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Mr President, Ladies and Gentlemen, dear colleagues and friends, 
 
Why worry? 
I don’t like scare tactics.  As somebody who grew up in the Col War under the 
constant threat of global annihilation, I am not going to stand here and tell you that the 
threat from Weapons of Mass Destruction is greater than it has ever been.  What I can 
say with some confidence is that it has never been more complex and more liable to 
slip out of our control in a variety of ways.  Now that the great powers are no longer 
going head to head we seem to be rapidly losing the thread of disarmament.   We face 
specific new cases of actual or suspected nuclear proliferation which are the more 
worrying because the states in question, so far as we can understand, don’t seem just 
interested in getting an edge over their neighbours but have some kind of abnormal 
relationship with the world community in general.  
 
We have fresh and concrete evidence of a worldwide network of smuggling in WMD 
materials and know-how.  We are witnessing rapid developments in bio-technology, 
chemicals, materials science and missile science, as well as a potential surge in the 
world use of civil nuclear power, without being able to have any confidence that 
strong enough fire-walls are installed in all these branches against the leakage and 
misuse of these technologies for destructive purposes.  We have the ultimate 
nightmare of terrorists getting their hands on these things and being both skilful 
enough and reckless enough to use them.  Finally we have those risks that some 
people may find less sexy because no enemy can be blamed for them, but that could 
still cause massive human and economic damage: criminal sabotage, accidents and 
disasters of the sort I can illustrate just by mentioning the names of Chernobyl, Seveso 
and Bhopal; and the more insidious undermining of the environment and human 
health by the huge unwanted stocks of old WMD materials that are still lying around 
in our own wider European area and often not in such secure conditions as we would 
like. 
 
What is to be done? 
I can assure you, as the head of an institute that has been researching WMD for forty 
years, that the problem is not a lack of potential remedies.  For the older parts of the 
challenge notably on WMD belonging to states, there are a variety of measures that 
have been shown to work in the past; and for tackling the newer issues of proliferation 
and non-state actors, a wealth of good ideas are being put forward by European 
leaders, experts and NGOs among others.  The difficulty we have been facing is with 
a lack of international consensus, of political will and energy, and not least, of 
resources.  Real differences of interest among states, but also a number of political 
idées fixes and atmospheric problems, lie behind the worrying fact that—though the 
European Union for its part came to the table with constructive positions—this year’s 
Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference barely managed to preserve the status 
quo and the UN Summit outcome in September did not contain a single word on arms 
control, disarmament or non-proliferation. 
 



 2

Every setback should, however, be a new trigger for action. People around the world 
who care and who worry about these issues are actively looking around now for actors 
with the conviction, influence and resources to keep up the good work of containing 
and reducing WMD dangers both at the political and extremely practical level.  Many 
of them are looking in this direction: to Brussels, and indeed to all the national 
capitals of the European Union. 
 
Why look to Europe? 
Just a few years ago that last sentence would have sounded strange in many ears.  
What could the EU have to do with such a ‘hard’ security issue, and such a very 
sensitive one, as Weapons of Mass Destruction?  In fact, ever since the 1950’s the 
enterprise of European integration has contributed among other things to the safe and 
cooperative handling of civil nuclear energy through EURATOM.  Since the early 
days of CFSP, constructive European positions and proposals have been developed on 
many aspects of international arms control and non-proliferation work relating to 
WMD.  Since the end of the Cold War in particular, a range of EU activities have 
been carried out especially in the framework of cooperative relations with neighbours 
and partners that have the effect of securing and reducing dangerous objects and 
stockpiles, converting the human expertise involved to more peaceful ends, raising 
standards in the realm of nuclear safety, and promoting in many other ways what 
could be called the responsible stewardship of materials and technologies with 
potential WMD applications.  The EU and several of its members have also entered 
into very public and ambitious commitments to continue these efforts, and indeed to 
devote substantial new resources to them, in the framework of the Global Partnership 
initiated by the G8. 
 
But up to 2003, the Union as a whole was rather in the position of ‘Le Bourgeois 
Gentilhomme’ who suddenly realised ‘I have been speaking prose all my life without 
knowing it’.  We lacked an explicit, comprehensive and forward-looking European 
strategy on the WMD challenge in general.  The circumstances in which the EU 
endowed itself with such a strategy in 2003 were really rather remarkable.  The call 
for defining a distinctive, common and cooperative European approach to WMD 
challenges first came at a time when the West in general, and Europe in particular, 
were badly split over the run-up to the operation in Iraq.  It came notably from the late 
Anna Lindh and was a typical example of her vision and statesmanship, now sadly 
lost to Sweden and to the world.  The basic elements for the EU strategy and its 
associated action plan were actually completed before June 2003, during the very time 
that some EU members were and some were not fighting in Iraq.  This was surely an 
achievement that showed the EU’s nations and institutions at their best, overcoming 
bad vibrations and accepting some tricky compromises in order to make the most 
positive commitment that each could make to an enterprise of really historical 
importance. 
 
Using EU Resources 
That background has made SIPRI’s task much easier in the study which we have just 
completed and which we are presenting to the Brussels community over these two 
days.  It is none of our business to second-guess or develop EU policy and we do not 
need to, because (at least in my and SIPRI’s view) the WMD strategy is an excellent 
one.  The focus of our study has also been strictly limited to WMD-related goals and 
purposes that involve spending the EU’s own money—as many other useful activities 
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do not.  But even within this limited field there is actually a huge range of 
possibilities, because of the very sophistication and richness of the approach the EU 
strategy takes.  While highlighting the central importance of binding international 
treaties and other agreements – which the EU supports not just for the specific 
dangers that they address but also in its general spirit of ‘effective multilateralism’ – 
the strategy rightly recognizes that a a wide range of other instruments and actions 
from the global down to the national and local level need to be applied and 
coordinated to grip and contain every aspect of threat and risk associated with WMD.  
The core of our task has been to identify and to illustrate the European priorities that 
should guide the EU’s material inputs across this very broad field. 
 
In the kind of security environment I grew up in, there was a standard approach to 
prioritizing which was to find your greatest enemy and concentrate on blocking the 
worst thing he could do, often by equipping yourself with bigger weapons than he 
had. The world is quite different now and so is the security philosophy of the EU, 
which quite deliberately wrote its 2003 Security Strategy without mentioning the 
word ‘enemy’. The closest that Strategy got to identifying a worst-case threat was, in 
fact, the possible use of WMD techniques in a major terrorist strike against Europe. 
But as we know, traditional military tools are among the least useful for meeting such 
a threat or even for trying to prevent it. Terrorists or anyone else who tries to misuse 
such techniques against us can do so only with a combination of means, of motive and 
of opportunity: and we have a range of different ways for trying to block off all three 
of those things, most of them involving quite practical, peaceful and cooperative 
approaches.  
 
So in thinking about priorities for European spending today – after taking full note of 
the established policy priorities and guidelines - my institute and all our cooperating 
experts have tried to take a much more up-to-date and balanced approach. We have 
looked especially hard at the problems of access and availability of dangerous 
materials and knowledge at source – especially from stocks and sources physically 
near to our continent - in the nuclear and the chemical and the biological category, 
each of which has its own special characteristics and headaches.  We have looked at 
what might be called the second and general-purpose line of defence, which is the 
control of exports and of the movement of goods and technical information in and out 
of Europe.  We have addressed the questions of mood and motive by discussing 
measures to improve the sense of responsibility and suitable codes of conduct in the 
scientific community; but also by looking whenever possible for projects that would 
let the EU work positively with its neighbours and other partners, thus contributing to 
the general construction of new-style non-zero-sum security relationships. We have 
also kept in mind the general value of openness and transparency which has to be 
rooted in the most accurate possible documentation and analysis of risks.  Last but not 
least, we have had very present in our minds the EU’s role as a model and symbol of 
best practice in all relevant fields of restraint, openness, safety and security: a role 
which is a very real source of power and authority for our Union notably when trying 
to promote good solutions for these challenges on the wider international stage. 
 
The Pilot Project’s Recommendations 
I am not going to finish by reading out our specific recommendations because these 
are fully documented and available to you both in the papers distributed here and on 
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the SIPRI website (www.sipri.org). Rather let me highlight a couple of examples 
where I can explain the working of the various guidelines I’ve just mentioned. 
 
For several years now, cooperative efforts to limit risks from existing WMD sources 
and stockpiles have taken place in the wider Europe in the framework of international 
disarmament and non-proliferation programmes – INDA for short – focussed 
especially on Russia and other parts of the former Soviet Union. The aim has been to 
document, secure, minimize and where necessary safely destroy dangerous nuclear, 
chemical and biological capacities by means of cooperation between states, regional 
authorities, scientists and the private sector. Related efforts have focussed on 
retraining scientists who have acquired dangerous WMD-related knowledge so that 
they can find other legitimate and useful work.  Although the EU has been a relative 
newcomer in this field it has quickly shown that it has all the necessary policy 
frameworks and competences, the legitimacy and the good political relationships 
required, and it also one of few actors that can contribute resources on the large scales 
that are sometimes needed.  We have studied the options for future INDA projects in 
great detail, on the basis also of field visits, and have decided that we can recommend 
a total programme of EU spending for these purposes amounting to roughly 
€930 million spread over the period 2007–13. This covers the extension of generic 
programmes or development of new ones in areas like the retainin g of scientists and 
the documenting and reduction of radioactive sources, but it also includes a few large 
one-off projects. 
 
For example, the EU could, today, help close a reactor in Russia that produces enough 
weapons-grade plutonium each year to make 1,000 nuclear weapons, and it could do 
so through the entirely peaceful activity of building a new, safe, replacement energy 
plant. The framework and all the tools for the EU to get involved here are in place, 
only the financing is missing. Stopping the creation of new plutonium at this locality, 
Zheleznogorsk, will ease the world’s burden of trying to control the many dangers 
arising from this particular material; and it will indirectly advance disarmament and 
non-proliferation by cutting off a source of supply for nuclear arms – this time with 
the full consent of the host government! Closing a facility that was purpose-built for 
making weapons-grade plutonium would also be a practical gesture in the direction of 
a complete fissile material cut-off treaty. This is truly effective multilateralism in 
action. (I would commend to you our parallel proposal on a chemical weapons 
destruction plant at Kizner in the Russian Federation, which has very much the same 
kinds of goals and advantages.) 
 
Let me also mention examples of things that would take much less money but would 
involve a wider range of human inputs and ongoing cooperative exchanges with 
partners.  The EU has probably the world’s best overall apparatus of strategic export 
controls, which it is constantly upgrading and aiming to disseminate to its neighbours, 
partners and other states of good will.  In doing so it can now say also that it is 
helping to meet the obligations created, for its own members states and others, by UN 
Security Council resolution 1540 that criminalizes unofficial WMD possession and 
transfer.  We have suggested consolidating the fine role that the Union already plays 
in this area into an export control assistance programme aimed at helping our 
neighbours and others to reach the highest international standards. A particular asset 
for Europe to use here is the expertise of our new member states who quite recently 
had to convert their own systems to meet the high EU norms. All this wealth of 

http://www.sipri.org
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knowledge of European nations and institutions could now be harnessed to help the 
United Nations achieve its aims in the most practical and effective way—through 
deeds as well as declarations.  
 
What next? 
So far I have spoken about things that should be done and money that should be spent, 
without saying who in the EU should do these things and pay for them.  This is quite 
deliberate.  In the past, all parts of the EU machinery have been involved in these 
endeavours and I hope myself that many will continue to be, for the very simple 
reasons that the overall challenge is so very important and that there is far more than 
enough useful work for everyone to do.  In practical terms, however, there are many 
ways to kill a cat and at least some of our proposals could have alternative solutions, 
not excluding the coordination of direct contributions from member states.  We know, 
of course, that very lively discussions are going on just now in Brussels precisely 
about how to handle these choices in the broader framework of medium-term budget 
planning and resource allocation from 2007.  
 
It’s not for me or for SIPRI to second-guess those discussions or try to make them 
more difficult.  But there are two more general things that we have said in our report 
and that I still feel we have to say in clear language.  The first is that the EU as a 
whole needs to increase its material contribution to meeting this challenge:  needs to 
do so for its own credibility and to fulfil its international pledges, but also because the 
situation and our own security demands it.  
Secondly, since every single cent is needed and needs to be used in the most 
productive way, all the different strands of EU activity under such a future 
programme - whether involving individual states, the Council or the Commission  - 
need to be conducted in the most organized, coherent, mutually complementary and 
transparent manner that responsible human beings can manage.  What I’m really 
saying here is that we should recapture the coherence of the WMD strategy itself, and 
try to recapture the mood of 2003 that made it possible. Such a breakthrough by the 
Union would be particularly timely just now: and I am convinced that it could give as 
much cause for hope to others around the world as it should give cause for pride to the 
Union itself. 
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