

In this context, the significant efforts undertaken by France 

should be mentioned. In 2010 the country has completed the 

modernization of its submarine fleet raising it to a new, game-

changing level. According to certain estimates, the sound level of 

the new submarines is a thousand times lower than that of the older 

ones. The M-45 strategic SLBMs that have been in the inventory of 

the French submarine fleet are being replaced with the new M-51 

SLBMs with a range one and a half or twice as long. Consequently, 

at this point the French SLBMs can be qualified as intercontinental 

range delivery vehicles. Their effectiveness will increase in due 

course as the TN-57 nuclear warheads will be replaced by the new 

TNO warheads (starting in 2015). The nuclear-capable aircraft force 

has been upgraded since 2009: the Rafale-3 and Rafale-MK3 come 

to replace the older Mirage 2000N and Super Étendard (carried by 

Charles De Gaulle aircraft carrier). The cruise missiles used by 

nuclear-capable aircraft are also being replaced by newer ones with 

longer range (500 km as compared to 300 km range of the older 

cruise missiles), improved accuracy and maneuver capability. The 

nuclear warheads of these missiles have also been replaced. Thus, 

the list of measures aimed at modernizing all the elements of the 
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French nuclear deterrence, both current and those scheduled for the 

nearest future, looks rather impressive. 

The UK has also been in the process of modernizing its 

nuclear forces. There are plans to develop a new type of submarines 

to be commissioned in 2028. Though the number of launchers of 

such submarines will be reduced to 8, the number of warheads 

carried by Trident II will be increased (from 3 to 5 warheads). Thus, 

the country‘s nuclear forces will have increased capabilities for 

accomplishing global missions. It should be noted that the overall 

global trend in terms of nuclear arsenals (the prevailing though not 

absolute trend) has been exactly the opposite – nuclear arsenals 

have tended to be more regionally oriented. 

The positions of the UK and France in the European 

context. The above brings up a question of how the eventual 

progression by London and Paris towards nuclear disarmament 

would correlate with their bilateral nuclear cooperation. Such 

cooperation was in place even at the time when France stood 

outside the NATO military structure. For example, the two 

countries coordinated operational submarine patrols. The Defense 

and Security Co-operation Treaty signed by the two states at the 

UK-France Summit in London in 2010 could give a new impetus to 

this issue. Indications are that it will cover rather sensitive issues: in 

particular, it may provide for the two countries‘ shared access to 

each other‘s nuclear warheads designs. A center for computer 

simulation of nuclear weapons testing is under construction in 

Burgundy. The above indicates that the efforts made in this field are 

aimed at enhancing, rather than curtailing nuclear factor of their 

policies. 

The multilateral context of this issue – in terms of the 

relations among the NATO allies – deserves special mention. From 

the NATO perspective, the UK and French nuclear forces perform 

an independent deterrence function and at the same time contribute 

to the NATO deterrence and defense posture. This definition first 

appeared in the NATO Ottawa Declaration of 1974 and has ever 

since been present in all NATO documents, including its latest 

Strategic Concept adopted in Lisbon in 2010. At the same time, 

adjusting NATO nuclear doctrine has been a point of discussion for 

several years. There has also been criticism over how the issues 
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related to nuclear weapons were spelled out in the above document. 

Indeed, as the document was being prepared, quite a variety of 

opinions was expressed on a whole number of issues, and as the 

result, compromise had to be worked out at the Lisbon Summit. 

At the same time, given that the new NATO nuclear doctrine 

left open so many issues, it was decided that the document would be 

complemented by thorough conceptual research aimed at 

identifying new dimensions for the relations and policies in the 

sphere of nuclear weapons. This should mean redefining the tasks 

assigned to nuclear forces, the composition and structure of the 

nuclear capabilities, the stance on missile defense, the role of 

disarmament in the nuclear context, etc. These efforts are to result 

in a review that has been in preparation since summer 2011. 

It is obvious that the possibility of the European contribution 

to nuclear deterrence should be viewed from the perspective of the 

development by NATO of its collective approach. The UK and 

France may independently decide on joining the international effort 

on nuclear disarmament, though such a decision should to a certain 

extent correlate with their contribution to the said review. 

Meanwhile, the available information on the subject is yet another 

proof that it is very difficult to define a multilateral position on 

security-related issues, especially where nuclear issues are in 

question. 

Thus, many countries believe that the relations along the 

vertical conventional forces - nuclear forces - missile defense 

should be conceptualized and redefined, or even reconsidered. 

Meanwhile, the French comments (though these do not always 

define the country‘s official position) are permeated with the idea 

that there is no need to reconsider these issues or it will otherwise 

have negative effects on NATO capability to present a united front 

and act as a single player. Other countries have also expressed 

similar concerns. 

In contrast Germany, Norway and some others believe it 

possible to define the reduced role of nuclear weapons in NATO 

strategy and give robust support to the non-proliferation policy 

while emphasizing Barack Obama‘s Prague Agenda. However, 

there is also a different point of view: the Alliance was intended to 

ensure joint security, and the issues related to non-proliferation are, 
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strictly speaking, outside NATO responsibility and should be dealt 

with by states‘ individual policies. 

The UK and Poland have stressed that the variety of 

approaches should be combined to arrive at a common policy. 

However, this view has not been shared by everyone, either. Some 

argue that there is no need to align the existing viewpoints. 

In summary, as regards reaching a consensus within NATO, 

there is controversy over the desired result. Consequently, 

maintaining the status quo, that is to say, retaining all the 

ambiguities and uncertainties that make European stance on nuclear 

disarmament quite amorphous, appears to be the most acceptable 

option.  

The above amorphousness is exacerbated by the specific 

status of certain countries. In this respect, France is a case in point. 

The country is not represented in the ‗high-level panel‘ on the 

preparation of the review mentioned above due to the fact that its 

nuclear forces are not intended to accomplish tasks within NATO 

framework. At the same time, France is a full member of NATO 

Council, the addressee of the future review. Therefore, France will 

be able to express opinion on, make adjustments to or even block 

certain proposals. Consequently, other NATO states may 

experience some sort of discomfort: it turns out that while not fully 

participating in NATO‘s nuclear-related activities, Paris has the 

vote in the development of the Alliance‘s nuclear policy. 

In general, the two European nuclear powers have been quite 

unambiguous as regards their support of nuclear arms control. The 

implemented or proposed initiatives have in most cases obtained 

support, including the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty, the 

Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty, measures aimed at increasing 

transparency with regard to nuclear arsenals, multilaterizing the INF 

Treaty, the Hague Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile 

Proliferation (HCOC) and the idea of extending arms control to 

cover tactical nuclear weapons. 

The prospect of the UK and French engagement in the 

strategic arms limitation and reduction. At the same time, the 

unique nuclear status of the two countries accounts for certain more 

specific focal points in their respective approaches. In the first 

place, the two countries recognize that the US and Russia are 
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considerably superior in terms of the size of nuclear arsenals. 

Consequently, one can expect the UK and France to join the 

limitations, let alone reductions, only if this gap is substantially 

narrowed. For example, if the world‘s two largest nuclear powers 

reduce the number of nuclear weapons down to 500 warheads, it 

cannot be excluded that London and Paris might agree to some  

reduction of their nuclear arsenals (supposedly, if their upload 

potential is retained). 

Further, the two states would hardly consider their 

engagement in nuclear disarmament unless the non-proliferation 

regime is implemented effectively. Great concerns have risen over 

the potential failure of this regime in the geopolitical hotspots of 

North Africa/Persian Gulf. It is quite likely that unless a nuclear-

free zone is created in the Middle East, France and the UK will 

consider it impossible to undertake any sort of commitments on the 

limitation or reduction of their nuclear weapons. 

Due to the relatively small size of the two countries‘ 

respective nuclear arsenals and their technical characteristics (with 

SLBMs comprising all or most of the nuclear forces)
7
, Paris and 

London will hardly welcome the idea of dealerting their nuclear 

forces with a view to enhance stability. At the same time, they 

could join the transparency and confidence-building mechanisms 

approved (or negotiated) by Moscow and Washington. This may be 

the most realistic option for connecting the two countries to the 

efforts of the US-Russia tandem in nuclear arms control to make it 

multilateral. 

France and UK hardly feel ready to relinquish their nuclear 

weapons. By way of illustration this is a quotation of a high-ranking 

French official, whose words are quintessential in terms of the 

approach in question: ―… we support the objective of nuclear 

disarmament, but we refuse any unilateral action that would 

undermine our capacity to deter‖. However, just several paragraphs 

above, there is something that simply cancels this statement: ―We 

want to insist on the necessity to maintain a nuclear deterrence 

                                                
7 SSBNs and ballistic missile submarines at bases and overhaul facilities 

are in any case not combat-ready, and to keep the missiles that are not combat-

ready at sea is pointless.  
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capacity in Europe. We think that a nuclear-free Europe would be 

weakened and condemned to strategic impotence‖
8
. 

However, this inconsistency is not much different from the 

positions of the front-runners of the nuclear club. Indeed, the latter 

blend the declared commitment to nuclear disarmament with quite a 

practical policy of maintaining their deterrent capabilities. So why a 

different logic should be expected from countries that stand much 

lower in this hierarchy? 

The answer to this may be the argument that there are 

currently no visible threats that could justify maintaining nuclear 

capability. Moreover, this argument appears to be very convincing 

if we take a bird‘s-eye view of the global situation. There are three 

strategic triangles in the world where having nuclear weapons is 

indeed an important element of the security equations and the 

balance of power, one being the US-Russia-China and the other 

China-India-Pakistan. Neither the UK nor France is part of any of 

the said formations. Besides, neither of the two states has an excuse 

of a ‗hostile encirclement‘ (unlike, say, Israel), or the threat to their 

political regime (as is the case with North Korea). As far as the UK 

and France are concerned, their current nuclear status is not so 

much determined by security challenges, as by the historical legacy, 

traditional mentality, technological capabilities and prestige 

considerations. 

Is it not the reason for nuclear weapons in the UK and France  

becoming more of a relic? Nuclear weapons are irrelevant when it 

comes to ensuring security – for example during the Falklands 

Crisis they did not stop Argentina, nor did they help secure UK‘s 

victory. It is not clear how Paris or London can convert their 

possession of nuclear weapons into political weight. Neither is it 

evident how they can help the UK and France secure a high position 

in the system of the global governance – Germany, Japan and Brazil 

are non-nuclear-weapon states and at the same time the most likely 

candidates to join the United Nations Security Council as 

permanent members, whereas one can hardly imagine such nuclear-

                                                
8 http://www.europeanleadershipnetwork.org/france-and-nuclear-

disarmament-speech-by-president-josselin-de-rohan_145.html 

http://www.europeanleadershipnetwork.org/france-and-nuclear-disarmament-speech-by-president-josselin-de-rohan
http://www.europeanleadershipnetwork.org/france-and-nuclear-disarmament-speech-by-president-josselin-de-rohan
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weapon states as Pakistan or North Korea to be offered permanent 

seats there. 

In a sense – by way of a hypothesis – the above reflects in 

miniature the future of nuclear arms at large. Their relevance will 

gradually erode, as the relations between states and peoples 

transform, the role and functions of the state change and new 

security challenges emerge along with imperatives related to 

ensuring security. The society will view the financial and economic, 

resource and administrative costs related to passively retaining 

nuclear weapons as increasingly unacceptable. More simply, 

nuclear arms will gradually make their exit not as a result of 

vigorous nuclear disarmament campaigns (motivated by high-

pitched ambitions), but due to the fact that they have become 

useless and unduly onerous. 

To a certain extent, this has been the reality. The economic 

factor seriously influences the debate on the future of the UK 

nuclear deterrence. The discussion on withdrawing the US tactical 

nuclear weapons from Europe has been driven by the sentiments 

inside the US that this item of (as many believe) unreasonable 

expenses should be eliminated. Another pressing point is that in the 

nearest future the aging dual-use aircraft fleet (F-16 and Tornado) 

will have to be replaced. 

However, revising the sentiments in the two countries‘ 

societies as regards nuclear weapons is a distant perspective. At this 

point there is still a high level of political accord across the two 

nations. Anti-nuclear sentiments have been more distinct in the UK, 

whereas the French have tended to take a more traditional stance on 

that issue. Meanwhile, both Paris and London have pursued a robust 

policy aimed at retaining their respective deterrent capabilities. 

This is indeed sending the wrong message to the proliferant 

states. This is the plain and vivid example they see: two states, each 

with a relatively high level of economic development, a stable 

political system and with quite a number of powerful allies to top it, 

regard it as essential to rely on their nuclear capabilities. And this 

happens in an environment that does not suggest such a necessity, 

to put it mildly. Indeed, having assessed their own security 

situation, some may find it even more relevant to obtain robust 

nuclear guarantees. In a way, the message sent by the UK‘s and 
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French activity is even worse than that of the US, Russia and China 

and may have quite negative, even destructive implications. 

Therefore, any steps will be welcome that can correct the 

existing perception of the UK and French nuclear policy and 

provide convincing proof of the two capitals‘ readiness to proceed 

not only from their personal interests but also to act from more 

inclusive considerations of ensuring international security. No 

doubt, still greater responsibility rests with Washington and 

Moscow. It is their readiness to pursue nuclear disarmament and 

thus set a good example, that will to a large extent determine 

whether the efforts to engage third countries in nuclear arms control 

and multilateralize the process eventually are a success. 
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5. EUROPEAN NUCLEAR FORCES: A BARRIER 

OR AN OPPORTUNITY? 

By Nadezhda K. Arbatova 

 

 

The European Union and Nuclear Weapons. In 2003, the 

European Union adopted the Strategy Against the Proliferation of 

WMD, thus declaring for the first time its intention to become an 

effective and consistent actor of nuclear disarmament and non-

proliferation.  The main provisions of this Strategy are fully in line 

with the nuclear non-proliferation mainstream. The EU recognizes 

the necessity to reduce nuclear arsenals in keeping with Article VI 

of the NPT and welcomes the US-Russian negotiations on the 

limitations and reductions of nuclear weapons, as well as efforts to 

counter the proliferation of nuclear weapons.  

At the same time, EU has very little practical possibility to 

influence nuclear disarmament process. The EU countries can be 

divided into four categories in terms of their involvement in nuclear 

weapons issues. The first one includes neutral countries (Austria, 

Cyprus, Malta, Finland and Sweden) which are most consistent 

champions of nuclear disarmament. The second one includes former 

members of the Warsaw Pact and the countries of the former USSR 

which have only recently joined European Union and NATO and 

oppose withdrawal of the US tactical nuclear weapons (TNW) from 

Europe regarding them as the most reliable guarantee of their 

sovereignty and territorial integrity.  The third one consists of the 

EU and NATO countries in whose territory the US tactical nuclear 

weapons are placed (Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands, Italy and 

Turkey). Finally, there is the fourth group of countries, the EU 

nuclear-weapon states, the UK and France.  

On the one hand, UK and France are a positive example, as 

both countries have engaged in unilateral reductions of their nuclear 

arsenals. The UK has reduced the number of its warheads from 200 

to 160 pieces, while France announced in 2008 of the unilateral 
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reduction of its nuclear arsenal to the level below 300 pieces. The 

two countries were among the first ones to sign and ratify the CTBT 

and stopped producing fissile material for military purposes. 

On the other hand, unilateral reductions of nuclear arsenals of 

the UK and France have never been enshrined in any legally 

binding agreements and can be revised at any time.  This does not 

seem that innocuous any more when added to rather conservative 

nuclear doctrines (allowance for the first use of nuclear weapons, 

and ―extended nuclear deterrence‖ on the part of France, etc.) and 

the fact that the two countries remain outside formal negotiations on 

nuclear disarmament.  In particular, France has opted for the 

concept of ―active‖ deterrence intended to protect its territory and 

population, as well as offer a ―nuclear umbrella‖ for its activities in 

regional policy matters, preventing other countries from restraining 

it through ―blackmail‖. Thus, the concept of deterrence was 

expanded in all its aspects
9
. 

To justify their reluctance to engage in nuclear disarmament 

the European nuclear-weapons states refer, inter alia, to the 

asymmetry in nuclear-weapon states‘ arsenals. In this context 

further reduction of the US and Russia‘s strategic nuclear forces 

may in the longer term contribute to the involvement of the third 

nuclear-weapon states in nuclear disarmament. There is another 

factor that could influence this process, the establishment of 

European nuclear forces that should be based on six principles not 

to breach the NPT: 

•  National nuclear forces of the UK and France; 

•  National command and control systems; 

• Common ballistic missile early warning systems, 

including  the use of some elements of the early warning 

system established as part of NATO‘s European missile 

defense; 

• Collective high-level political decision-making 

mechanism on nuclear doctrine, strategy, cooperation and 

coordination of nuclear forces and modernization programs; 

                                                
9 Ядерная политика [Nuclear policy] (pircenter.org/index.php?id=3918). 
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• Legal treaty obligation to respond to an attack 

against one party as an attack against both parties; 

• Possible expansion of the treaty and the right to 

participate in the political decision-making mechanism to any 

EU state. 

This is not a new idea. After the USSR developed 

intercontinental ballistic missiles in 1960s, the US was no longer 

inaccessible and the US nuclear security assurances to NATO were 

put in question. Then the US put forward a concept of Multilateral 

Force (MLF) in order to prevent individual European states from 

developing their own nuclear forces, which was an unwelcome 

scenario for both Washington and Moscow. However, this idea has 

never been put to practice, as the allies failed to agree upon a 

common basing strategy, organizational and technical arrangement 

of the MLF and their funding. Instead, NATO adopted a strategy of 

flexible response, and major US tactical nuclear force (over 

7,000 warheads) with a ―dual key‖ control arrangement for its large 

portion was deployed in Europe. 

Three Imperatives of the UK and France’s SNF 

Integration  

The imperative of Europeanization of European security. 

The European Union‘s rise as an independent polar in the 

international system was brought about by the end of the Cold War. 

It was the collapse of bipolar world that changed the very concept 

of European security and added a new dimension to European 

integration, which was reflected in the Treaty of Lisbon.  

The elimination of the threat of Europe-centered global 

conflict boosted European integration in the field of common 

foreign and security policy, as well as common defense. It 

highlighted a fundamental difference between the strategic goals of 

European integration objectively implying Europe‘s independence  

from the US in ensuring its security, on the one hand, and 

traditional Atlantic solidarity based on the US European allies‘ 

dependence on the US military strength and commitments. These 

contradictions  have had the following consequences: 

• accelerated European integration;   

• differences in European and the US security 

agendas;  
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• differences among the allies as to the European 

ballistic missile defense programme put forward by President 

George W. Bush; 

• adoption of the Treaty of Lisbon as a new milestone 

of European integration.  

The Treaty of Lisbon adopted in November 2009, 

institutionalized to a great extent the idea of common security and 

defense policy (CSDP), yet failed to make it a supranational, rather 

than intergovernmental matter. However, major changes took place 

in this field. In addition to reiterating that CSDP can be transformed 

into common defense, it contains a provision obliging the parties to 

take joint action in response to an aggression against one of them. 

According to the provisions of the new treaty, according to which  

―military capabilities fulfill higher criteria and which have made 

more binding commitments to one another in this area with a view 

to the most demanding missions‖
10

, may establish ―permanent 

structured cooperation within the Union framework‖. Another 

novelty consists in the fact that the Treaty of Lisbon provides for a 

lower ―threshold‖ of collective consent to participation in such 

permanent structured cooperation, and two states wishing to 

participate in it would be enough to implement it.  

Against this background France‘s nuclear policy, too, became 

more and more European, which implied politico-military 

cooperation with the UK and political cooperation with Germany. 

In fact, such cooperation with Germany has never come true. 

France invited Berlin three times (in 1995, 2006 and 2008) to take 

part in a joint decision-making mechanism in the nuclear sphere, 

which Germany politely declined.  

In contrast to this, cooperation between France and the UK 

has gradually become increasingly substantive. In 1992, they 

established a UK-French Joint Nuclear Commission. At the first 

stage it dealt mainly with the issues of science and technology 

support and development of nuclear arms. In May 1995 British 

Ministry of Defense referred to the Нouse of Commons Defense 

Select Committee a memorandum informing it of UK-French 

                                                
10 Consolidated Versions of The Treaty on European Union and The 

Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union. TEU. Art. 42.6, 42.3; 45. 
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discussions involving experts in such fields as experiments in 

hydrodynamics, laser plasma physics, computer modeling and 

possible arrangements for monitoring other countries‘ experiments.  

In 1995-1997 the countries signed a Letter of Intent providing 

for cooperation between their armed forces. France‘s desire to 

Europeanize French and the UK nuclear forces, as Western experts 

tend to believe, was also reflected in the concept of ―concerted 

deterrence‖.  While retaining an autonomy, France nevertheless 

strives to blend its nuclear strategy in the context of European 

security and defense cooperation, which would help enhance its 

position within the EU and render European security posture more 

independent. The idea of ―concerted deterrence‖ has not been made 

real so far, yet it is still discussed by French political and strategic 

community‖
11

. 

However, the two countries‘ nuclear cooperation reached a 

true turning point when the 2010 Treaty for Defense and Security 

Cooperation was signed.  Although the majority of joint measures 

provided for by the Treaty lies outside the nuclear sphere, covering 

a wide range of cooperation activities (from establishing a 

Combined Joint Expeditionary Force to military technical 

cooperation and countering terrorism), experts believe a separate 

nuclear treaty to be the most important part of the deal. It provides 

for joint construction of radiographic/hydrodynamic center in 

Valduc, France and in a joint radiography and diagnostics 

technology programme in a joint facility at Atomic Weapons 

Establishment, Aldermaston, UK. This cooperation is aimed at 

computer simulation of nuclear tests and nuclear warheads testing.  

It is indicative that some top officials of the British security 

service, including Lord Guthrie (former Chief of the Defense Staff) 

and Sir Richard Dearlove (former head of MI-6) sent a letter to the 

Daily Telegraph and Figaro urging the two countries‘ leadership to 

further pursue nuclear cooperation and establish a joint nuclear 

deterrence
12

. 

                                                
11 Ядерная политика... [Nuclear policy...]. 
12 Michael White. The Anglo-French defense treaty - make lunch, not war! 

// The Guardian,  November 3, 2010. 

http://rus.ruvr.ru/by_source/1291700/index.html
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The imperative of modernization. Both the UK and France 

will have to upgrade their nuclear forces. The UK plans to upgrade 

its Vanguard/Trident systems by 2025-2028, replacing their current 

SSBNs, putting new warheads on Trident-2 D-5 ballistic missiles, 

and improving their nuclear forces‘ infrastructure
13

. France is also 

to modernize their Triomphant-class submarines approximately by 

2030, a timeline almost coinciding with British Vanguard SSBNs 

replacement program. 

Due to this coincidence in timelines and strategic needs the 

UK and France can cooperate in the development of a new strategic 

sea-based system. It took France 4 billion euros to develop its M-51 

SLBM. While previously the US SLBMs had great advantage over 

French ones, the new planned US E-6 system14 has little difference 

from French missiles. Cooperating with France rather than the US 

would offer the UK greater autonomy in terms of both SLBMs 

maintenance and production. 

There is yet another argument in favor of cooperation 

between the UK and France. The US is also planning to replace its 

current Ohio-class submarines with a follow-on SSBN and replace 

Trident D-5 with a new Trident E-6 system after 2030. Meanwhile 

the UK is to complete its submarines replacement programme 

between 2012 and 2020. If the US E-6 missiles have different size 

from those of D-5, then after 2030 British submarines will either 

have no missiles or have to undergo considerable refurbishment. 

Even apart of such refurbishment the cost of upgrading British 

nuclear forces is estimated at $140 billion. Moreover, joint 

development of missiles would enable the UK and France to save 

money and support their national defense industries in the period of 

economic crisis. According to experts, this might serve a possible 

next step towards establishing common UK-French deterrent.  

The imperative of reducing military expenditure. London 

and Paris do not deny that the main rationale behind the Treaty for 

Defense and Security Cooperation was the need to cut expenditures  

and search for ways to use military resources more efficiently. 

                                                
13 Trident missiles entered service of the Royal Navy in 1995. Trident II 

missiles are deployed on 4 Vanguard-type SSBNs. 
14 Some sources use the E-6 designation, while others refer to the 

prospective US SLBM as modernized D-5, or otherwise.  
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Global financial crisis stopped the growth of military expenditures 

almost across the world, except for China and Russia. The UK is to 

reduce its military spending by 20 percent before 2014-2015. 

France plans to reduce its military budget by 6 percent in 2013. 

What is more, Paris intends to review its deterrence needs every 

five years and render its assets more adaptable. Based on these 

reviews, France will cut financial, technical and human resources 

allocated to maintain and develop nuclear deterrent, except for the 

dual-use technologies combining civilian and military nuclear 

research, as well as integrating some elements of nuclear and 

conventional forces.  

The austerity measures also make Paris and London search 

for other ways to cooperate. Today, France and the UK each has 

four strategic submarines, with one of each state being permanently  

on sea patrol mission. Should they integrate their fleets of strategic 

submarines, they might have one submarine for the two 

countries — either French or British — on a constant patrol and 

reduce the total number of submarines from eight to five or six. 

Although a joint UK-French submarine-based deterrent appears to 

be a matter of a distant future (as some believe, it will not be 

attained at least before 2020-2030), the UK and France discussed 

possible joint operation of SSBNs during their summit in November 

2010. Although no decision has been made in favor of such 

integration so far, this idea has remained on the agenda.  

Outstanding issues and obstacles. An integration of the UK 

and French SNF would call for a qualitative leap in European 

integration that is now in a systemic crisis. Global financial and 

economic crisis has exposed the problems of European integration 

accumulated in the recent 20 years, in particular, hasty expansion of 

the EU to CEE countries in the last two decades. In this context the 

issue is not simply whether the Eurozone survives. The fundamental 

issue is whether the core concepts of the European integration 

remain viable. 

Both parties have stressed that the UK-France arrangements 

are exclusively bilateral and have nothing to do with CSDP and 

permanent structural cooperation. In particular, David Cameron, 

while giving reasons for the necessity of the arrangement with 

France, made a special emphasis on the idea that it is not a step 
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towards European armed forces, but an example of strengthening 

defense capability of two sovereign countries with similar 

priorities
15

. However, the logic of the process inevitably brings 

European leaders to the conclusion that EU cannot do without 

military integration, if it is to set itself as an independent center of 

power in the international arena. 

Nuclear cooperation between the UK and France, whatever 

selective and limited it appears today, may be viewed as a first step 

towards establishing common nuclear forces of the two countries 

under the EU auspices.  The new UK-French Treaty for Defense 

and Security Cooperation has already been dubbed the New 

Entente, but it needs a third party to render it similar to the former 

trilateral one. In other words, to Europeanize the defense 

cooperation of the UK and France, this initiative would at least need 

favorable reception on the part of Germany that plays a leading role 

in the EU and is presently known for its anti-nuclear stance.  

Another obstacle may be posed by uncertainty as to the US 

response. Some US politicians have already voiced accusations of 

the Treaty as undermining special relations between the UK and the 

US, in particular bilateral nuclear cooperation agreement. One can 

also expect negative response on the part of the US Lockheed 

Martin, original prime contractor and developer of Trident II D-5 

SLBMs unwilling to be driven out of the British market. 

NATO leadership appears to accept the Treaty for Defense 

and Security Cooperation between the UK and France, viewing it as 

a mere desire of the parties to minimize their military expenditure. 

Nevertheless, the attitude towards this Treaty in the long run 

remains unclear, especially in case other EU/NATO countries join 

it. 

Advantages. Shall Russia and the US pursue responsible 

policy, merging UK‘s and France‘s nuclear deterrents might serve 

as an additional encouragement for the latter two countries to 

engage in nuclear disarmament. While each of them has a SNF 

                                                
15

  Рубцов Ю. Новая Антанта или Договор о европейской 

безопасности? [Rubtsov Yu. New Entente or a European Security Treaty?] 

(http://www.fondsk.ru/news/2010/11/06/novaja-antanta-ili-dogovor-o-

evropejskoj-bezopasnosti.html). 

http://www.fondsk.ru/authors/jurij-rubcov.html
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much inferior to those of Russia‘s and the US (and possibly to those 

of China, and in the long term - even to India and Pakistan), taken 

together the Anglo-French forces will be — and can easily remain, 

if necessary — the third or fourth greatest SNF in the world.  

For countries like the UK and France, a greater and joint 

nuclear capability will imply more responsible and active role in 

nuclear arms limitations and in strengthening strategic stability. 

Engaging in the process of nuclear arms limitation together would 

be strategically and technically easier than doing it separately. 

Today all of this appears to be a matter of a distant future, but 

eventually this development may tangibly change the nuclear 

balance landscape and nuclear arms control framework both in 

Europe and in the world.  

Integration of UK and French nuclear capabilities is 

impossible unless their nuclear doctrines are harmonized. A 

common EU political decision-making body would be an optimum 

solution for shaping a sensible doctrine and strategy governing the 

use of nuclear weapons. This will most likely necessitate a more 

sensible military thinking, renunciation of French strategic 

excesses, such as the last warning concept, extended deterrence, etc. 

It is possible that the parties will finally adopt the only realistic and 

responsible strategic doctrine, that has not been accepted by either 

the US, Russia, or most other nuclear-weapon states. It envisages 

that the sole justified purpose of nuclear weapons, as long as they 

exist, is to deter other countries from using it. This doctrine, 

implying an unequivocal second-strike operational concept, would 

be much more conducive to a consistent policy of mutual 

disarmament. 

Expansion of the forum of negotiations on arms reduction and 

limitation, the transition to real phased nuclear disarmament would 

give additional powerful impetus to an effective enhancement of the 

non-proliferation regime
16

. 

One can anticipate initial negative response on the part of 

certain communities in Russia, the US and Europe, as cooperation 

                                                
16  Interconnection between Nuclear Disarmament and Non-Proliferation: 

Reality or Myth? Edited by Alexei Arbatov, Vladimir Dvorkin, Sergey 

Oznoishchev. Moscow, IMEMO RAN, 2011, P.88. 
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on nuclear weapons has always exerted repulsion, although the 

reasons for it might be different, or even opposite. What appeared 

unacceptable during the Cold War can now look in a new light. 

Revisiting the idea of nuclear disarmament as a final, although a 

distant goal of the leading powers' policy lends direction to the 

rational and promising measures such as the new START Treaty 

and follow-on nuclear arms reductions. Besides, this provides for 

the involvement of the third nuclear-weapon states and non-NPT 

nuclear-weapon states in this process
17

. 

                                                
17 Ibid. 
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6. CONCEPTS OF MULTILATERAL NUCLEAR 

DISARMAMENT 

By Alexey G. Arbatov 

 

 

As it has already been mentioned above, at a round table in 

Sarov on 24 February 2012 future Russian president Vladimir Putin 

said ―We will not disarm unilaterally. ... all nuclear powers should 

participate in the process. We cannot disarm while other nuclear 

powers are building up their arms‖
18

.  

Many politicians and experts in the US and Russia intuitively 

share such stance. This is one of few points of agreement of the two 

parties and, hence, it deserves most careful examination, especially 

in the context of another, let us hope, temporary impasse in nuclear 

disarmament. 

Comparing SNF of the two leading powers, as reduced under 

the new START Treaty (see Figure 2) and the nuclear arsenals of 

other countries, this position appears to be quite convincing. It is 

possible that it is this particular picture that military advisers 

demonstrate to their respective country leadership.  

Nevertheless this generally sensible political position does not 

remove the trouble of scientific analysis, but rather calls for one. 

The issue deserves a systemic assessment and requires a thought 

through answer to a number of substantive questions. 

 

 

 

 

                                                
18 Vladimir Putin met with experts in Sarov... 
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Russia, the US and other nuclear-weapon states 

 
Figure 2. 

 

Sources: SIPRI Yearbook 2011. Armaments, Disarmament 

and International Security. New York: Oxford University Press, 

2011. P. 319-353; New START Treaty Aggregate Numbers of 

Strategic Offensive Arms. April 6, 2012 // U.S. Department of State 

(http://www.state.gov/t/avc/rls/178058.htm); Status of World 

Nuclear Forces. May 7, 2012 // Federation of American Scientists 

(http://www.fas.org/programs/ssp/nukes/nuclearweapons/nuk

estatus.html). 

 

First and foremost one should demonstrate that time has really 

come to engage other countries in nuclear disarmament. Why now 

and not before or later? What countries should be engaged, in what 

sequence and which weapons should be limited? What would serve 

as a conceptual basis (parity, stability, status-quo, allocation of 

quotas) and on what counting rules it should be based? Finally, 

what opportunities will there be for exchanging relevant military 

and technical information and what capabilities required to verify 

arms limitations by third nuclear-weapon states? 
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Declarations and political pressure on the part of Russia and 

the US would hardly be enough as the world becomes more 

polycentric and other global and regional centers of power become 

increasingly independent and self-assertive. Purely technical 

schemes (two plus three, five plus four etc.) for engaging third 

nuclear-weapon states would not work either, even if Moscow or 

Washington finds them convenient or consistent.  

The rest of the nuclear club members invariably and 

uniformly respond to the calls of the two leading nuclear powers to 

engage in nuclear disarmament by stating that Russia and the US 

should first reduce their arsenals down to the level comparable to 

those of other countries. All parties refer to the Article VI of the 

Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), but fail 

to shift from mere political rhetoric to substantive negotiations.   

In order to engage other nuclear-weapon states in 

disarmament, there should be at least convincing arguments and 

well-grounded concepts, supplemented by substantive incentives 

and, possibly, certain measures of political and even military 

pressure.  

All previous chapters discuss models and options for 

engaging third nuclear states in nuclear disarmament as steps on the 

way to nuclear-weapon-free world. This chapter presents a different 

approach to this issue. The matter is considered rather from a 

pragmatic political, military-strategic and technical perspective, 

which may be more relevant to the practical policies of states, than 

the idealistic wording of the NPT Article VI. 

Political context. Russia has every reason to be more 

insistent — as compared to the US — in its urge to render nuclear 

disarmament a multilateral endeavor. Russia‘s territory lies within 

the reach of nuclear weapons delivery means of all the remaining 

seven nuclear-weapon states (and the eighth candidate to nuclear 

club - Iran), neither of which is Russia‘s formal military-political 

ally. By contrast, the US territory is presently vulnerable to a 

missile-nuclear attack of only two states, Russia and China. The 

other six nuclear-weapon states are either allied to the US (the UK 

and France), or have no delivery means of a sufficient range. 

Moreover, some of the latter have also been US partners (for a long 
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time, Israel, and in recent years also India and Pakistan, despite 

Pakistan‘s growing reservations). 

Nevertheless, there are political considerations that challenge 

the third countries‘ participation in nuclear disarmament, either on 

the individual basis, or as set in groups of the ‗European two‘, P-5 

and four non-NPT nuclear-weapon states. In spite of all its 

attractiveness this approach appears to be excessively ‗mechanical‘ 

to be implemented. The US and Russia‘s political and military 

relations with the third nuclear-weapon states are too variable to 

solve the most complicated political task of incorporating them into 

the nuclear arms limitation system based on such formal criteria. 

Russia‘s strategic relations with the UK and France, as NATO 

members, are determined by its relations with the US. The two 

European nuclear powers are rather open as to their nuclear forces, 

have considerably reduced them and plan further nuclear arms 

reductions in the foreseeable future. These two states in reality 

present no serious independent or additional threat to Russia, 

neither can they tangibly affect the forecasted nuclear balance, at 

least as long as US and Russia‘s operationally deployed strategic 

nuclear forces (SNF) remain above the level of 1,000 warheads. In 

case Russia fully implements its new planned Air-Space Defense 

program, the role of European nuclear weapons capability by itself 

would further diminish.  

India has long been Russia‘s close partner, while Russia and 

Israel have established partnership in recent decades. Russia‘s 

relations with these countries are most likely to remain stable, 

despite the fact that in the latter case there exists a mutual 

deterrence relationship, though it remains far on the background of 

their current political relations. Engaging these two countries in 

nuclear disarmament in principle would be a desirable development 

for Russia, although not a matter of paramount importance or 

urgency in terms of its national security. 

In contrast to that Russia should look with alarm primarily at 

its relations with Pakistan and DPRK, as those can be drastically 

destabilized in case of radical changes in domestic situation or 

foreign policy of these countries, which are beyond Russia‘s 

influence. There is another unpredictable country, Iran, which may  

cross 'nuclear threshold' and cause an outbreak of war in the region 
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and/or a chain reaction of further nuclear and missile proliferation 

in the vicinity of Russia‘ borders. Both contingencies would be 

highly detrimental to Russian security. 

Although China - a great power and a superpower of the XXI 

century with which Russia builds strategic partnership – may not be 

in any sense put in the same group with the above three countries, a 

possibility of drastic changes in China‘s domestic and foreign 

policy cannot be ruled out. Alongside with the growing economic 

and military potential, including nuclear missile forces, such 

changes could in a foreseeable future have a direct bearing on the 

security of Russia and other countries, fundamentally altering 

strategic landscape of the world.    

For this reason limiting the nuclear weapons of China and 

Pakistan, or, preferably, achieving Pakistan‘s and DPRK‘s nuclear 

disarmament, as well as preventing Iran from acquiring nuclear 

weapons is certainly Russia‘s pivotal security interest. Interestingly 

enough, this in principles coincides with the US‘s priorities, 

although this fact has not received much attention by either society 

or political communities of the two countries. However, in each 

case, it takes an adequate format and moment to reach such goals – 

not just appealing to NPT Article VI or putting the above states in 

formal groups in line to join nuclear disarmament.  

Simply involving step by step all other seven nuclear-weapon 

states in the US-Russian negotiations would be impossible. No 

doubt, it would be most convenient for the two superpowers to 

formalize the existing balance of nuclear forces by first limiting at 

the present levels nuclear arms of the other three NPT nuclear-

weapon states, and then extending limitations to the other four 

countries. Another option would involve establishing an aggregate 

ceiling of about 1,000 warheads for the remaining seven countries 

(which may be the present overall number of their warheads) and 

letting them divide quotas for themselves or allocate them 

according to their actual proportion. However both these and other 

similar artificial options can hardly ever be feasible. 

First of all, it should be kept in mind that just like Russia and 

the US, each nuclear-weapon state has pursued its own interest by 

acquiring nuclear weapons. These include deterring conventional or 

nuclear threat, exercising politico-military pressure on its 
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adversaries, securing political status and prestige or creating 

bargaining chips. More often than not, third nuclear-weapon states, 

having followed the ―nuclear example‖ of the US and the USSR, do 

not measure their nuclear capabilities by those of the two 

superpowers or the majority of other nuclear-weapon states. Hence, 

they would not agree to either aggregate threshold or individual 

quotas divided among them in any set ratio.  

Strategic balances. Despite the fact that third nuclear-

weapon states in principle refuse to unite in one or several groups 

for comparison with the two superpowers in the size of nuclear 

forces, in order to assess the military balance it would be 

convenient to divide the nine nuclear-weapon states into three 

purely formal categories. The first one includes the two leading 

superpowers, Russia and the US. The second comprises three other 

nuclear-weapon states under the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 

Nuclear Weapons, holding permanent seats in the UN Security 

Council, namely the UK, France and China. The third one is the 

four non-NPT nuclear-weapon states:  Israel, India, Pakistan and 

DPRK. 

To be fair, one should weigh comparable classes of nuclear 

weapons, and not just set Russia‘s and US strategic nuclear arms 

limited under the new START against the total nuclear arsenal of 

the rest of nuclear-weapon states.  

According to the estimates of experts, if the three and the four 

(of which only the UK and France have made information on their 

nuclear forces publicly available) add up their aggregate numbers of 

warheads, the result should be compared to total US and Russia‘s 

nuclear arsenals, rather than merely their strategic forces. Those 

include strategic and non-strategic (operational-tactical) nuclear 

weapons both operationally deployed and kept in storages in 

different technical condition and for different purposes. This is all 

the more just taking in consideration that all or most of the nuclear 

weapons of China, India, Pakistan and Israel are reportedly kept at a 

level of reduced readiness (in particular, nuclear warheads are 

stored separately from missiles, and the bombs - away from 

aircraft). With respect of PDRK it is not even clear whether its 6-8 

nuclear explosive devices have been adopted for delivery by 

missiles or airplanes.  
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In this case the balance of forces between either of the two 

superpowers, on the one hand, and the aggregate number of 

warheads in possession of the tree and four, on the other hand, 

appear much more asymmetrical in favor of the US and Russia (see 

Figure 3). The uncertainty arises mainly with regard to the estimates 

of China‘s nuclear forces, as China has never provided explanation 

as to the intended use of enormous underground tunnels built by its 

Second Artillery Corps (the equivalent of Russia‘s Strategic Missile 

Forces). If those are to house mobile medium-range and 

intercontinental ballistic missiles, the number of missiles can reach 

many hundreds, and warheads - several thousand, as the length of 

the tunnels stands at approximately 5,000 km. 
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Global Stockpiles of Nuclear Weapons 

(Strategic, non-strategic and kept in storage, including those 

awaiting disposal) 

 
Figure 3 

 

Sources: SIPRI Yearbook 2011. Armaments, Disarmament 

and International Security. New York: Oxford University Press, 

2011. P. 319-353; New START Treaty Aggregate Numbers of 

Strategic Offensive Arms. April 6, 2012 // U.S. Department of State 

(http://www.state.gov/t/avc/rls/178058.htm); Status of World 

Nuclear Forces. May 7, 2012 // Federation of American Scientists  

(http://www.fas.org/programs/ssp/nukes/nuclearweapons/nuk

estatus.html). 

 

 

As in most cases the nuclear assets of the third countries are 

compared only to the strategic nuclear weapons of Russia and the 

US, it would be appropriate to single out the arms of the three and 

the four that can be regarded equivalent to strategic arms covered 

by the new START. The ratio of such arms is even more in favour 

of the US and Russia (see Figure 4). 
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Nuclear Weapons Stockpiles as Counted under the 2010 

START Treaty 

 
 

Figure 4 

 

Sources: SIPRI Yearbook 2011. Armaments, Disarmament 

and International Security. New York: Oxford University Press, 

2011. P. 319-353; New START Treaty Aggregate Numbers of 

Strategic Offensive Arms. April 6, 2012 // U.S. Department of State 

(http://www.state.gov/t/avc/rls/178058.htm); Status of World 

Nuclear Forces. May 7, 2012 // Federation of American Scientists  

(http://www.fas.org/programs/ssp/nukes/nuclearweapons/nuk

estatus.html). 

 

 

It is often mentioned that negotiating format could be 

expanded to cover the intermediate and short-range ballistic 

missiles eliminated by the US and USSR under the INF Treaty of 

1987. In 2007 the two powers as much as jointly urged the rest of 

the world to accede to this Treaty. Non-nuclear-weapon states and 

four non-NPT nuclear states dismissed the initiative as unjust and 
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unacceptable. However, even if countries possessing nuclear 

missiles add up their strategic nuclear forces and the systems falling 

under the INF Treaty, the ratio of the arsenals of Russia, the US, the 

other tree NPT nuclear weapon states and the remaining four would 

again be much in favor of the two superpowers (See Figure 5).  
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Nuclear Weapons Stockpiles as Counted under the 

2010 START and the 1987 INF Treaty 

 
Figure 5 

 

Relatively high level of the non-NPT four is due to a 

large number of PDRK medium range and tactical missiles, 

which however are not presently armed with nuclear warheads. 

Sources: SIPRI Yearbook 2011. Armaments, 

Disarmament and International Security. New York: Oxford 

University Press, 2011. P. 319-353; New START Treaty 

Aggregate Numbers of Strategic Offensive Arms. April 6, 2012 

// U.S. Department of State  

(http://www.state.gov/t/avc/rls/178058.htm); Status of 

World Nuclear Forces. May 7, 2012 // Federation of American 

Scientists  

(http://www.fas.org/programs/ssp/nukes/nuclearweapons/

nukestatus.html). 

 

Therefore, despite the fact that nuclear arms limitation and 

reduction by third countries would in itself be desirable, in terms of 

military balance of comparable categories of arms Russia and the 
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US (even after they implement the new START reductions) will 

retain an enormous advantage over the nuclear forces of other 

countries. What is more, this is true of them as compared with the 

aggregate level of the rest seven, not to mention comparison with 

individual third nuclear states. However each of them views itself as 

an individual nuclear-weapon state, not as a group - similarly to the 

way the US and Russia think of themselves. In this context, the 

main uncertainty relates to China due to its tunnels and large 

military production capacity for building up its missile and nuclear 

warheads stockpiles.  

What is more, the balance of forces implies that today there 

is (and for at least the following decade there will be) no obvious or 

urgent need from military perspective to involve third nuclear-

weapon states in arms reductions. This is true not only of the 

situation after the US and Russia implement the new START, but 

also in case of their concluding a hypothetical follow-on treaty after 

2020 to limit SNF at approximately 1,000 warheads. (The issue of 

whether such treaty can possibly be concluded, taking into account 

the differences as to missile defense, high-precision conventional 

weapons and non-strategic nuclear arms should be discussed 

separately.) Here again the only exception is related to China – for 

the reasons mentioned above. 

Strategic relations. Substantive negotiations and 

arrangements on nuclear arms limitation are not a formal adherence 

to the UN resolutions, but a pivotal element of military strategic 

relations among the nations, as was in case of the US and the USSR 

(Russia) for the recent 45 years. Therefore, for arms limitation 

treaties to be concluded, such strategic relations should at least 

exist, in particular in the form of mutual nuclear deterrence, like 

those between the US and Russia, and previously, USSR. In this 

case one of the states may limit its forces and military programs in 

exchange for similar limitations on the part of other - at agreed 

ratio, following an agreed procedure and on agreed terms. This is 

the essence of substantive negotiations on arms limitations and 

reductions.  

It cannot but come to the fore, if the states translate at some 

point their routine political declarations on expanding the list of 

participants in disarmament to action. In this context, the idea of 
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multilateralizing nuclear disarmament process poses significant 

questions. Some nuclear powers have developed the relations of 

more or less symmetrical mutual nuclear deterrence that, all other 

thing being equal, provides optimum conditions for negotiations. 

Other countries are tied with asymmetrical nuclear deterrence, with 

one having an advantage over the other, which makes it much more 

difficult to reach an agreement. The third ones can in principle 

mount a nuclear strike against each other, but for some political 

reasons the nuclear deterrence is not an element of their relations or 

has a latent nature, which provides no sufficient foundation for 

negotiations. Finally, the fourth have no relations of mutual 

deterrence at all due to military-technical reasons (i.e. if they are out 

of reach of each other‘s forces). Hence, the world system of nuclear 

relations among states is not at all uniform to provide a universal 

foundation of multilateral nuclear arms limitation or reduction for 

states in some artificial groups (see Annex 1, Figure 6).  

Therefore, different nuclear-weapon states or their groups are 

tied or separated by different kinds of strategic relations, which 

determines the prospects of their involvement in negotiations in 

certain formats, but has nothing to do with their formal grouping 

into twos, threes, fours, or fives.  

The UK and France are two nuclear-weapon states located 

within the reach of each other‘s nuclear weapons; however, there is 

no nuclear deterrence between them. They concluded an agreement 

on cooperation in this field and most probably will go a long way in 

this direction. However, they have no incentive to negotiate mutual 

reductions of nuclear forces with each other. The same is true for 

the relations of these two powers and the US, as they are all allied 

within NATO.  

Similarly, there are no grounds for negotiations on mutual 

nuclear arms limitations between China and the UK or China and 

France. China and the other two remain out of reach of their nuclear 

arms and have no relations of mutual deterrence, despite some 

recent declarations by Paris to the contrary. Due to the same reason, 

the three mentioned powers have no incentives for directly joining  

US-Russian START negotiations. The size and specifications of 

Beijing‘s nuclear capability are not strategically linked in any way 

to the forces and programs of Paris and London, and the three 
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countries have no common ground for agreeing on mutual arms 

limitations, although all of them belong to the five NPT 

―legitimate‖ nuclear-weapon states.  

Mutual nuclear deterrence is also absent of the relations of the 

US, France and the UK with Israel, India and Pakistan. A highly 

asymmetrical nuclear deterrence between the US and DPRK  

excludes any hope for mutual arms limitations (which does not 

deny the concept of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Korean 

peninsula). One can hardly see any trace of nuclear deterrence 

between Russia and India, although there is no clarity as to that in 

Russia‘s relations with Israel, Pakistan and DPRK. Even if there is 

latent nuclear deterrence in the relations of the latter, it hardly 

provides any tangible incentive or foundation for negotiations on 

mutual arms limitations.  

Similarly, China‘s relations with Israel, Pakistan and DPRK 

do not follow a nuclear deterrence pattern, as Israel remains 

inaccessible for China‘s nuclear weapons delivery vehicles, while 

the other two states are its de-jure or de-facto allies.  

On the contrary, the relations between the UK/France and 

Russia do have mutual nuclear deterrence at their core. In the recent 

years the two NATO countries have also targeted their nuclear 

assets against the ‗rogue states‘, while Russia has allegedly targeted 

only a small part of its nuclear capability against the two Western 

countries. Nevertheless, there is a strategic basis for negotiations, 

although it is highly asymmetrical and difficult to formulate in 

practice. 

No doubt, there is an asymmetrical nuclear deterrence 

between the US and China, and implicitly (in the latent mode) 

between China and Russia. However, this ‗triangle‘ is far from 

equilateral both in terms of forces and political distance among the 

powers. While there can be no doubts as to the existence — from 

strategic perspective — of negotiating issues between the US and 

Russia and between the US and China, there is much more 

uncertainty as to a possibility of Russian-Chinese dialogue. In any 

case, trilateral negotiations and agreements on the matter are most 

unlikely to happen in the foreseeable future. 

Similarly, mutual deterrence and negotiations are possible and 

in the long term necessary between India and Pakistan and India 
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and China. However, in this case the feasibility of trilateral 

negotiations and agreements is far from obvious in strategic and 

military-technical perspectives.  

Finally, there are two unacknowledged nuclear-weapon states 

situated at two opposite extremes of Eurasian continent. Those are 

Israel and DPRK, which can hardly take part in any formal mutual 

disarmament talks with anyone. If their nuclear assets are ever 

covered by any agreements, those will most probably be linked to 

resolving regional security issues, limiting conventional armed 

forces, settling political, economic, territorial and internal issues in 

regional format, as well as in the context of strengthening NPT 

regimes - rather than follow traditional mutual nuclear arms 

reduction pattern.  

On the whole, as third nuclear-weapon states‘ nuclear forces 

are intertwined much deeper with the regional context, as compared 

to strategic forces of Russia and the US. In case of third states the 

prospects of nuclear arms limitation will be much more determined 

by regional and local territorial, ethnic, and political issues, like in 

the relations between India and Pakistan, China and India, China 

and Taiwan, the countries of the Middle East and Persian Gulf, as 

well as the two Korean states. Besides, regional balance of general-

purpose forces will have a much stronger impact on negotiation on 

nuclear disarmament, as compared to the US-Russian 

SALT/START negotiations.   

Furthermore, taking in consideration the relatively small size 

and in many cases inferior qualitative characteristics of the third 

countries‘ nuclear forces, the issues of their sufficiency and the 

possibility of their limitation would be much more complicated by 

the influence on the military balance of the rapidly developing 

regional and global missile defense systems and long-range high-

precision conventional weapons.  

Technical aspects. Technical issues related to multilateral 

arms limitations are no less complicated. For one, in accordance 

with the method of definitions, limitations and control regimes 

developed under SALT and START treaties, the three NPT nuclear-

weapon states, that is, China, the UK and France, could add only 

390 warheads, while the four non-NPT nuclear-weapon states has 

no accountable arms at all (see Figure 4). Counting the systems 
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covered by the 1987 INF Treaty would allow to include additional 

250 warheads of China, France and the UK, and 530 warheads of 

non-NPT nuclear-weapon states (including 280 single-warhead 

missiles of the DPRK that presently have no nuclear warheads).  

However, according to available data, considerable part, or all 

of the third countries‘ missiles (with the exception of the UK and 

France) are kept at reduced readiness levels in peacetime, with 

nuclear warheads stored separately from missiles, and bombs -  

away from aircraft. According to the classification set forth in the 

new START, most of these assets would most probably be counted 

as non-deployed, if the separate storage of warheads and their 

delivery vehicles could be verified
19

.  

This is especially true of their short-range missiles and attack 

aircraft (including strategic attack aircraft of France), which account 

for a considerable part of nuclear weapons delivery vehicles in 

France, China, Israel, India and Pakistan. Russia and the US class 

these nuclear weapons as operational-tactical, tactical (TNW) or 

non-strategic (NSNW).  

Moscow rejects US and NATO proposals to start negotiations 

on TNWs before the US withdraws its tactical nuclear bombs from 

Europe. The two countries have no agreed definitions, counting 

rules or verification methods for the limitation and elimination of 

non-strategic weapons systems. It is still unclear, whether such 

negotiations will begin, and when this is going to happen. It is 

obvious, nevertheless that the third nuclear-weapon states will not 

agree to engage even in theoretical discussion of limiting these 

classes of weapons, unless the great powers set an example. 

It is also probable that even after the example has been set 

(including counting rules and verification methods), the third 

countries will refuse to engage either individually or jointly in 

negotiations or accede to the agreements between the US and 

Russia on strategic offensive arms, intermediate-range and shorter-

range missiles or tactical nuclear weapons – if their participation is 

based on any kind of proportions or quotas. 

                                                
19 Under the new START, this category includes launchers without 

missiles and heavy bombers outside airbases of nuclear HBs. Formally, there is 
no separate category for missiles not armed with warheads, although logically 

they would fit into the category of non-deployed weapons systems.  
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One hypothetically possible option involves several bilateral 

fora: the UK/France — Russia, the US — China, Russia — China 

(not very unlikely), China — India, India — Pakistan. Coordinating 

these fora at least to some extent would be the highest achievement 

of Moscow‘s and Washington‘s diplomacy. 

In a number of cases the third nuclear-weapon states would  

have to rely on technical verification means of either Russia and the 

US, or pertinent international organizations (the UN or IAEA).   

Scenarios of multilateral nuclear disarmament. In fact 

there are presently some multilateral nuclear disarmament formats, 

namely treaties on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, 

prohibition on deploying WMD in outer space, comprehensive ban 

on nuclear tests, etc. However, there is no treaty explicitly limiting 

nuclear arms of the third countries, and it is the elaboration of 

exactly such an instrument, that is implied by multilateralizing 

nuclear disarmament.  

European nuclear-weapon states. All the previous attempts 

by the USSR to add European countries‘ nuclear forces to the US 

strategic nuclear forces and to limit them by a single ceiling were 

declined by the West on the grounds that the UK and French forces 

serve as national and not collective instruments of deterrent
20

. They 

are most unlikely to change the stance on this subject in the future. 

As for separate negotiations between Russia and each of the two 

European nuclear-weapon states, enormous asymmetry in the 

parties‘ SNF would be a huge obstacle (see Figure 4).  

The consent on the part of the UK and France to at least some 

confidence-building and transparency measures and inspection 

activities of the type provided for in the new START - would send 

an important positive message and set a precedent and example for 

other countries, primarily China. (Still China would perhaps easily 

counter this example referring to the fact that unlike China, 

European states are US NATO allies and protected by US security 

guarantees.)  

                                                
20 The first attempt was made in the framework of the 1972 SALT I 

agreement, and the then during negotiations on SALT II in late 1970s, and the 

1987 INF Treaty. 
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In fact, these measures would corroborate the official data on 

the UK and French nuclear forces and their modernization 

programs. However, the two European powers would hardly agree 

to interpret this as a legally binding limitation of their nuclear arms 

(even in accordance with their unilaterally adopted modernization 

programs). Even if Russia agreed to implement similar confidence-

building measures in its relations with these two countries (beside 

the new START with the US), the latter would be very unlikely to 

consent to formalizing Russia‘s superiority in nuclear forces.  

However, in the longer term strategic logic could prompt an 

option of introducing an equal ceiling for the sea-based strategic 

forces of Russia and the two European powers taken together in the 

North Atlantic (say, at a level of about 80-100 SLBMs and 300-

400 warheads). This would formalize the equality of the two sides  

but enable Russia to retain advantage in other SNF components, 

TNWs and nuclear forces outside Europe. At the same time, this 

would not legalize Russia‘s superiority, as in theory the UK and 

France would have the right to similar additional nuclear forces 

beside the agreed limit for SLBMs, even though they would hardly 

ever use this right. The integration of the two European powers‘ 

nuclear forces and programs that is currently underway, can pave 

the way to their acceptance of this option in the future, especially if 

the US provides it with active political support while formally 

remaining outside the arrangement.  

If this is ever the case, European nuclear powers could raise 

the issue of limiting Russia‘s Air-Space Defense (the way Russia 

insists on limiting European missile defense of NATO in the 

context of the recent and possible follow-on START dialogue). If 

there is no formal limit on NATO BMD and START goes on, there 

will be no reason for Russia to limit its Air-Space Defense. 

Moscow would find it difficult to accept such SLBM limits, 

as it would imply double counting of its strategic forces of the 

Northern Fleet which are also covered by the new START. At the 

same time the arrangement would limit European SNF after 2020, 

which would serve Russia‘s interests. Neither the UK nor France 

would find it easy to limit their whole strategic forces in exchange 

for only partial limitation of Russia‘s sea-based missiles that in 

theory can be reinforced with the submarines of its Pacific Fleet. 
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However, Franco-British nuclear capability in the Atlantic Ocean is 

supplemented by US SSBNs and theoretically could also be rapidly 

reinforced by sea-based strategic weapons of the US from the 

Pacific.  

Such an agreement between Russia and the two European 

powers would benefit both sides, setting a precedent for other 

nuclear-weapon states. Russia‘s consent to negotiations on sub-

strategic nuclear weapons (TNWs) could serve as a strong incentive 

for the US and NATO to apply political pressure on Britain and 

France to go for such formal limitation.  

China. As Beijing‘s official position states, ―countries 

possessing the largest nuclear arsenals... should further drastically 

reduce their nuclear arsenals in a verifiable, irreversible and legally-

binding manner... When conditions are appropriate, other nuclear-

weapon states should also join in multilateral negotiations on 

nuclear disarmament‖
21

. Moreover, China links such dialogue with 

the powers‘ renunciation of the first use of nuclear weapons 

(‗strategic trust‘) and the resolution of the Taiwan issue. 

This stance leaves little hope for engaging China in a formal 

nuclear arms control treaty. It appears, however, that China may be 

involved in the process on a step-by-step basis. This has nothing to 

do with wishful thinking about expanding the range of participants 

in the process for the sake of nuclear disarmament. China‘s 

involvement can only be achieved on a pragmatic basis, if China 

deems that concessions on the part of the US (which implies on the 

part of Russia, too) in matters of interest for Beijing - make up for 

its own concessions on transparency or certain arms limitation 

arrangements.   

Unlike the US vision of stability enshrined in the 2010 

Nuclear Posture Review, China‘s understanding does not envisage 

transparency (even as a first step), but rather implies the recognition 

by US (and Russia) of the right of China to its own nuclear 

deterrence addressed to the two super-powers, despite the lack of 

strategic parity. This implies first and foremost the recognition by 

the two leading powers of their vulnerability to China‘s nuclear 

                                                
21 Part X. Arms Control and Disarmament // China‘s National Defense in 

2010 (http://www.china.org.cn/government/whitepaper/node_7114675.htm).  
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retaliation, in spite of China‘s alleged inferiority in numbers and 

quality of its operationally deployed nuclear forces. Further, it 

implies that the two leading powers assume an obligation to make 

no attempts to undermine such deterrent through offensive (either 

nuclear or conventional) weapons and defense systems (the US 

missile defense in the Pacific and Russia‘s Air-Space Defense in the 

Asian part of Russia, at both strategic and theatre levels). 

The United States find it difficult to agree to these points in 

view of its security guarantees to allies and partners (Japan, South 

Korea, Taiwan), while Russia‘s rationale is its increasing inferiority 

to China in general-purpose forces in Siberia and the Far East.  

Therefore, involving China in nuclear disarmament is a matter 

of serious revision of US and Russian military policy, rather than 

changes only in China‘s stance. In particular, the US have not yet 

recognized mutual nuclear deterrence and mutual assured 

destruction (as a result of a retaliatory strike) in its relations with 

China, and Russia has been even more vague on this matter. 

Interestingly, China in its turn fails to acknowledge such state of 

strategic relations with India, while India denies it to Pakistan. 

These strategic issues also hamper substantive negotiations among 

the above nuclear states.  

The following could serve as real conditions for China‘s 

consent to gradual ‗opening‘ of its strategic arms and their 

limitation (at least through obligation not to increase their 

numbers): 

• US obligation not to expand further its and allied 

sea- and land-based missile defense assets in the Pacific. 

• Obligation by the US and Russia — should they 

reach an agreement on cooperation in developing missile 

defense — to give China access to its projects (e.g. 

exchange of data from early-warning systems) in the format 

Beijing finds acceptable. 

• The US and Russia go on with negotiations on the 

follow-on  START Treaty envisaging elimination of 

strategic delivery vehicles, limitation on high-precision 

strategic conventional weapons, and suborbital boost-glide 

arms (this limitation is of interest to Russia too). 
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• The progress in limiting non-strategic nuclear 

weapons of both the US and Russia, which would make it 

possible to raise the issue of ensuring transparency of and 

limiting China‘s medium-range systems and tactical nuclear 

weapons (which Russia opposes, but which would be of 

interest to Japan, India, South Korea and Taiwan). 

• Renunciation of NATO‘s idea to relocate Russia‘s 

non-strategic nuclear weapons from the West to the East. 

The relevant negotiations could be held as bilateral dialogue 

between the US and China in parallel to US-Russian negotiations 

on strategic arms reductions and regular Russian-Chinese strategic 

consultations. Trilateral talks might be possible later on, as the 

parties discuss missile defense cooperation (for instance, exchange 

of data from early warning systems).  

Depending on clarifications as to Chinese Second Artillery 

tunnels, the parties could later on strive to reach a trilateral arms 

limitation arrangement. For example, it might envisaging equal 

ceilings for aggregate number of land-based ICBMs and 

MRBMs/SRBMs of the US, Russia and China. (It should be 

recalled that Russian and US intermediate-range and shorter-range 

missiles have already been eliminated under the 1987 INF Treaty). 

In this case the same logic would apply as in the case of Russia and 

the UK/France, with the compromise between legal parity and 

actual asymmetry reached through equality in one component of the 

triad (in this case land-based instead of sea-based.  

This might lead China to building up its ICBMs in parallel to 

reducing the number of MRBMs and SRBMs within the limited 

aggregate number. This would hardly please the US and, possibly, 

Russia (but will definitely be a welcome step for Japan, Taiwan, 

India, South Korea and ASEAN countries). Besides, Washington 

and Moscow should remember that without such an agreement 

Beijing may build up its ICBMs deployed on land and possibly in 

tunnels anyway and without reducing medium and short range 

missiles.  

It remains unclear, how such negotiations can be combined 

with Chinese-Indian dialogue on nuclear arms limitation. However, 

unless China limits its nuclear forces, even under agreements with 
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other nuclear powers (the US and Russia), India will not consent to 

any agreements in this field with Pakistan. 

South Asia. Approximate equality of nuclear forces of India 

and Pakistan in terms of number and type of warheads and their 

delivery vehicles provide strategic and technical ground for their 

reaching a normal 1987 INF Treaty-type agreements on nuclear 

arms limitations and confidence-building measures, at least with 

regard to their medium-range and short-range missiles.  

Yet there are certain obstacles that include strained political 

relations (territorial dispute and terrorism), India‘s superiority in 

general-purpose forces and its prospective advantage in missile 

defense. If the great powers and the UN help alleviate these 

obstacles, South Asia can serve as another example of 

multilateralizing nuclear disarmament, although not through 

engagement of states in the US-Russian negotiations, but through a 

separate regional forum.  

Parallel US-Russian dialogue on further strategic offensive 

arms treaty and cooperation in missile defense, as well as 

commencement of dialogue on TNWs, alongside with the US-

Chinese talks could tangibly contribute to the disarmament process 

in South Asia.  

The above initiatives could also promote regional dialogue in 

the Middle East and the Korean Peninsula in the context of 

strengthening the NPT regime.  
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CONCLUSIONS 

 

 

1. The balance of nuclear forces between the third 

countries and the US and Russia implies that presently there is no 

obvious or urgent need from the military perspective (in contrast to 

a political one) for involving third nuclear-weapon states in arms 

reductions. This is true not only of the situation after the US and 

Russia implement the new START, but also of a situation if and 

when they conclude a hypothetical follow-on treaty after 2020 to 

limit their SNF at approximately 1,000 operationally deployed 

warheads levels.  

2. Taking in consideration exclusively the task of 

deterring aggression as a result of the threat of use of nuclear 

weapons, in theory most nuclear-weapon states could agree to limit 

their nuclear arms, as the nuclear assets they possess are quite 

sufficient for the purposes of ―pure‖ (or finite) deterrence.  

3. One of possible ways, as some experts believe, at 

least at the initial stage would be go for a multilateral nuclear arms 

control agreements by engaging the official members of the 

‗nuclear club‘ – i.e. Russia, the US, the UK, France and China. 

These states are parties to the NPT Treaty and their leaderships 

have declared their commitment to nuclear disarmament. However, 

China would probably be the last, if ever, to join in the productive 

consultations or negotiations on these issues.  

4. The experts sharing this view also contend that if this 

first stage is successfully accomplished, an attempt could be made 

to engage India, Pakistan and Israel in the processes. Further, while 

Russia and the US are further reducing their nuclear weapons, the 

time will come for signing a multilateral agreement on the reduction 

and limitation of the five UNSC permanent members‘ nuclear 

weapons, including extended confidence-building measures and 

acceptable elements of the control system. Having accomplished 

this, it would seem reasonable to explore the possibility of 
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developing, negotiating and approving a similar agreement for all 

nine nuclear-weapon states. 

5. At the moment, however, the third nuclear-weapon 

states make no official commitment for their engagement in nuclear 

arms reduction and limitation process. This concerns even those of 

them which view their nuclear weapons primarily as a political tool 

(France and the UK) and express in various forms their support of 

the world free from nuclear weapons. Thus, the task of providing 

incentives for these countries to engage in nuclear arms control is 

an important first item on the agenda of nuclear disarmament. 

6. Paris and London have pursued a robust policy 

aimed at retaining their respective deterrent capabilities. At the 

same time, both European nuclear powers give unequivocal support 

to nuclear arms control and in most cases back either proposed or 

implemented relevant international initiatives. 

7. French and British policy-makers and experts 

recognize that there is enormous gap between their countries and 

the US and Russia in the size of their nuclear arsenals. They 

contend that for the UK and France to consider engagement in 

nuclear arms reductions, this gap should be radically bridged. For 

example, theoretically if the two leading powers reduce the number 

of their nuclear warheads to about 500 pieces, London and Paris 

might possibly consent to certain reduction of their nuclear arsenals, 

too. 

8. It is most unlikely that France and the UK consent to 

engaging in nuclear disarmament, unless the effectiveness of the 

non-proliferation regime is ensured. Paris and London will hardly 

welcome the idea of de-alerting their nuclear forces with a view to 

enhance stability. However, some experts believe that they could 

join the transparency and confidence-building mechanisms 

approved (or negotiated) by Moscow and Washington. This may be 

the most realistic option for connecting the two countries to the 

efforts of the US-Russia tandem to make nuclear arms control a 

multilateral endeavor. 

9. It can be supposed that the current process of 

integrating and eventually merging UK‘s and France‘s nuclear 

deterrent capabilities might serve as an additional encouragement 

for the latter two countries to engage in nuclear disarmament. Shall 
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Russia and the US pursue responsible nuclear disarmament policy; 

in the longer run (after 2020) the integrated UK-French nuclear 

force could be engaged in a legally binding arms limitation and 

reduction regime. 

10. As a first step the UK and France could be invited to 

make official commitments not to exceed the existing levels of their 

nuclear arms. This would not limit their possibility to modernize 

their nuclear weapons. 

Secondly they could accept a limited number of transparency 

measures implemented by the US and Russia under the new 

START. Such transparency measures can be performed either by 

each state unilaterally, or in a bilateral format.  

The consent on the part of the UK and France to at least some 

of the confidence-building and transparency measures and 

inspection activities (like those provided for in the new START) 

would send a positive message and might set a precedent and 

example for other countries, primarily China. 

In contrast to the above opinion, other experts believe that 

‗mechanical‘ engagement of other nuclear-weapon states in arms 

limitation and reduction process in the formats of the three or five 

NPT nuclear-weapon states,  three plus four (five plus four), or all 

nine nuclear-weapon states is neither feasible nor necessary. 

Negotiations and agreements are only possible between countries 

having the relations of mutual nuclear deterrence. In this case, 

provided there are favorable political conditions, symmetric or 

asymmetric limitations may be possible, depending on the ratio of 

the countries‘ nuclear assets.  

12. For example, in the longer term (after 2020) one of the 

strategically logical options could involve introducing equal 

ceilings for the strategic sea-based forces of Russia and the two 

European powers in the North Atlantic (for instance, at the level of 

about 80-100 SLBMs and 300-400 warheads). 

13. Thus, in practice multilateral disarmament might be 

implemented not through the third states ―getting on board‖ of the  

US-Russia bandwagon, but through several bilateral fora: the 

UK/France — Russia, the US — China, Russia — China, China — 

India, India — Pakistan.  
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Engaging China for a number of reasons is relatively a more 

urgent task, than involving other nuclear states. China will hardly 

go for it just in response to the calls of other nations, but will 

pragmatically consider strategic and political trade-offs of engaging 

in nuclear arms control. Moreover, it should be realized that 

achieving this goal requires not only changes of Beijing‘s present 

stance, but also a revision of some elements of US and Russian 

foreign and military policies, as well as innovative methods of 

asymmetric arms control.  

Obviously, these formats and fora would vary in sequence and 

geographical scope, as necessary. However, taking in consideration 

the complex interaction of the strategic and political relations 

among nuclear-weapon states (and non-nuclear-weapon states), 

coordinating the talks between various parties would be the highest 

achievement of Moscow‘s and Washington‘s diplomacy. 
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Nuclear Deterrence among Nuclear-Weapon States  
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ANNEX 2 

 

 

Article by Professor Malcolm Chalmers, Research Director 

and Director (UK Defense Policy), Royal United Service 

Institute (RUSI) provided for discussion at the Conference 

titled Prospects of Involving European Nuclear-Weapon 

States in Nuclear Arms Reduction and Limitation, hosted by 

IMEMO RAN on March 29, 2012. 

 

 

The United Kingdom: a Status Quo Nuclear Power? 
22

 

 

Drivers of UK nuclear doctrine. The UK was one of the 

founding powers of the nuclear age. Its nuclear programme was 

driven from its earliest stages by the dual, and closely linked, 

imperatives of national security and a strong desire to maintain 

wider international influence. In particular, the interplay between 

independence and interdependence with the US has remained a 

central, and unique, feature of how the UK sought to maintain its 

position as a nuclear weapon state. These dual motives remain as 

relevant for understanding the role of the UK's independent nuclear 

force today as they did in 1947. They have ensured that successive 

governments have committed themselves to maintaining the 

country‘s nuclear status despite the economic costs involved.  

Doctrine and posture. From the early days of the nuclear age 

it became apparent that the UK did not have the economic resources 

that would enable it to emulate the arsenals of the US and Soviet 

Union. By 1975, when the UK was still the world‘s third largest 

nuclear power, it had around 400 warheads in its arsenal (including 

                                                
22 The article was first published in:  Malcolm Chalmers, Andrew 

Somerville and Andrea Berger (eds), Small Nuclear Forces: Five Perspectives, 

RUSI Whitehall Report 3-11, December 2011.  
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an estimated 160 Polaris strategic warheads and around 240 WE-

177 air-delivered shorter-range weapons). The US, by comparison, 

possessed 27,000 weapons and the Soviet Union had 19,000.   

Because of this disproportion, UK military planners could not 

credibly pursue the damage limitation / first strike capabilities that 

characterized those of the two major powers. But nor was UK 

nuclear doctrine based simply on a McBundy-style ‗assured 

retaliation‘ formula. [McGeorge Bundy was United States National 

Security Advisor to the US Presidents in 1961-1966.] Rather it had 

two dimensions. 

First, perhaps of less importance to current discussions 

(though perhaps still relevant in understanding France‘s current 

posture), the air-launched systems provided a contribution to 

NATO's ‗tactical‘ nuclear arsenal, designed to counter a possible 

Soviet conventional breakthrough through attacks on military forces 

and related infrastructure.  

Second, from an early stage in doctrinal development, the UK 

sought a ―strategic‖ force that could inflict ―unacceptable damage‖ 

on an opposing state, most commonly assumed to be the Soviet 

Union.  

Various formulae were discussed for calculating the level of 

threatened damage that would be required for this purpose. Some 

emphasized the need to have a UK force strong enough to leave 

Soviet war-making capacity significantly weakened in any 

subsequent confrontation with the US. Others emphasized a 

requirement to be able to impose such heavy costs on the Soviet 

Union as to clearly outweigh (in the minds of the Kremlin) any 

possible gains it could achieve by occupying (or destroying) the 

UK. For targeting purposes, both these objectives were translated 

into a requirement for the UK to be able to destroy ―key centers of 

state power‖, concentrated in and around Moscow and other major 

cities. A capability limited to the ability to destroy Soviet forward-

deployed forces might not have been enough to deter a ruthless 

Soviet government from completing the occupation of Europe 

through an invasion of the UK. But nor was it necessary (for 

deterrent purposes) to replicate the US‘s capability for destroying 

hundreds of targets in the Soviet Union, including most of its 

military and nuclear infrastructure.  
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The UK's emphasis on leadership targets (―key centers of 

state power‖) clearly had a ―counterforce‖ and ―ecapitation‖ 

dimension. But the consequences for strategic stability were 

probably relatively limited. For, given the limited number of 

available UK warheads, compared with the much larger number of 

Soviet nuclear-related targets, UK nuclear targeting is necessarily 

primarily ―counter value‖ in character.  

For the last fifty years, it has been assumed that the UK 

nuclear deterrent must be able to destroy a significant number of 

targets deep inside a major continental power, and to overcome 

some (limited) missile defense systems while doing so. This 

interpretation of the level of ―unacceptable damage‖ necessary for 

deterrence has some similarity with that of France. But it is 

significantly more demanding than those adopted so far by other 

smaller nuclear-armed states, including China, India and Pakistan. 

One of the questions for these states may be whether they may also 

want to move towards a more Anglo-French model of nuclear 

sufficiency, and if so what the systemic consequences would be.   

Sustaining a force capable of meeting this requirement was 

particularly difficult when faced with a potential adversary of the 

size and defensive capability of the Soviet Union.  

NATO maritime superiority ensured that the UK's submarine-

based force was relatively invulnerable to pre-emption. Indeed the 

Royal Navy maintains that its submarines have never been tracked 

while on deterrent station in more than four decades of continuous 

patrol.   

Most recently, in 2006, the Government announced plans to 

build a new generation of ballistic missile submarines. These boats, 

now due to begin entering service in 2028, will initially carry the 

Trident D5 missile, followed by whatever successor system is 

chosen by the US. The Government examined a range of 

alternatives to Trident, including sea-launched cruise missiles, 

mobile and silo-based ICBMs, and air-launched missiles. But a 

submarine-based ballistic missile system was judged to be the most 

cost-effective way for the UK to continue to have a system able to 

inflict unacceptable damage on large continental nuclear powers 

which possessed some missile defenses (the ―Moscow criterion‖). 

Alternative systems were thought to be unable to meet this basic 
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mission, or could only do so at greater cost and with many more 

deployed warheads. The Government recently has just announced 

yet another ―value for money‖ review of its Trident replacement 

programme, led by the Liberal Democrat Defense Minister Nick 

Harvey MP. As long as the basic criteria for the nuclear force 

remain as they are now, however, it is unlikely that this review will 

come up with a radically different alternative to an SLBM-based 

strategic force.  

A unique relationship. International transfers of nuclear 

technology have played a key role in the development of most of 

today‘s nuclear arsenals. But no other country has gone as far as the 

UK in its degree of acknowledged dependence on others for the 

development and maintenance of its nuclear force. UK Trident D5 

missiles are part of a common pool with US missiles, and are 

serviced in the US Navy‘s facility in King‘s Bay Georgia. The UK 

has devoted substantial effort (and financial resources) to ensuring 

that its new submarines will use a common missile compartment 

with the new generation of US SSBN‘s, due to replace the US Ohio 

class from the 2030s onwards. And the UK‘K's recent decision to 

delay a decision on a new generation of warheads has been largely 

driven by changes in the US‘s own warhead modernization plans.  

This deep level of cooperation has saved the UK tens of 

billions of pounds over the last half century.  

Given how dependent its nuclear force now is on cooperation 

with the US, questions are often raised as to whether the UK really 

has the ability to use it independently. After all, if the UK force 

were to be seen as being entirely under US control, it would have 

no added deterrent value. Rather, it would simply be seen as a 

supplement to US nuclear capability, largely superfluous at current 

force levels but lending legitimacy to Russian demands that UK 

forces are de facto part of the US arsenal, and should be counted as 

such in arms control agreements. 

The UK Government has always emphasized its confidence in 

the reliability of US nuclear protection. The assignation of its 

strategic force to NATO command (under the Polaris, and 

subsequently Trident, sales agreements) further underlines the 

centrality of collective nuclear deterrence in its declaratory policy. 

Moreover, the Government argues, the existence of a ‗second 
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center‘ of decision-making can enhance the credibility of NATO 

nuclear deterrence in circumstances where an opponent may doubt 

the willingness of the US to use its own nuclear weapons.  

The role of a ―second center‖ in deterrence may have been of 

particular value in circumstances where the vital interests of the US 

and the UK were clearly different.   

The credibility of such a scenario was given some added 

credibility by the 2005 declassification (by the Polish Government) 

of a 1979 Warsaw Pact war game exercise, named ―Seven Days to 

the Rhine‖. The exercise began with NATO bombers, based in the 

UK, launching nuclear attacks on Poland, preventing Soviet forces 

from reinforcing East Germany against a NATO invasion. In 

response, the Soviet Union launches a nuclear attack on West 

Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands and Denmark. But, 

significantly, the Soviet Union does not use nuclear weapons 

against either the UK or France, even though the former is used as a 

base for the first strike against its forces. Soviet planners may have 

believed that use of nuclear weapons against either the UK or 

France would have risked retaliatory action against the Soviet 

Union itself, frustrating any implicit US / Soviet agreement to 

―sanctuarize‖ their own homelands
 23

. 

To the extent that such scenarios were at all plausible, the 

operational independence of the UK nuclear force may have 

contributed to the UK‘s security by making it less likely that its 

homeland would be the battleground for a limited nuclear war. At 

the same time, arguably, it may have contributed to collective 

NATO deterrence, insofar as it provided some protection for the 

UK's key role as a transit center for the US conventional 

reinforcements that would have been critical to NATO hopes for 

avoiding defeat without resort to nuclear weapons.   

The UK is safer than it has ever been from the threat of 

conventional military attack on its homeland by another state. And 

it is possible, even likely, that this could remain the case for 

decades to come. Yet nothing stands still, and in a world 

characterized by political turmoil and pervasive uncertainty, it is not 

                                                
23 Rennie David. ―World War Three seen through Soviet eyes‖. // The 

Telegraph. November 26, 2005. 
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possible to predict the shape of the international strategic 

environment in the 2030‘s or 2040‘s. And the continuing 

proliferation of nuclear weapons, and related technologies, 

increases the risk that, at some point, a direct threat to the UK might 

re-emerge.  

Moreover, supporters of UK nuclear ―hedging‖ argue, it 

would be very difficult for the country to rebuild a national nuclear 

weapons capability once it had been given up. While there may be 

no credible threat today that justifies a national nuclear deterrent, 

therefore, they argue that the country should hedge against the 

possibility that such a threat may re-emerge in future.  

Reliance on the US has been central to the UK‘s post-war 

defense and security policy. Yet there has always been a debate 

about whether, and how, it might preserve options for independent 

action, by itself or with other partners (in Europe or in the 

Commonwealth). In particular, questions have been raised as to 

how long the UK could retain a capability to use its nuclear 

weapons if the US were to withdraw technical support. Although 

some analysts contend that the UK could never use its nuclear force 

without (at least) US acquiescence, most seem reasonably confident 

that the force would be operationally independent in a short-notice 

scenario. If the UK Prime Minister were to decide to fire a nuclear 

weapon tomorrow, in other words, his orders could be carried out 

entirely through a UK chain of command, without any US 

interference, and with a high degree of confidence in the operational 

effectiveness of the forces used. 

There is less consensus as to how long such effectiveness 

could last, however, were the US to suddenly end all nuclear 

technical cooperation (as it did in 1946 through the McMahon Act). 

Some believe that operational independence could last for only a 

few months, but others believe it could be much longer, albeit with 

increasing levels of technical risk and costs involved over time. 

What is clear is that the political ramifications of such a rift would 

be felt immediately, with profound consequences for the entire 

strategic relationship between the two countries. In current and 

foreseeable circumstances it is hard to imagine why the US would 

want to take such a step. But any discussion of the consequences of 

a cut-off would need to be based on some assumption as to the 
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context in which it takes place. If, for example, it were to take place 

in a low-threat international environment, perhaps as a result of US 

pressure for more radical steps towards wider nuclear disarmament, 

the UK might well be prepared to negotiate the end of its 

independent force rather than take on the new costs involved in 

renationalization. Were it take place in the context of growing 

nuclear risks to Europe, by contrast, the UK might be more likely to 

commit itself to building new capabilities, perhaps in cooperation 

with France.   

Possible drivers of doctrinal change. Since the end of the 

Cold War, and arguably for the first time in its history, the central 

defining feature of the UK‘s strategic situation is that it faces no 

immediate military threats to its homeland. Neither Russia nor 

China has either the capability or intent to pose such a threat. And 

nuclear proliferation has not, so far, led to new nuclear powers 

developing the capability (far less the intent) to target the UK with 

long-range nuclear-armed missiles.  

As a consequence of this relatively benign strategic 

environment, there is little discussion of what the role of the UK 

nuclear force is, other than as a hedge against future uncertainties. 

There is little appetite for more focused discussion of nuclear 

doctrine and scenarios for possible use. At the same time, it is 

believed, existing and planned capabilities should be sufficient to 

deter a wide range of future nuclear-armed adversaries. 

One can envisage at least four scenarios, however, in which 

there would be likely to be a reappraisal of current nuclear doctrine 

and capabilities. None are likely. But none can be ruled out 

altogether.  

First, there could be a rift with the US of such magnitude as to 

raise profound questions for the degree of nuclear interdependence 

that the two countries are prepared to accept. As discussed above, 

the likelihood of such a scenario remains small, though perhaps not 

vanishingly small.   

Third, at the optimistic end of the uncertainty arc, the next 

decade or two could see radical improvements in the UK's strategic 

environment, for example as a result of a demilitarization of 

Russia / NATO relations and a process of democratization and 

conflict resolution in the Middle East. In these benign 
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circumstances, pressure for further reductions in European defense 

budgets would grow, and UK defense planners would be faced with 

even harder trade-offs than they now face between nuclear and 

conventional capabilities.   

Fourth, nuclear weapons might actually be used in a war, for 

the first time since 1945. Most of the more plausible scenarios for 

such use – between India and Pakistan, as part of the death-throes of 

the North Korean regime, or in a future Iran/Israel crisis – would 

probably not involve the UK as a direct participant. But any use of 

nuclear weapons would have a massive impact on international 

politics, probably many times greater than that of 9/11. It would 

lead to a dramatic increase in the salience of nuclear issues in the 

UK and elsewhere. It is possible that such an event could lead to 

increasing awareness of the importance of nuclear deterrence, or of 

the urgent necessity of nuclear disarmament. Most likely, it would 

do both.  

The UK and nuclear arms control. The UK has tended to 

perceive itself as the most ―forward leaning‖ of the recognized 

nuclear weapon states on nuclear disarmament. There is a strong 

element in the national body politic (both at popular and elite level) 

that does not support the maintenance of an independent deterrent. 

This opposition – while at its core rooted in moral considerations – 

has gained strength from the closeness of the nuclear special 

relationship, which has led Atlanticists to see the independent 

deterrent as superfluous and nationalists to see it as a symbol of 

subservience. But these domestic trends have shaped mainstream 

discourse on nuclear weapons, encouraging successive governments 

to seek a balance between continuing commitment to nuclear 

deterrence with a demonstrable commitment to multilateral arms 

control and disarmament.  

Leading by example? With the end of the Cold War, the UK 

joined other NATO member states in scrapping its ‗dual key‘ 

nuclear artillery and short-range Lance missile capabilities. In 1992, 

the Conservative Government announced that the UK stockpile of 

free-fall WE-177 bombs would be cut in half, and in 1995 it 

announced that the remaining WE-177‘s would be withdrawn from 

service by the end of 1998. As a result of this decision, the UK is 

now the only recognized nuclear weapon state with a single 
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delivery system for its weapons. It is largely as a result of this 

decision that it now appears to have the smallest arsenal of the five 

NPT nuclear states
24

.  

Subsequent years have seen a number of further restrictions 

being placed on the number of warheads carried on the UK's 

remaining nuclear system, consisting of four Trident-armed 

SSBN's. In 1998, the new Labor Government declared that the total 

number of ―operationally-available warheads‖ would not exceed 

200. In 2006, in an attempt to provide some ―balance‖ to its 

proposal to build a new SSBN generation, it announced that the 

warhead ceiling would now be 160. And in 2010, as part of the 

Strategic Defense and Security Review conducted by the new 

Conservative / Liberal Democrat Government, it was announced 

that the ceiling would be further reduced, to only 120, ―over the 

next few years‖. The total stockpile of UK nuclear weapons is due 

to fall from ―not more than 225‖ in 2010 to ―not more than 180‖ by 

the mid 2020‘s. The maximum number of warheads on a deployed 

submarine is being reduced from 48 to 40. And the number of 

operational missiles on each submarine is being reduced to eight, 

thus leaving half of its existing 16 tubes empty
25

. Some of this 

cumulative reduction may reflect greater transparency rather than 

actual reductions. But it has had the effect of setting a low 

benchmark for the size of a ‗minimum deterrent‘ arsenal. Despite 

the UK continuing to size its force on the ―Moscow criterion‖, its 

planners believe that a guaranteed alert force of 40 warheads can 

(even after attrition by accident and counter-measures) still deliver 

enough destructive power to deter any possible opponent. 

Comparisons between UK and other small-power capabilities 

that rely only on warhead numbers may be misleading. Submarine 

basing means that less of a margin has had to be built into the force 

for the losses through pre-emption and air defense attrition that air-

launched weapons could face. And the UK remains one of the only 

five countries with an ICBM, indeed near-global, capability. Given 

                                                
24 It is possible that China‘s nuclear arsenal is comparable in size to those 

of the UK.  
25 Strategic Defence and Security Review. October 2010, PP. 38-39. 
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some notice, moreover, its ongoing deployment of 40 warheads 

could be increased to 80 or 120 by surging additional submarines.  

The UK arsenal remains significantly above the ―McBundy 

level‖ of some ―assured retaliation‖, and continues to be capable of 

delivering a significant level of ―unacceptable damage‖, even to a 

major continental power such as Russia. But it is not a ―counter-

force‖ or even ―prompt response‖ posture. By using a relatively 

invulnerable form of basing for its nuclear force, the UK does not 

face the same ―use them or lose them‖ pressures that some other 

nuclear powers might face. As a result, if the UK were to be 

attacked with nuclear weapons, its leaders would have the time to 

assess what damage had been done before deciding whether or not, 

and against whom, to retaliate.  

While its doctrine is primarily ―counter value‖ in nature, the 

accuracy of the UK's Trident missiles, and their potential for 

variable yield, means that it retains a wider range of options for 

attacking targets of ―value‖ beyond large industrial or population 

centers. A disarming first strike against a superpower would not be 

possible, given the limited size of the UK force. But the UK could 

have the capability to attack military capabilities and leadership 

targets that an enemy valued, the loss of which might leave it 

weakened in a future confrontation with the US. 

There has been a growing debate, in recent years, on whether 

the UK needs to maintain a ―Continuous At-Sea Deterrence‖ 

(CASD) posture. And support for some relaxation of this posture 

may grow if this could open the way for significant savings in the 

costs of the submarine replacement programme, currently set to rise 

steeply after 2020. But it is much less likely that the UK will 

consider moving towards a fully ―de-alerted‖ posture, at least in the 

absence of reciprocal steps from other nuclear weapon states. Given 

the UK's reliance on a single deployment method, such a unilateral 

step could leave it especially vulnerable in a crisis. The longer that 

its force was de-alerted, moreover, the more difficult – politically 

and operationally – it could become to re-alert in a crisis.  

Where the UK might be able to provide valuable lessons for 

other nuclear weapon states, and might be able to do more itself 

over time, is in its incremental steps, over the last decade and more, 

to reduce the size of its deployed arsenal. The UK is already urging 
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other nuclear weapon states, through the five power process 

mandated by the NPT Review Conference, to begin a process of 

mutual confidence-building and transparency. This could, for 

example, include unverified declarations on stockpile size (of the 

sort that the UK, France and the US have already made). It could 

involve the three smaller NPT nuclear weapon states joining some 

of the New START verification and information exchange 

arrangements for deployed strategic warheads. It might involve 

progress, on a five or eight power basis, on a verifiable cut-off in 

fissile production.   

Not least, were the US and Russia to seriously consider sharp 

reductions below New START levels, the UK might be prepared to 

consider further reductions in its own deployed force. In a context 

where the US and Russia were prepared to cut their deployed 

strategic arsenals to 500 apiece, for example, the UK could consider 

reducing its own deployed arsenal from 120 to (say) 50 or 100, 

while retaining some upload capability as long as others do. This 

could be described as a form of verifiable ‗dealerting‘, but one that 

would be less likely to lead to the crisis stability concerns related to 

taking submarines off patrol.  

The UK and the global arms control agenda. The UK will 

probably not be as influential in shaping the future of global arms 

control as the US, Russia, China or India. But it would be wrong to 

ignore its capacity for contributing to that agenda altogether. As a 

UNSC member, with the world‘s fourth largest military budget, an 

activist foreign policy and a wide range of international 

partnerships, it may still have some agenda-shaping capabilities.  

Within NATO, the UK remains one of the three leading 

European powers, without whom no broader consensus on military 

policy and posture can be agreed. It has a continuing role, in 

particular, to play in current efforts to ―reset‖ nuclear relationships 

with Russia through BMD cooperation and mutual withdrawals of 

NSNW from Europe. 

The UK (together with France) may also be able to play a 

useful role in contributing to wider efforts to engage with China on 

issues of nuclear arms control and disarmament. China‘s relations 

with the US, and with its immediate neighbors, are clearly more 

important. But, as another ―small‖ nuclear weapon state committed 
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to a form of ―minimum deterrence‖, the UK may be able to play a 

useful role in developing new norms and procedures in an 

increasingly multi-polar arms control environment. The UK may 

also be able to play this role in relation to India and Pakistan.   

The role of the smaller nuclear-armed powers is especially 

interesting in relation to proposals for a verifiable FMCT. The UK 

and France, together with Russia and the US, already support both 

proposals. But FMCT progress in the CD is currently deadlocked, 

as a result of opposition from Pakistan. Were a treaty to be 

considered outside the CD framework, however, useful progress 

would still be possible provided that China and/or India were 

prepared to come on board. Such a step – especially if 

complemented by a decision by China to ratify the CTBT – could 

have a positive impact on the climate for global nuclear 

disarmament, not least for the story that the nuclear weapon states 

can tell at the next NPT Review Conference. It would be a success 

for UK efforts to ensure that all nuclear weapon states take their 

responsibilities under Article 6 seriously.  

The UK, together with France and Germany, also continues to 

play an important role in EU efforts to persuade Iran not to continue 

down the nuclear weapons route. It is a strong supporter of a Middle 

East WMD Free Zone. And its strong historic – and current – links 

with Pakistan and India continue to provide avenues for 

communication, on this and other matters, that may be of some 

value in future.  

In Europe and in East Asia, as well as in the Middle East and 

South Asia, prospects for making progress on arms control are 

closely intertwined with prospects for more general improvement in 

inter-state relationships in these regions. The UK may be able to 

make some difference to arms control in these regions, and in 

relation to how to manage the transition to a more multipolar 

nuclear world. 
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ANNEX 3 

 

Abbreviations 

 

BMD ballistic missile defense 

CEE Central and Eastern Europe  

CSDP Common Security and Defense Policy 

CTBT Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty 

ESDP European Security and Defence Policy 

EU European Union 

FMCT Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty 

HB heavy bomber 

IAEA International Atomic Energy Agency 

ICBM intercontinental ballistic missile 

IMEMO RAN    Institute of World Economy and International 

Relations of the Russian Academy of Sciences 

INF Treaty Treaty between the United States of America and 

the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the 

Elimination of Their Intermediate-Range and 

Shorter-Range Missiles (1987) 

MRBM medium-range ballistic missile 

NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organization 

NPT Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 

Weapons  

NSP Nuclear Security Project 

NTI Nuclear Threat Initiative 

RUSI Royal United Services Institute for Defense and 

Security Studies 

SALT I Interim Agreement Between the USA and the 

USSR on Certain Measures with Respect to the 

Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms (1972) 

SALT II Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive 

Arms (1979) 
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SDSR Strategic Defense and Security Review  

SIPRI Stockholm International Peace Research Institute 

SLBM submarine launched ballistic missile 

SNF Strategic nuclear forces 

SRBM short-range ballistic missile 

START I Treaty between the United States of America and 

the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the 

Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive 

Arms (1991) 

START II Treaty between the United States of America and 

the Russian Federation on Further Reduction and 

Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms (1993) 

START III Treaty between the United States of America and 

the Russian Federation on Measures for the 

Further Reduction and Limitation of Strategic 

Offensive Arms (2010) 

TNO tête nucléaire océanique 

TNW tactical nuclear weapons 

UKNI UK-Norway Initiative  

UN United Nations 

UNSC United Nations Security Council 

WMD weapons of mass destruction 
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93 

 

13. Elina V. Kirichenko, Director, Center for North 

American Studies, IMEMO RAN. 

14. Rozanna A. Khachaturova, Program Coordinator, 

Center for European Security. 

15. Roman Kowalczuk, Councelor, Embassy of Poland. 

16. Vasily I. Krivozhikha, Expert, Directorate of 

International Relations, Council of the Federation, Federal 

Assembly of the Russian Federation. 

17. A.V. Kuznetsov, Ministry of Foreign Affairs of 

Russia. 

18. Raphaël de Lagarde, Counselor, Embassy of France. 

19. Viktor N. Litovkin, Associate Editor, ―Nezavisimoe 

Voennoe Obozreniye‖ Newspaper, Colonel (rtd). 

20. Viktor I. Mizin, Deputy Director, Institute of 

International Studies, Moscow State Institute of International 

Relations (University) of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of 

Russia. 

21. Boris I. Morzhitsky, Head of Moscow Office, 

International Services and Advisors Inc., Captain First Rank (rtd). 

22. Victor M. Murogov, Chief Researcher, National 

Research Center Kurchatov Institute. 

23. Yevgeni V. Miasnikov, Director of the Center for 

Arms Control, Energy and Environmental Studies. 

24. Vladimir E. Novikov, Principle Research Associate, 

Russian Institute for Strategic Studies. 

25. Sergey K. Oznobishchev, Head of Sector, Center for 

International Security, IMEMO RAN. 

26. Tomáš Pospìšil, Embassy of the Czech Republic. 

27. Stefano Ravagnan. First Counselor, Embassy of 

Italy. 

28. Andrei V. Rachkov, Director, Moscow Office of the 

Russian Federal Nuclear Energy Center. 

29. V.G. Repnikova, post-graduate student, IMEMO 

RAN. 

30. Ben. Rijnenberg, Acting Defence Attaché, the 

Embassy of the Netherlands. 

31. Natalia P. Romashkina, Researcher, Center for 

International Security, IMEMO RAN. 



94 

 

32. Vladimir I. Rybachenkov, Principal Research 

Associate, Center for Arms Control, Energy and Environmental 

Studies, Moscow Institute of Physics and Technology. 

33. Leonid F. Ryabikhin, Head of Research Sector, 

Committee of Scientists for Global Security. 

34. Alexander G. Savelyev, Head of the Department of 

Strategic Studies, Center for International Security, IMEMO RAN. 

35. Vladimir I. Sazhin, Senior Researcher, Institute of 

Oriental Studies of the Russian Academy of Sciences. 

36. Chikamasa Sato, Head of Moscow Office, Kyodo 

News. 

37. Evgeny K. Silin, President of Association for Euro-

Atlantic Cooperation. 

38. Lasse Sinikallas, Second Secretary, Embassy of 

Finland. 

39. Eduard G. Solovyov, Head of Political Theory 

Sector, International Political Issues Department, IMEMO RAN. 

40. Pyotr V. Topychkanov, Senior Researcher, Center 

for International Security, IMEMO RAN. 

41. Anatoly D. Tsyganok, Head of Center for Military 

Forecasting, Institute for Political and Military Analysis, Colonel 

(rtd). 

42. Victor I. Yesin, Chief Researcher, Institute of the US 

and Canada Studies, Russian Academy of Sciences, Colonel 

General (rtd). 


