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1. Introduction own stockpiles. This could imply that
China, France and the UK would not be-

Nuclear weapon states (NWS) havecome seriously engaged in the process of
repeatedly committed themselves to workmultilateral nuclear arms control for over
to achieve complete nuclear disarmamenten more years. This is unacceptable. All
For example, as part of the indefinite exNWS have a responsibility to take oppor-
tension of the NPT agreed in 1995, the fivdunities to strengthen international control
declared NWS reaffirmed their commit- of nuclear weapons, and to further
ment to ‘the determined pursuit .... of sysimarginalise the role of nuclear weapons in
tematic and progressive efforts to reduc@ational security policies. Existing oppor-
nuclear weapons globally, with the ultimatetunities for progress may disappear if they
goal of eliminating those weapons’. are not pursued soon.

Itis important to recognise that much This paper aims briefly to identify
has been achieved since 1990. For exanand discuss some realistic ways in which
ple, the CTBT has been signed. Ukrainethe nuclear disarmament process could be
Kazakhstan, Belarus and South Africa havémultilateralised’ to include all five de-
successfully ‘denuclearised’. The NPT reclared NWS in the near futurkargue that
gime and IAEA safeguards have beerthis is a priority. Efforts to dismantle the
strengthened. Several Nuclear Weaponuclear weapon programmes of India,
Free Zones have been established. TheRakistan and Israel are also vital, and so is
have been large reductions in the USA angrogress towards a UN convention to
Russian nuclear stockpiles built up duringeliminate nuclear arms. However, these
the Cold War. Tactical nuclear weaponsshould not distract attention from opportu-
have largely been withdrawn or nities for the P-5 states to take early coop-
marginalised. The combined arsenal of therative steps towards nuclear disarmament
USA and USSR/Russia is due to fall toon their own.

21,000 by 2003. START 3 treaty negotia- The development of a nuclear coop-
tions will aim to limit strategic warheads eration and disarmament process involving
at 2,000 - 2,500 each by 2007, and willall five NWS is by no means assured. How-
include precedent-setting warhead destru@ver, it does appear to be quite achievable
tion and transparency measures. in the near future. For example, the new

However, these nuclear arms reducBritish government has a policy of support-
tion talks remain bilateral between USAing steps towards multilateral nuclear disar-
and Russia. The other NWS have indicatechament. The immediate challenge is to iden-
that they do not expect to join such negotify ways in which this can be pursued in
tiations until the nuclear arsenals of USApractice, and on a faster time-scale than ap-
and Russia have come down to about 1,008ears possible through the UN Conference
warheads; that is, closer to the size of theion Disarmament, which is presently blocked.
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NPT Prepcom meetings provide aland-based missiles are withdrawn frommultilateral transparency, consultation and
key framework in which progress by theservice, this number will fall further to confidence-building arrangements. Some
declared NWS towards nuclear disarmaaround 350 by 2005. In the UK, the newde-alerting measures are quite simple and
ment can be internationally reviewed and_abour government came into office com-transparent, such as reducing the alert levels
promoted. Although most of the initial mitted to working for a freeze on nuclearof strategic bomber forces. In many areas,
measures discussed below would be mostarhead numbers. As a first step, its policyhowever, they are not straightforward or
appropriately carried out through directis to ensure that Trident carries no morégmmediately transparent. This is the case, for
cooperation amongst the P-5 states thenwarheads than Polaris. This implies thaexample, with solid-fuelled ballistic missile
selves, all NPT members have a right t@xisting plans to deploy up to 288 strateforces in silos on land or in missile subma-
discuss and promote ways in whichgic nuclear warheads would be scaledines. There are substantial technical chal-
progress could be made. down to 96 -144. Moreover, the UK’s only lenges, and expert resources to develop prac-

The measures for P-5 states disether nuclear weapons, WE-177 free faltical de-alerting measures could usefully be
cussed below would in themselves contribbombs, were withdrawn from service at thepooled between the NWS.
ute to international security and confi-end of March 1998. Moreover, each of the five NWS's
dence-building. However, by building con- China’s likely attitude to a ‘no-in- nuclear forces differs from those of the oth-
fidence, establishing cooperative procecrease’ commitment remains unclear. It ieers. For example, a de-alerting measure will
dures, and providing useful data and expethe only NWS to endorse the start of nebe more practical, cheap or rapidly revers-
rience, they should also help to prepare fogotiations at the CD for complete nuclearible for some types of ballistic missiles than
the time when all nuclear weapons statedisarmament and to adopt a ‘no-first usefor others, as has become clear for US and
are ready engage in negotiations to redugeolicy. Yet there are some reports that it i)Russian missile forces. Without detailed con-
their nuclear arsenals below a few hundredontinuing to expand and strengthen itsultations between national experts, these
warheads. The measures can be pursuadiclear forces, which are probably nowasymmetries will remain unclear and could
through informal or political agreements adarger than those of the UK and France. Itause mis-understanding or suspicion.

much as through legal treaties. would not be surprising if China was con- Some US-Russian consultations on
tinuing to ‘modernise’ its nuclear missile de-alerting appear to have been usefully

2. Pledges to cap and reduce forces; all NWS are continuing with someestablished. The process should be rapidly

nuclear arsenals nuclear modernisation programmes. Howextended to include all five NWS. Due to

ever, a declaration from China that (so longensitive nature of technical discussions on
China, France and the UK will not as US-Russia disarmament continues) this issue, some discussions will be held on
join the strategic arms reduction talks procwill not increase its nuclear arsenal woulda bilateral basis. However, they should be
ess for the time being, while US and Rusnot only be important in its own right but embedded within a multilateral process.
sian strategic arsenals are so much largatso is also likely to stimulate reciprocal For this purpose, a P-5 forum or con-
than their own. Nevertheless, it is impor-commitments from the UK and France. sultation process should be established on
tant for these smaller NWS to demonstrate In fact, pledges by all medium NWS de-alerting and other related nuclear con-
restraint in their own nuclear weapon pro+o reducedeployed nuclear warheads tofidence-building measures. For the ‘me-
grammes. In the short term, this could bedtelow 1990 levels by 2000 - 2005 appeadium’ NWS, there would be much of sub-
be done through unilateral pledges, prefpracticable. The same is true of similarstance to discuss. For example, further
erably re-inforced by transparency andledges by all NWS to stop production ofstudies are particularly needed on appro-
confidence-building measures such aseparated plutonium and highly-enrichedriate first steps towards de-alerting SLBM

those discussed below. uranium and to rapidly and safely disposdorces: an issue of particular importance for
At the least, China, France and theof ‘surplus’ stocks of such materials. the UK and France.

UK could each declare that they will not

expand the size of their own nuclear arse3. Nuclear Weapon State Coop- 4. Developing Multilateral Nuclear

nals. There is no reasonable strategic juseration on ‘De-alerting’ Transparency Arrangements

tification for an expansion, and it would be

an abdication of their responsibilities if any Proposals for ‘de-alerting’ nuclear Each of the approaches discussed in

of these countries were to expand their arforces are now widely discussed and supsther sections of this paper would involve
senals for reasons of bureaucratic inertia qgorted. Moreover, they are reportedly bedevelopment of multilateral consultation
domestic political convenience. It coulding actively discussed bilaterally betweenand transparency measures between the
also undermine progress towards deep cutie USA and Russia. Progress in this areauclear weapon states. However, it is also
in US or Russian arsenals. can be achieved through a process of unimportant to develop transparency arrange-
Thus, an early step would be for thelateral actions. However, it is important thatments outside the context of verifying
three ‘medium’ NWS to make a ‘no-in- all NWS become involved. treaty regimes and specifics of the de-alert-
crease’ commitment in the size of their nu- De-alerting nuclear forces can im-ing agenda. Such nuclear weapons trans-
clear warhead holdings, while the process gbrove crisis stability and security, build parency arrangements are useful confi-
US-Russian arms reduction is underway. mutual confidence, and save money. Talence-building measures, but also contrib-
The prospects for such a declaratiorsecure these benefits, it is not enough faute to the development of institutions, ex-
appear relatively promising. The totaleach country simply to carry-out measureperience, and shared data that provide a
number of French warheads has probablio reduce alert levels. The NWS must alsmecessary basis for future multilateral nu-
fallen from 540 to 450 since 1992 and, agooperate to develop the process, througtliear disarmament agreements. One of the
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advantages of transparency measures fatear Weapons Register would clearly haveonfidential information exchanges on
our purposes is that they can have substaa-different character to that of the UN Regtheir nuclear forces between themselves. In
tial benefits and yet are flexible and reladister of Conventional Arms. Only five general, governments are more willing to
tively negotiable instruments. states in the world should have anythingprovide detailed military information con-
There are many possible nucleadegitimately to report to a register of nu-fidentially to other governments, even if
transparency arrangements that could belear weapons. There is little point in re-they are potential adversaries, than they are
discussed. Here | focus on only a few, conguesting ‘nil’ reports from all other statesto provide it openly and officially to the
centrating particularly on the developmentach year, and it could even be counterpranternational community and their own

of a Nuclear Weapons Register. ductive to request such information frompublics. Moreover, it is clear that there is
undeclared or threshold nuclear weapomuch detailed information relating to nu-
A Nuclear Weapons Register states. Although all countries have a legiticlear weapons which could usefully be

The first proposals by governmentsmate interest in the establishment of suckexchanged amongst the P-5 which it would
for the establishment of a Nuclear Weapa nuclear weapons register, the process bk inappropriate to publish openly.
ons Register were made in 1993-4. In Deestablishing one should centre around dis-  Such confidential P-5 information
cember 1993, Germany proposed a Regisussions amongst the five NWS. exchanges would provide a useful confi-
ter in which the NWS would regularly re- The dominant concept of a Nucleardence-building measure, and would also
port their stockpiles of nuclear warheadsWeapons Register is that each NWS shoulgrovide an important preparation for a fu-
However, in the face of objections from theprovide regular reports on its holdings ofture multilateral nuclear disarmament re-
then governments of the USA, UK andnuclear weapons, which would then bggime. NWS can be expected to be very
France, Germany did not pursue its procompiled and published. However, manyreluctant to reduce their nuclear arsenals to
posal. In 1994 Argentina suggested a modaspects of the design of the Register, andery low levels (tens of nuclear warheads)
est first step towards such a Register, reahe degree of transparency it would in-or to zero unless they have confidence that
questing the NWS to provide the UN withvolve, remain open for debate. As withothers have not retained secret stockpiles.
copies of any status reports on nucleaother transparency arrangements, it coul@his confidence can only be established
forces or reductions that they produce nabegin relatively modestly and develop overover time, and on the basis of detailed in-
tionally or as part of existing treaties suchtime. For example, it could begin with formation on warhead and fissile material
as START. Central to the concept of aNWS providing aggregate data on theirstocks and nuclear weapon infrastructure.
Nuclear Weapons Register is that the infortotal holdings of nuclear warheads. This The initial priority is to bring the UK,
mation reported to it would be publishedcould be supplemented with information onFrance and China firmly into such a proc-
and openly available. the numbers of warheads they had dismaress. While initiatives could usefully be

Since 1994, the proposal for a Nu-tled or withdrawn from service during thetaken bilaterally, the process should be-
clear Weapons Register has faded into therevious year. In later years the levels oEome multilateral as soon as possible. It
background. However, the issue remaindetail reported could be increased, withinvould not be sufficient if it really boiled
salient. Most prominently, Egypt and oth-the constraints of protecting national secudown to a linked set of bilateral relation-
ers have blocked the development of theity and avoiding releases of informationships between the USA and the other four
UN Register of Conventional Arms be-that could undermine non-proliferation ef-NWS, or to a P4 process with China on the
cause could not secure agreement that tHerts. For example, NWS could releaseoutside. Initially, such a multilateral proc-
Register should be expanded to cover nudisaggregated data showing distinguishingss could build on consultations on de-
clear weapons and other weapons of mastored or deployed warheads and, prefealerting and on exchanges to build confi-
destruction. In practice, transfers of weapably, numbers of each category of wardence in the reliability to submissions to
ons platforms and delivery vehicles cov-heads. In addition, associated informatiorthe Nuclear Weapons Register.
ered by the Register (such as aircraft orelating to fissile material holdings, deliv-
missiles) should already be reported to thery vehicles ,or dismantlement technique§etting started
Register whether they are for nuclear oor schedules, could also be submitted. . Rapid progress could be made on
conventional purposes. However, the UN Such a Nuclear Weapons Registedeveloping the P-5 nuclear transparency
Register of Conventional Arms is not de-would be a valuable early step in developarrangements discussed above. The proc-
signed as a register of warheads or ‘ammung multilateral mechanisms on nuclearess should be stimulated by early additional
nition’, and in my view is not the appropri- weapons involving all NWS. It could also unilateral transparency measures by the
ate international instrument for promotingprovide an important basis for discussionsmedium’ NWS, such as official declara-
nuclear weapon transparency. A new andt NPT Prepcom and Review Conferencetions on the size on nuclear weapon stocks.
distinct transparency regime is needed foon progress towards nuclear disarmamenthe recent statement by France providing
this purpose. The establishment of a Nucledfurthermore, it would help to build a foun-numerical data on its nuclear warhead
Weapons Register would help to unblock thelation of official data for future negotia- stocks should be reciprocated by the UK
development of the UN Register of Conventions for complete nuclear disarmament. and China, helping to start a P-5 nuclear

tional Arms as well as bring its own benefits. weapons register.
There are a number of fora within P5 nuclear information exchange and Initially, they could simply declare
which a Nuclear Weapons Register could/erification arrangements the size of their warhead stocks for a cho-

be developed, and there are good reasons In addition to the Nuclear Weaponssen ‘baseline’ year, linked with a ‘no-in-
for at least formally linking it with the UN Register, which is openly published, thecrease’ pledge, as discussed above. For
system. However, participation in a Nu-NWS need to develop systems for morexample, the UK could declare the total
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number of warheads it deployed on Polaweapon states. In addition to the benefitand the other states that they aimed to ac-
ris submarines in 1986, and pledge that itthey share with the whole internationalcommodate.
arsenal will remain below this level from community, they particularly benefit from The focus of this paper is to find
now on. Similarly, China could announcethe fact that the Treaty constrains the abiluseful ways to multilateralise the nuclear
the size of its nuclear arsenal in a convenity of the USA or Russia to develop ABM disarmament process to include all P-5
ient year in the 1990s, and make a similasystems to intercept a relatively small-scalstates, not to propose ways of establishing
no-increase commitment. missile attack. The ABM Treaty providesa global convention to complement the

These steps could be importantlyre-assurance to medium nuclear powerMTCR (important though this task is). In
complemented by decisions by each of théhat they can retain assured retaliatory cahis context, the relatively limited proposal
NWS states to open as many of their nupacity without investing in large missile for an agreement that effectively extends the
clear facilities as possible to the IAEA, forces or advanced re-entry vehicles.  INF Treaty to include all P-5 states seems
within the new IAEA ‘model protocol’ in- France, UK and China thus have awell-adapted and relatively achievable. The
spection regime. In addition, NWS couldspecial interest in the maintenance andgreement would be negotiated between all
promote confidence and information-ex-strengthening of the ABM Treaty. One wayfive states, and may differ from the INF treaty
change by inviting inspection teams fromto achieve this, at the same time as shown some respects. It would be agreed by the
other P-5 states to observe the withdrawal ang willing to become more involved in P5, but there should be scope for other states
destruction of their tactical nuclear warheadsauclear arms control agreements, is fosuch as India, Ukraine, Japan, Brazil and

these countries to propose that membershi@ermany to join later.
5. ‘Multilateralising’ existing of the ABM Treaty is extended to include
bilateral agreements all five NWS. As a first step, all five NWS 6. The role of the NPT review process
could participate in the Special Consultative

One broad approach towardsCommittee meetingswhere the interpretation The NPT review process has devel-
multilateralising the overall nuclear disar-and implementation of the ABM Treaty is oped substantially since 1995, when the
mament process, while also constrainingeviewed. Such expansion would increaséendefinate extension of the NPT regime
aspects of further force development, is toéhe capacity of UK, France and China tovas agreed. NPT PrepComs and Review
extend or supplement existing US-Russiamprotect and strengthen the ABM regime. Conferences can now play a unigue role in

bilateral agreements with multilateral ones. reviewing and promoting progress towards
Such an approach would have benA Global Ban of Medium and Inter- non-proliferation and multilateral nuclear

efits extending beyond those ofmediate-Range Missile Forces disarmament. They have the flexibility to

‘multilateralisation’ and of the particular The INF Treaty was a major break-discuss, promote and review a wide range

agreements themselves. They would helthrough in US-Soviet bilateral arms con-of possible measures and initiatives aimed
to develop the experience in the UK.,trol, banning as it did a complete class ofit advancing these goals. They therefore
France and China of cooperation withinnuclear missiles from the arsenals of thgrovide animportant opportunity for exam-
nuclear arms control regimes, and wouldJSA and USSR/FSU. It appears to be aning and promoting ways in which all five
thus prepare the ground for future P-5 coprime candidate for ‘multilateralisation’. declared NWS can rapidly become in-
operation in strategic arms reduction talks. Extending the INF Treaty to a global volved in the multilateral nuclear disarma-
The development of institutions and pracban on medium and intermediate rangenent process. Proposals for establishing a
tices of information exchange, consulta-missiles has been advocated in order t&-5 forum to pledge caps on their nuclear
tion, verification between nuclear weaponcomplement and re-inforce the constraints oforces, advance de-alerting, nuclear trans-
states take a long time to develop. The USAnissile proliferation provided by the Missile parency and information exchange, and
and Russia now have long experienceTechnology Control Regime (MTCR). An multilateralise participation in existing bi-
which to varying degrees the ‘medium’ extending INF treaty would not cover thelateral nuclear treaties promise to provide
NWS lack. Multilateralising existing agree- long-ranged strategic missile forces of thauseful ways for all nuclear weapon states
ments could help greatly in this regard. five declared NWS, and thus could be acto play a more active role in preparing for
ceptable to the P-5 states in the near futuraeuclear disarmament. NPT Prepcom meet-
Extending participation in the ABM The very fact that such a conventionings could play a key role in ensuring they
treaty regime would not cover P5 strategic missile forcesare properly considered.
The ABM Treaty was a landmark would be a focus for criticism, and would
agreement of US-Soviet détente, and hagduce the chance that other states, includ¥of. Or. Owen GREENE s a Senior Lecturer
contributed greatly to international securitying India, Pakistan, and Iran, would en-i" International Relations & Security Studies
.. .. . L. . at the Department of Peace Studies,
and crisis stability. However, itis no secretdorse and join it. For this reason, sSOMg)iversity of Bradford. He trained and
that its integrity is under great threat, paranalysts have preferred to propose far morigsearched in theoretical physics for several
ticularly from the US TMD and space- ambitious agreements, banning all landyears and has researched on a range of
based missile sensor development and tedtased (or all) ballistic missiles above gSsues relating toarms control, disarmament
. . and regional security over the last decade.
ing programmes and from those in the USAange of about 300 km. However, al-;q present research interests include:
who want to proceed with establishing athough worthy of support in principle, suchiimiting missile proliferation and development
national BMD system. proposals are far from being acceptable tof the MTCR, development and effectiveness
The ABM treaty continues to con- the five NWS, while at the same time they?f multilateral export = controls on
. . . . . . ~conventional arms, arms transparency
tribute to US and Russian security, but itihave failed to capture the interest of Indig, g asyres, Asia-Pacific and European

also especially valued by ‘medium’ nuclear security after the Cold War, and verification
and effectiveness of the NPT and CTBT.
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