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Executive Summary 
 
This paper is in two parts. The first part outlines the current state of the European Union’s 
fledgling EU Strategy Against Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) adopted 
in December 2003 alongside the more widely referenced European Security Strategy (ESS).1 
The second part considers how best the EU can provide a positive contribution to the Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT) Review Conference in May 2005, further to the issues raised by 
the European Parliament’s resolution on that subject, which said that ‘the EU should resolve 
to show a common front at the NPT Review Conference and demonstrate a positive 
contribution to discussions’.2

 
It concludes with the following observations and recommendations: 
 (i) The NPT remains the cornerstone of the multilateral non-proliferation regime, should be 
preserved in its integrity, and the process for pursuing non-compliance should be through the 
UN Security Council. 
(ii) Regional diplomatic initiatives to address underlying security problems in the Middle 
East and South Asia offer the best means of removing WMD from these regions.  
(iii) Constructive engagement with particular states of concern should involve a range of 
inducements and sanctions to persuade them to comply with the NPT.  
(iv) The nuclear weapon states should reinvigorate their pursuit of the 13 disarmament steps 
to which they committed themselves at the end of the 2000 Review Conference. 
 
Recommendations 
 
The EU should: 

• Call upon states that have yet to do so, to sign and ratify the CTBT; and affirm that 
there are no foreseeable circumstances in which any state should start or resume 
explosive nuclear testing. 

• Reassert its support for a non-discriminatory, multilateral and internationally and 
effectively verifiable Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty – the so-called ‘Shannon 
mandate’. 

• Only support missile defences in Europe within a multilateral framework and where 
they are specifically targeted only at those states that disregard the non-proliferation 
regime. 

• Support a further financial commitment to the G8 Global Partnership against the 
spread of WMD and related materials.  

• Support real further disarmament (as well as existing commitments to the Highly 
Enriched Uranium and Plutonium in the US and Russia) by contributing to the 
Multilateral Fund for Plutonium Disposition in Russia.  

• Support the reciprocal withdrawal of all tactical nuclear weapons - American and 
Russian - from European soil. 

• Ensure that the appropriate resources and support are allocated to the IAEA and 
CTBTO. 

• Advocate a stronger political commitment to assist any state that is subject to threats 
from, or that becomes the victim of, the use of any WMD.   

• State clearly that nuclear weapons are for deterrence purposes, not war-fighting ones 
and call for a ‘No first use of WMD’ agreement.   

 
1 EU Strategy Against Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) Found at: 
http://ue.eu.int/uedocs/cmsUpload/st15708.en03.pdf 
2 (P5_TA(2004)0112) European Parliament resolution on nuclear disarmament: Non-proliferation Treaty 
Review Conference in 2005 - EU preparation of third NPT PrepCom (New York, 26 April - 7 May 2004)    
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External Study on “EU Actions and Policy in Regard to Non-
proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction and Disarmament” 

 

1. Project No. EP/EXPol/B/2004/09/02 
 
Introduction 
This paper is in two parts. The first part outlines the current state of the European Union’s 
fledgling EU Strategy Against Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) adopted 
in December 2003 alongside the more widely referenced European Security Strategy (ESS).1 
The second part considers how best the EU can provide a positive contribution to the Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT) Review Conference in May 2005, further to the issues raised by 
the European Parliament’s resolution on that subject, which said that ‘the EU should resolve 
to show a common front at the NPT Review Conference and demonstrate a positive 
contribution to discussions’.2

 
Part I:  The WMD Strategy - One Year Old  
 
1. Background 
On 12 December 2003 the European Council established that the proliferation of WMD is 
potentially the greatest threat to the EU’s security when it adopted an EU Strategy Against 
Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction. This drew upon the earlier, relevant ‘Action 
Plan’ and ‘Basic Principles’ documents adopted by the Council in June 2003.   
 
At the EU level, the WMD Strategy is a breakthrough in what had traditionally been a 
divisive topic, at least in relation to the disarmament aspect of non-proliferation. It is 
probably also the most developed policy agenda item of the overall ESS.  The driving force 
behind the WMD Strategy came from a need to rebuild intra-European relations after the Iraq 
crisis, and a desire to re-formulate a European agenda in response to the new US unilateralist, 
counter-proliferation policy.  
 
The EU wanted to combine a commitment to effective multilateralism - in the shape of a 
treaty-based non-proliferation regime - with a willingness to embrace new contributory 
initiatives proposed by the US, such as the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI). But whereas 
the European Strategy does refer to the use of ‘all possible means’ in countering WMD 
proliferation, it stops short of offering unconditional support to the controversial US policy of 
pre-emption. Nevertheless, it has attracted criticism from within Europe for placing more 
emphasis on the more ad hoc, counter-proliferation emphasis of US policy priorities, while 
according less emphasis to traditional European priorities, especially in relation to 
disarmament. 
 
2. Elaborating the EU WMD Strategy   
The EU WMD Strategy has three main chapters: 
International Peace and Security’. This sets out the case why this issue continues to be 

Chapter I: ‘Proliferation of WMD and Means of Delivery is a Growing Threat to 

                                                 
1 EU Strategy Against Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) Found at: 
http://ue.eu.int/uedocs/cmsUpload/st15708.en03.pdf 
2 (P5_TA(2004)0112) European Parliament resolution on nuclear disarmament: Non-proliferation Treaty 
Review Conference in 2005 - EU preparation of third NPT PrepCom (New York, 26 April - 7 May 2004)    
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• a serious concern for Europeans. While noting that proliferation is continuing - and 
with it the risk of WMD use by state or non-state actors (such as terrorists) - it also 
pays tribute to the NPT’s success in slowing down and, in some cases, even reversing 
proliferation.1 

 
• Chapter II: ‘The European Union cannot Ignore these Dangers. It must Seek an 

Effective Multilateralist Response to this Threat’. This is really a rallying cry for 
Europeans to demonstrate their ‘conviction that a multilateralist approach to security, 
including disarmament and non-proliferation, provides the best way to maintain 
international order and hence our commitment to uphold, implement and strengthen 
the multilateral disarmament and non-proliferation treaties and agreements’.2 It 
stresses that if the multilateral treaty regime is to remain credible it must be made 
more effective, which includes taking verification and non-compliance seriously.3 

 
• Chapter III: ‘The European Union must Make Use of all its Instruments to 

Prevent, Deter, Halt, and if possible Eliminate Proliferation Programmes that cause 
Concern at Global Level.’ The member states cite the instruments they have 
available: ‘multilateral treaties and verification mechanisms; national and 
internationally-coordinated export controls; co-operative threat reduction 
programmes; political and economic levers (including trade and development 
policies); interdiction of illegal procurement activities and, as a last resort, coercive 
measures in accordance with the UN Charter’.4 Chapter III includes a long list of 
measures that should be undertaken and implemented in the short- to medium-term. 

 
Throughout the document we are reminded about the importance of context i.e. the relevant 
security trends and the specific security environments in which they are happening. There is a 
stress upon the importance of ‘having a focussed dialogue both with countries suspected of 
proliferation activities and with those whose co-operation is vital to effective policies against 
proliferation’. At the heart of any European approach, therefore, is an emphasis on: 

• regional security trends; 
• specific security dynamics around any particular proliferation concern; 
• developing a dialogue with the states under suspicion; 
• application of all EU instruments and resources in support of preventing, halting, 

deterring and if possible eliminating WMD.  
 
This is consistent with the overall ESS, but takes it further. The Member States are seeking to 
achieve their goals by supporting the UN system, strengthening common national responses 
through the EU and by addressing root causes of proliferation, such as poverty and weak 
governance. These characteristics, along with an emphasis on ‘preventive engagement’ rather 
than ‘pre-emptive attack’, distinguish the ESS from the US National Security Strategy, in 
particular. The difference can be seen most clearly in relation to the EU Foreign Ministers’ 
successful efforts to halt Iran’s nuclear enrichment programme.5 Consequently, while taking 
seriously security priorities also shared by the US, the Strategy does not endorse the 

 
1 EU Strategy Against Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) op cit.  par. 6 
2 Ibid. par. 14 
3 Ibid. par. 17 
4 Ibid. par. 29 
5 This policy represents the most high profile and significant manifestation of the EU’s new WMD Strategy, and 
deserves greater analysis than is possible here.   
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philosophy underpinning US responses, whilst setting out a distinctly European approach to 
how best to tackle the problem.1  
 
3. Measures for Implementation 
The WMD Strategy is now almost one year old and a new Personal Representative, Ms 
Annalisa Gianella, has been appointed inside the Council of the European Union to oversee 
the Strategy’s implementation and to provide policy inputs on its future elaboration. After the 
first six months this Unit carried out a review, setting out the track record of its 
implementation and identifying areas for further work, particularly in relation to Chapter III.  
 

2. Progress Report on implementing Chapter III 
The Presidency and the troika have focused on the inclusion of all new EU Member States in 
the export control regimes, and Office of the Personal Representative and the Commission 
Services will compile a prioritised list of third countries that could benefit from EU assistance 
vis-à-vis export controls. A ‘Non-proliferation clause’, to be included in agreements with 
third countries, was drawn up and it has been included in agreements with Syria, Tajikistan, 
Albania and there are ongoing discussions to include the clause agreements with Gulf 
Cooperation Council, Mercosur and in the Cotonou Agreement.2  The EU is also working 
towards the criminalisation of activities that contribute to proliferation (a declaration has been 
adopted by the European Council).  
 
Another initial priority is to enhance the physical protection of nuclear materials and 
facilities, and to ensure that better controls are in place on the use, storage and disposal of 
radioactive sources. A first Joint Action has been adopted in support of the nuclear security 
action plan of the IAEA that is designed to counter the threat of nuclear terrorism. An initial 
amount of € 3.3 million was made available to the IAEA during 2004.3  
 
On 28 April 2004, EU Member States on the UN Security Council co-sponsored Resolution 
1540 on WMD non-proliferation, and contributed actively to its adoption by consensus. The 
Commission darfted the Common EU report which was transmitted by the EU Presidency, by 
the 28 October 2004 deadline, to the 1540 Committee. A month earlier the CODUN Working 
Group had a first exchange of views on an international inspection and verification capability 
to be established within the UN.  
 
Several EU Member States hosted exercises in the context of the PSI to which all EU 
Member States, Commission services and Council Secretariat were invited.4

 
Following contacts between the Personal Representative on WMD and the Organisation for 
the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW) Director General's Private Office, a Joint 
Action was agreed by the end of 2004 on support for OPCW activities under its Action Plan 
and in the framework of the implementation of the EU WMD Strategy. The EU is working in 
CODUN in order to reach a common position on CWC challenge inspections. The Personal 

 
1 Gerrard Quille. 2003. “Making Multilateralism Matter: The EU Security Strategy.” ESR, ISIS Europe, No. 18, 
July. Available at:  www.isis-europe.org  . 
2 Countering proliferation of weapons of mass destruction 
http://ue.eu.int/uedocs/cmsUpload/st14997.en03.pdf
3 COUNCIL JOINT ACTION 2004/495/CFSP of 17 May 2004, on support for IAEA activities under its 
Nuclear Security Programme. 
4 Brussels, 1 June 2004, 10052/04 (Presse 189), Non-Proliferation Support of the Proliferation Security Initiative 
(PSI). 

http://www.isis-europe.org/
http://ue.eu.int/uedocs/cmsUpload/st14997.en03.pdf
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Representative will also put forward suggestions on how to promote universalisation and 
implementation of the BTWC, complementing the demarches recently carried out. 
 
The former EU Joint Action on Russia continues its implementation and a new project for 
Russia was also agreed at the end of 2004 on the physical protection of a nuclear facility near 
Moscow (with a budget of 8 million euros). 
 
While there is consensus for making the NPT Additional Protocol a Condition of Supply, 
there is as yet no agreement within the Nuclear Suppliers’ Group on the scope of those 
nuclear items that should be covered.  
 

The Commission is also active in other areas to support the implementation of the WMD 
Strategy, in particular it is working to secure the means for future financing means. On 29 

September 2004, the Commission adopted a Communication on Instruments for External 
Assistance under the Future Financial Perspective 2007-13. The Commission is proposing a 
new Instrument for Stability, aimed at tackling crises and instability in third countries, 
including trans-border challenges (nuclear safety, non-proliferation, organised crime and 
terrorism). In parallel the Commission has also commissioned a scooping study financed by a 
Pilot Project (proposed by the European Parliament and the Council). The scooping study is 
entitled Strengthening EU Cooperative Threat Reduction Activities: Programming Community 
Actions in support to the EU Strategy against Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction 
and will be carried out by the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI).  

 

It is intended that the scooping study will provide the supporting material to help the 
Commission in the decision on and the programming of a specific Community contribution to 
support external EU cooperative threat reduction activities in order to achieve the objectives 
established by the Council. The target of the research findings is therefore to underpin future 
Community actions in terms of structure, content and size for cooperative threat reduction for 
the budget cycle 2007–2013. The main activities will, against a backdrop of EU threat 
perception, review existing cooperative threat reduction programmes, evaluate areas of 
cooperation for a possible future large Community contribution, determine the financial 
requirements, propose detailed ideas for projects under the different programme headings; 
organize and convene meetings and workshops, as appropriate, to present and discuss the 
findings and proposals with officials, representatives of specialized agencies, and experts; 
take responsibility for the organization of the conference mid-2005 where the project results 
will be presented to experts of the Commission, the European Parliament and the Member 
States, in order to underpin proposals. In addition, a practical field validation exercise will be 
performed in dual use export control. 
 
So, the Strategy is being implemented through specific, practical actions. Political momentum 
and energy levels need to be maintained. The next relevant, major international event will be 
the NPT Review Conference, at which the EU wants to show a ‘common front’ and 
‘demonstrate a positive contribution to discussions’. 
 
Part II: An EU approach to the NPT Review Conference 
 
1. Context of the Review Conference 
The European Parliament’s most recent resolution on the NPT Review Conference (to be 
held in New York from 2nd – 27th May 2005) highlighted a number of the key issues that are 
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likely to be discussed and that concern the EU.1 The following analysis seeks to prioritise 
those areas where the EU could play a constructive part in ensuring that the Conference is a 
success.  
 
At the last NPT Review Conference in 2000, despite initial forebodings, the eventual 
outcome was hailed as a success largely because it was possible to adopt a Final Document 
by consensus. This Document provided a review of the NPT’s operation over the previous 
five years and set out a number of steps that should be taken to promote nuclear non-
proliferation and disarmament, perhaps the most significant of which was a joint pledge from 
the five nuclear weapon states to an ‘unequivocal undertaking to accomplish the total 
elimination of their nuclear arsenals’.  
 
In Spring 2004, the final Preparatory Committee meeting of States Parties before the May 
2005 Review Conference largely failed to produce recommendations and finalise 
arrangements for that Conference, such as the rules of procedure, documentation and agenda. 
The decisions it did manage to take are mired in confusion.2  
 
To a substantial degree this is a reflection of the persistent tension between two groups of 
states. On the one hand are those without nuclear weapons, who want access to nuclear 
energy on a non-discriminatory basis and who accuse the nuclear-armed states of refusing to 
comply with their Article VI obligation to disarm. On the other hand, those with nuclear 
weapons are sharpening their calls for more intrusive inspection, backed by the threat of 
force, to ensure compliance by those states not permitted nuclear weapons, whilst remaining 
unenthusiastic about their own disarmament.  
 
The strains between these two camps are increasing. The US Administration is willing to 
apply its national security interests with extreme prejudice and to ensure that, if necessary, 
certain states are forcibly prevented from acquiring nuclear weapons. The US is ideologically 
ill disposed towards treaties that restrict its freedom of action, and is seriously contemplating 
new roles for its own nuclear weapons.  
 
North Korea withdrew from the NPT in 2003; during the 1980s Iraq developed a nuclear 
weapon programme despite being a Party to the NPT; Iran’s nuclear activities have aroused 
suspicion; and Israel, India and Pakistan still refuse to join. If the Treaty begins to crumble, 
leading to an increasing number of states feeling insecure, they too may be tempted to acquire 
nuclear weapons to guarantee their security.  A powerful proliferation dynamic could be set 
in train.  
 
2. Ensuring a successful Review Conference 
Clearly, the EU needs to prevent such an outcome. Hence, it should approach the NPT 
Review Conference positively with a view to fulfilling the European Parliament’s resolution 
that ‘every effort should be made to implement the Treaty in all its aspects’(1) and ‘Calls 
upon the EU and its EU Member States… to show a common front at the… NPT Review 
Conference… and demonstrate a positive contribution to the discussions’ and urges a 
‘special importance to new inititiatives on nuclear disarmament’(3).  
 
It needs to make the case for universal adherence, compliance and enhanced verification 
mechanisms, backed by the full authority of the UN and ultimately by sanctions that the 
Security Council might decide to impose on cheaters.  But, it also needs to introduce a wider 

 
1 (P5_TA(2004)0112) European Parliament resolution on nuclear disarmament: Non-proliferation Treaty 
Review Conference in 2005 - EU preparation of third NPT PrepCom (New York, 26 April - 7 May 2004)    
2 Rebecca Johnson, ‘Report on the 2004 NPT PrepCom’, Disarmament Diplomacy, No.77, May/June 2004.  
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range of policy instruments that consider regional approaches, that address states’ legitimate 
security concerns, and that provide incentives for compliance (trade, energy assistance, 
security assurances). Tentative lessons learned from the EU’s recent and ongoing engagement 
with Iran might support this approach.  
 
In respect of the nuclear weapons states’ obligation to disarm, the EU should support 
additional reductions in weapons numbers, a further marginalisation of their role within 
security policies, and the provision of enhanced security assurances to those who do not 
possess nuclear weapons. In other words, it needs to prepare positions on both halves of the 
NPT’s agenda.       
 

2.1.1.1. 2. 1 The Non-Proliferation Half of the Agenda 
As already alluded to, essentially the NPT faces two major problems. Firstly, there are a 
number of key non-signatories and secondly, certain States Parties have not complied. The 
EU Strategy acknowledges this by committing itself to pursue the ‘universalisation of 
disarmament and non-proliferation agreements while stressing the importance of effective 
national implementation thereof’. Taking each in turn.  
 

1.1.1.1.1. Universalisation 
In order to pursue universal membership of the NPT first requires an appreciation of states’ 
motives for wanting nuclear weapons. In this respect the EU Strategy is refreshingly 
innovative, in that it seeks to understand the dynamics of insecurity that might lay behind a 
state’s desire to proliferate, and that regional political solutions will probably offer the best 
prospect of states feeling able to renounce nuclear weapons and join the NPT.  
 
This recognition leads the Strategy to conclude that the EU and its member states must 
‘actively foster the establishment of regional security arrangements and regional arms control 
and disarmament processes. Our dialogue with the countries concerned should take account 
of the fact that in many cases they have real and legitimate security concerns, with the clear 
understanding that there can never be any justification for the illegal development of WMD’. 
 
This is welcome because, in contrast to the US approach, it acknowledges and seeks to 
understand the ‘demand’ side of the proliferation equation. Rather than just concentrating on 
trying to prevent other states from acquiring or developing WMD it is equally, if not more, 
important to address why they are pursuing such weaponry. Those reasons often derive from 
regional security concerns - to enhance regional standing or to counter the capabilities of 
potential regional foes. Moreover, although there should be common principles applicable to 
how one deals with proliferation, there is clearly not a ‘one size fits all’ policy that can be 
applied equally to Iran, North Korea and South Asia. Therefore, to actively foster a regional 
arms control approach has much to recommend it. 
 
On the current international scene this means that a lasting political rapprochement between 
India and Pakistan is the most likely way to achieve a non-nuclear South Asia. Indeed, 
previous efforts at imposing trade sanctions and applying political pressure have proved 
fruitless and were probably counter-productive. Brokering a settlement of the Kashmir 
dispute would be a more productive non-proliferation instrument for the EU to employ than 
any amount of diplomatic invocation in respect of nuclear disarmament per se.    
 
Similarly, in the Middle East, until Israel feels secure within its own borders it is highly 
unlikely to renounce its nuclear capability. Working towards an overall peace settlement 
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within the region, of which a WMD-free Middle East would be an integral part (a proposal 
supported by EU states as one of the conditions of indefinitely extending the NPT in 1995) is 
a more fruitful path than haranguing Tel Aviv to sign the NPT now.  It will also have 
ramifications for addressing possible Iranian non-compliance with the NPT. Doubtless, the 
EU Foreign Ministers have been reminded by Tehran that Iran’s major regional adversary - 
Israel - is not even a party to the NPT. This should not be used as an excuse for Iranian non-
compliance, but merely to state that in respect of an issue of major strategic significance geo-
political context is bound to be a major factor. 
 

1.1.1.1.2. Compliance 
This is perhaps the key to the entire strategy i.e. to retain credibility the non-proliferation 
regime must deal effectively with those who cheat; it must prove itself sufficiently robust to 
enforce the will of the international community. It is no longer adequate simply to have 
treaties in place and assume that all is well. Iraq was a party to the NPT, gave every 
impression that it was in compliance, and yet clandestinely developed a nuclear weapons 
programme that was only discovered and halted thanks to Iraq’s military defeat following its 
invasion of Kuwait. 
 
The text of the EU Strategy makes clear that the process for pursuing non-compliance should 
be through the UN Security Council and therefore, by implication, should not be determined 
by one or more states acting outside of the UN remit. The EU acknowledges that the time has 
come for the international community to be more willing to issue challenge inspections when 
suspicions of non-compliance arise. Certain of these inspections are likely to be highly 
politically charged, with those accused claiming unfair treatment and perhaps pointing to 
others who have escaped challenge. But this nettle has to be grasped, especially by EU states 
concerned to demonstrate that multilateralism works. The key here is to demonstrate 
equanimity in treatment of States Parties. 
 
In particular respect of the NPT it is the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) that 
conducts the compliance monitoring provisions through separate bilateral agreements with 
each State Party to the Treaty. Despite Iraq's comprehensive safeguards agreement with the 
IAEA, however, the Agency failed to detect that country's secret weapons programme. This 
led to calls for an Additional Protocol to complement the NPT by enhancing the IAEA's 
ability to detect and deter clandestine activities in non-nuclear weapon states.  
 
These Additional Protocols (each State Party negotiates its own one with the IAEA) require 
the State Party to provide more information to the IAEA, which itself will have wider 
inspection powers. The negotiation, entry into force, and implementation of such agreements 
between individual non-nuclear weapon states and the IAEA is now in progress. As states are 
not obliged to sign on to these new arrangements, and because some of them are reluctant to 
accept more intrusive verification, the number of states which have done so to date is only 96, 
and the Protocol is actually in force in only 61 of those.1  The EU must continue to press for 
the ‘ratification and implementation by all Member States and Acceding countries of the 
IAEA Additional Protocols’ as stated in its WMD Strategy and, as called for in the EP 
Resolution, make suggestions as to ‘how they can convince third states to adhere’ (9). This 
will also be important for the further successful development of the EU’s Non-proliferation 
Clause and political demarches.  
 

 
1 As of 25 November 2004, according to the IAEA website at: 
http://www.iaea.org/OurWork/SV/Safeguards/sg_protocol.html. 
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The EU should adopt a policy not to export nuclear related materials and equipment to 
countries that have not ratified the IAEA Additional Protocol. This is an important and 
necessary measure that would demonstrate the EU’s determination to strengthen the 
safeguards it requires on the possible uses to which its nuclear exports are put. The Member 
States need to have a common view when discussing this issue in the framework of the 
Nuclear Suppliers Group. The Commission also has an interest in relation to the Euratom 
Supply Agency. 
 
For the existing multilateral regime to have any chance of working its supporting 
infrastructure requires proper financial support. The WMD Strategy commits to ensure that 
‘appropriate resources and support are allocated to… the IAEA’, which the EU wants to go in 
parallel with the continuation of the process of implementing integrated safeguards – thereby 
leading to a more effective and efficient safeguards system. The EU may need to ensure that 
it takes up any slack if and when the US loses interest.  
 

2.1.1.2. 2.2 The Pro-Disarmament Half of the Agenda 
Although complete nuclear disarmament is still not a near-term prospect, the nuclear weapon 
states did agree a series of further practical steps down the road towards that objective in the 
final document, produced at the end of the 2000 NPT Review Conference. The EP Resolution 
calls for them to make ‘further progress to reduce and eliminate nuclear weapons’(2). 
Progress since, however, has been almost non-existent and the nuclear weapon states can 
expect to experience considerable criticism at the 2005 Conference from those who are 
prohibited from possessing such weapons.  
 
Within the limits of its political influence, the EU could play an important role in reviving the 
disarmament agenda. Here are some areas in which a clear EU position could contribute to 
the Conference’s success.    
 

• Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 
The EP Resolution ‘Stresses the importance and urgency of signature and ratification, 
without delay and without conditions… to achieve the earliest entry into force of the 
Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty’ and ‘calls on the Council and the Commission to 
insist in the dialogue with those State partners which have not yet ratified the CTBT and/or 
the NPT (13)’. The 2000 Review Conference document committed the States Parties to 
achieve the necessary ratifications to enable early entry into force of the CTBT, and for there 
to be a moratorium on nuclear tests pending such time. Unfortunately, although there have 
been no further explosive tests, the CTBT remains in a state of limbo. It cannot enter into 
force until 44 named states ratify it, and so far only 33 have done so (three of the 44 states 
have not even signed it). Because the US is one of those refusing to ratify, there is no 
momentum to bring the Treaty into force. As a consequence, the verification and compliance 
regime cannot be brought fully into effect.  
 
Notwithstanding the US stance, the EU can reaffirm its unequivocal support for the CTBT’s 
entry into force at the earliest opportunity and call upon those states that have yet to do so, to 
sign and ratify the Treaty. It should consider going further. The EU could declare its 
collective view that a world in which no explosive nuclear testing is permissible is in the best 
interests of international security. It could also affirm that there are no foreseeable 
circumstances in which any state should start or resume explosive nuclear testing. In doing so 
the EU would lay down an important marker in support of the principle of ‘irreversibility’ in 
respect of disarmament – a principle that was agreed by all States Parties in 2000.  
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• Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty 
The 2000 Conference also called for the immediate commencement of negotiations on a 
Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty (FMCT) with a view to their conclusion within five years. 
Although verification of an FMCT would be politically challenging, many experts believe 
that it is technically feasible to establish the means to effectively monitor and verify 
compliance with such a Treaty in order to detect and deter clandestine nuclear bomb 
production efforts.1  
 
However, again, no progress has been made. The talks to achieve such an agreement have 
been deadlocked for years because of well-rehearsed disagreements between particular 
parties.  Earlier this year the Bush Administration asserted that any such Treaty would be 
unverifiable. Here, the EU should reassert its support for ‘a non-discriminatory, multilateral 
and internationally and effectively verifiable treaty banning the production of fissile material 
for nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices’ – the so-called ‘Shannon mandate’. 
This will at least keep the FMCT ‘flame’ alive and prevent it from slipping off the 
disarmament agenda. Nevertheless, the EU should avoid letting the lack of progress over a 
FMCT prevent progress being made elsewhere. 
 

• Missile Defences and the ABM Treat 
Since the 2000 Final Document’s call for the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (between the US 
and Russia) to be ‘preserved and strengthened’, where it was described as a ‘cornerstone of 
strategic stability’, the US has withdrawn from it and the Russians no longer feel bound by it.  
 
The EU should accept that in a post-Cold War world there is a role for missile defences to 
offer protection to civilians and armed forces from the threat from ballistic missile attack. 
However, it would be useful if the EU were to emphasise that the possible deployment of 
missile defences in Europe would only proceed within a multilateral framework and that 
those defensive systems would be specifically targeted only at those that flagrantly disregard 
the obligations of the non-proliferation regime. This would serve to uphold the validity of 
that regime.  
 

• Co-operative Threat Reduction Programmes 
The disintegration of the former Soviet Union represents perhaps the biggest proliferation 
challenge the world has faced. Unfortunately, the requirement to safeguard sites, safely 
dispose of unwanted material and munitions and successfully re-deploy personnel is a time-
consuming and expensive process. Because it is also not a very ‘sexy’ process dealing with 
the legacy of a problem that most believed has already been ‘solved’, there is a danger that 
effort will wane and funding will dry up.  
 
It is vital that the EU resists that possibility. The EU, through the European Commission and 
the Member States, has already made a useful contribution in co-operative threat reduction 
(CTR) activities but there is clearly a lot more to be done. Closer co-ordination of member 
state activities through the EU would be a useful first step. When extending CTR initiatives 
beyond Russia and the Newly Independent States, perhaps in the context of future regional 
WMD disarmament agreements, a serious examination of resources will be required. Beyond 

 
1 Speaking at the Arms Control Association in Washington DC, Dr Frank von Hippel, formerly President 
Clinton's science advisor. Disarmament Diplomacy, Issue No. 78, July/August 2004, News Shorts US proposes 
"no-verification" Fissban to be negotiated at the Conference on Disarmament. 

http://www.acronym.org.uk/dd/dd78/index.htm
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the EU’s commitment, through the European Commission, of €1 billion over ten years to the 
G8 Global Partnership against the spread of WMD and related materials, further examination 
of spending priorities and financial commitments will have to be secured in the next budget 
cycle starting in 2007.  
 

• Reduction of non-strategic weapons 
Although there are two nuclear weapon possessors (UK and France) amongst EU member 
states, there are also another four member states that have US air-launched, tactical nuclear 
weapons based on their territory (Germany, Netherlands, Belgium, Italy).1 It is extremely 
difficult to articulate a convincing rationale for these deployments in the post-Cold War era. 
In pursuit of its disarmament objectives and in order to reduce the risk of theft of nuclear 
systems and materials by black marketers, the EU could support the reciprocal withdrawal of 
all tactical nuclear weapons - American and Russian - from European soil. This might also 
help deflect criticism from non-nuclear weapon states at the Review Conference.  
 

• Security Assurances 
The WMD Strategy states that ‘positive and negative security assurances can play an 
important role’ serving ‘both as an incentive to forego the acquisition of WMD and as a 
deterrent’. It calls for them to be ‘further explored’. Providing credible assurances to states 
without WMD that they will be assisted in the event of them being threatened by states that 
do possess such weapons is an important component of non-proliferation policy. Japan, in the 
shadow of communist China, and previously Germany, in close proximity to the Soviet 
Union, have both abstained from becoming nuclear weapons states partly because of the 
security assurances provided by the US. The EU could advocate a stronger political 
commitment to assist any state that is subject to threats from, or that becomes the victim of, 
the use of any WMD.   
 
With regard to negative security assurances, it would be extremely beneficial if the EU were 
to propose further restrictions upon the possible use of nuclear weapons. There have been 
worrying signs that the US is considering using nuclear weapons in a ‘preventive’ role i.e. 
using accurate, low-yield nuclear weapons against an opponent’s (underground) WMD 
facilities in an attempted disarming first strike. Hence the EP Resolution’s call upon the US 
‘to stop the development of new generations of battlefield nuclear weapons (bunkerbusters) 
and to sign and ratify the Comperhensive Test Ban Treaty (14)’.  
 
In order to accommodate this possibility the US has become more ambiguous about its 
negative security assurance not to use its nuclear weapons against a non-nuclear-armed state. 
The UK and France may already be following suit. Whilst the prospect of inviting nuclear 
attack may deter some states from pursuing WMD, the preparedness of the world’s most 
powerful nation to use its nuclear weapons coercively is fundamentally inconsistent with the 
principles underlying the non-proliferation regime. The EU should state clearly that nuclear 
weapons are for deterrence purposes, not war-fighting ones. It should support that position 
and enhance existing negative security assurances by calling for an international agreement 
prohibiting the ‘first use’ of WMD.   
 
Conclusions  
(i) The NPT remains the cornerstone of the multilateral non-proliferation regime, should be 
preserved in its integrity, and the process for pursuing non-compliance should be through the 
UN Security Council. 

 
1 The UK also has US tactical nuclear weapons stationed on its territory. 
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(ii) Regional diplomatic initiatives to address underlying security problems in the Middle 
East and South Asia offer the best means of removing WMD from these regions.  
 
(iii) Constructive engagement with particular states of concern should involve a range of 
inducements and sanctions to persuade them to comply with the NPT.  
 
(iv) The nuclear weapon states should reinvigorate their pursuit of the 13 disarmament steps 
to which they committed themselves at the end of the 2000 Review Conference. 
 
Recommendations 
 
The EU should: 
 

• Call upon states that have yet to do so, to sign and ratify the CTBT; and affirm that 
there are no foreseeable circumstances in which any state should start or resume 
explosive nuclear testing. 

 
• Reassert its support for a non-discriminatory, multilateral and internationally and 

effectively verifiable Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty – the so-called ‘Shannon 
mandate’. 

 
• Only support missile defences in Europe within a multilateral framework and where 

they are specifically targeted only at those states that disregard the non-proliferation 
regime. 

 
• Support a further financial commitment to the G8 Global Partnership against the 

spread of WMD and related materials.  
 

• Support real further disarmament (as well as existing commitments to the Highly 
Enriched Uranium and Plutonium in the US and Russia) by contributing to the 
Multilateral Fund for Plutonium Disposition in Russia.  

 
• Support the reciprocal withdrawal of all tactical nuclear weapons - American and 

Russian - from European soil. 
 

• Ensure that the appropriate resources and support are allocated to the IAEA and 
CTBTO. 

 
• Advocate a stronger political commitment to assist any state that is subject to threats 

from, or that becomes the victim of, the use of any WMD.   
 

• State clearly that nuclear weapons are for deterrence purposes, not war-fighting ones 
and call for a ‘No first use of WMD’ agreement.   
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