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Introduction

Hell for humanity, bringer of peace and prospetifys two sides of the nuclear coin. Managing them
requires wisdom and foresight within the framewofkjood governance.

Which begs the guestion: what does the notion obthworld governance of nuclear energy”
represent?

It simply means developing the nuclear power ingust a way that ensures that the international
community as a whole, and each individual membee,ih peace and prosperity on our planet. This
process implies taking into account the existerfceualear weapons and the problems raised by the
risk of proliferation. Proliferation is defined adtempts to acquire nuclear weapons by states, or
possibly by non-state organizations more or ldegally, sometimes even by certain governments in
violation of undertakings such as those within fhreaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons (NPY). In a process known as “deproliferafigrthe five nuclear powers that signed and
ratified the NPT agreed to various commitments betw1968 and 1991 relating to the reduction of
nuclear arsenals. This process was set in motigheaiend of the Cold War, hand in hand with
numerous security and confidence-building measanme®d at limiting the risk of confrontation. In
early 2009, the USA made a strong commitment taucid) the role of nuclear weapons, a
development expected to give a fresh impetus taépeoliferation process.

From the outset, nuclear programmes have attramtddrepelled, for an extraordinarily varied and
inevitably contradictory range of reasons.

International opinion first perceived nuclear povesrthe force behind the spectacularly destructive
explosion of the two bombs dropped on Hiroshima ldadasaki at the end of the Second World War.
In point of fact, aside from in Japan, the evenswgaen as just one more horror by populations
suffering from five years of atrocities (more in idis case), notably terror bombing. All these

operations targeted civilian populations, on badles This should never be forgotten.

In the civilian sphere, two major accidents createdative feelings towards the nuclear industry: at
the USA’s Three Mile Island in March 1979 and Afi886’s more serious accident at Chernobyl in
Ukraine. It is also sometimes claimed that the dhahplant accidents in Seveso, Italy, Bhopal in
India, causing 3,000 deaths, and, to a lesser extem AZF plant in France in September 2001,
causing 30 deaths, are on the same catastropHi. §dds is not the issue. The 4,000 deaths in
Ukraine (according to a United Nations estimateg éime number of people affected to varying
degrees by radiation (around 70,000) is sufficeanuise for legitimate alarm.

! Signed on 1 July 1968 and effective as of 5 March 1970.

2 Term invented by the author in 1995 to designate the reduction in the number of weapons owned by

countries with official access to them, renunciation of the right to own illegally manufactured weapons (South
Africa) and cessation of programmes judged to be proliferating (Argentina and Brazil).



Part One

Overview

I: Origins

1. Examining the relationship between civilian and mitary atomic energy, both of
which share the same roots

In 1934, the Hungarian physicist Leo Szilard corgdcthe British admiralty about the possible
military uses of atomic fission. Then, in 1939, WeBohr, with Einstein’s help, began to attract
President Roosevelt's attention. The result wasMlamhattan Project, which brought together the
whole range of scientific and technical knowledgéhie free world at Los Alamos in the New Mexico
desert. It took the Manhattan Project’s scientibtee years and an unlimited budget to not only
develop atomic weapons, but also build up detadieowledge of the future of nuclear energy, its
advantages and drawbacks.

They discovered that there were two source masetigghly enriched uranium and plutonium.

That it would be fairly easy to move from fissian fusion, which would allow the development of
weapons of previously unimaginable force.

That the underlying principles for operating a eacl reactor made it fairly easy to switch from
civilian to military applications.

Right from the start, it was clearly important a&ké precautionary measures to prevent the dangers
observed outweighing the benefits hoped for. Thistb the creation of the Oppenheimer-Lilienthal
Commission. The Commission’s report was made publMarch 1946, proposing the creation of an
international body that would own uranium mines dnelir by-products. It would be in charge of
managing nuclear power stations and plants produsiectricity. It would have a group of inspectors
in charge of accounting for materials and checkaugities to ensure that no materials were diwkrte

Bernard Baruch presented the plan to the UnitedoNston 16 June 1946. Although the Soviets
showed initial interest in the plan, they endedrejecting it, whilst the American administration

showed waning conviction in presenting the plaawding closer every week to confrontation with its
former ally. Spying scandals, especially Klaus Eglbetrayal and Bruno Pontecorvo’s defection

created a climate of excessive suspicion, which l&vosoon develop into the paranoia of
McCarthyism. Many scientists were convinced thatrihclear weapons monopoly should not lie with
any one state or government.

* Klaus Fuchs, a German physicist, took part in the Manhattan Project. Recruited by the Soviets in 1941, he was
discovered and sentenced to 14 years jail in 1950. He was released nine years later and emigrated to East
Germany. Bruno Pontecorvo was an Italian-born physicist who worked in France in the mid-thirties then in the
USA, Canada and England before defecting to the Eastern Bloc in 1950.



Professor Edward Teller, Oppenheimer’s assistatheManhattan Project, made deliberate attempts
to thwart all efforts at restricting military nuele development and internationalizing the civilian
industry. Why? Possibly owing to anti-communistwiotions, or a desire to become the “father of the
hydrogen bomb” and take his revenge on Oppenheinfer,ended up being suspected of leniency
towards communism. The fact remains that the SeMed by Andrei Sakharov who had helped Youri
Khariton develop the fission bomb, immediately wdotvn the nuclear road and, in August 1953,
performed the first thermonuclear fusion test. larbh 1954, the USA carried out the spectacular
Bikini test. The arms race had started, leadingiBeait Eisenhower to try and bring a degree ofrorde
and control to the nuclear chaos that threatenéévelop.

2. 1953: “Atoms for Peace”: two steps forward and thre steps back — the absence of a
better solution

This was the expression used by lke Eisenhower, vehi led to the creation of the International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA).

It is interesting to observe the return of the saocept over 60 years later. The atom was kelgeo t
development of countries lacking in energy resaarddiese countries needed access to the civilian
nuclear industry via an international agency, répgrto the United Nations, which would control
nuclear technology transfers for exclusively pealc@iurposes. The International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA) was thus founded in September 1956Géutral Vienna, and held its first general
conference on 1 October 1957. It is important tdewstand that the IAEA’s role was to promote the
benefits of the atom, including medical and agtigall applications. Its task has never been taaet
non-proliferation watchdog. As far as the politicahtext is concerned, the major differences lithen
Cold War and the accelerated development of nualeapons.

The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Waap (NPT) was proposed in 1958 by Ireland as a
means of achieving nuclear disarmament, the initi@se in global disarmament, and was eventually
established in 1968. It initially constituted atsof cooperative agreement limited to the two major
enemy states. It aimed for strategic stability daee the terrorizing effect of mutually assured
destruction (MAD). The NPT was rooted in two axior®soliferation had to be avoided, since the
multiplication of nuclear states risked triggerimgcontrollable crises. The dialogue between the two
protagonists, already very fraught, was not to iséuthed. Secondly, the two major powers of the
time agreed to guard against West Germany and dgatrhaving access to military nuclear weapons,
given their potential and speed of economic regovEne treaty was therefore concluded for a period
of twenty-five years, after which they would assigssituation.

This Cold War treaty established a principle oftdmination between powers assuming the right to
military nuclear technology — Nuclear Weapon Stqté¥/S) — and other states which renounced
the right to build or acquire weapons — Non-Nuclééeapon States (NNWS). In return, the treaty
offered NNWS states two key commitments: a pledgeetiuce existing nuclear arsenals, which was
not kept until the early 1990s, and support for N8IVéfforts to develop nuclear power for civil
purposes; this pledge has been widely honouredodadedicated bodies (the Zangger Committee
and the Nuclear Suppliers Group, known as the Lordub) sought to oversee the transfer of the
most sensitive dual-use technologies so as to aiaisafety from the non-proliferation standpoint.



However, a number of states (India, Israel, ChBrazil, Argentina and France) refused to sign or
ratify the treaty which, not withstanding its unisal aims, actually constituted a very specifiarfaf
what was at the time becoming known as arms control

But these principles and measures fail to attaia tmiversality. They are constantly compromised by
states for their own reasons, to serve their a@éamnd their interests of the time, and to further
influence they seek to exert, not to mention thenemic benefits they hope to obtain through the
export of nuclear technologies.

In intergovernmental relations, intransigence camacasion give way to laxity amongst governments
with changing views about what comprises nationgdrest and the strategy of non-proliferation. The
protective indulgence shown by the USA towardslshaeli exception constitutes a perpetual cause of
diplomatic exasperation to every other Middle Easttate. This does not prevent other governments
from authorizing transfers of proliferating techogies: France to Iraq, and China to Pakistan and
Algeria. It is for this reason that Iran poses sagiroblem today. Teheran proclaims the univeysalit
of the treaty, which it ratified in 1970. Notingathisrael is, for no good reason, treated as aiapec
case, Iran's leaders assert that their country leen discriminated against since 1980. This
discrimination has led them to acquire, not withdifficulty and under semi-illegal conditions, such
technologies as they should by right have free secte by virtue of their status as signatorieshef t
NPT. The good faith of the Iranian government igaiely debatable, in light of its cooperation with
Pakistan and its acquisition of centrifuges thatehanabled it to construct a previously undeclared
enrichment plant at the Natanz facility. Nevertks|ahe principles of a treaty remain legally birgdi
and cannot be blithely reinterpreted over time by party. The principles interfere with, and atesn
even contradict, the patchily applied law in a don@d great sensitivity in terms of national setyri
Efforts must therefore be undertaken to remedy thigking in a universalist direction and no longer
only from a perspective that corresponds to ther@sts of any one state, be it the most powerful or
the richest.

The IAEA is not the NPT

Understand by this phrase that refusal to sigrouibé NPT did not prevent some states from signing
safeguard agreements with the IAEA covering inspeategimes for their declared installations, even
if the only reason is the pre-existence of the IAHAIs is a key point. The IAEA is not, and should
never become, an aggressive tool for investigadirsgate’s industrial activities. In the beginniitg,
role was simply to inspect installations declargdtates that had signed specific agreements héh t
agency, each with it own degree of oversight.
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BOX 1: Inspection Measures
93+2, or the Additional Protocol

"93" stands for the year that the strengthened measures were designed, and “+2” is the deadline for
their adoption. However, not all NPT signatory states have ratified the protocol.

Adopted as late as 1993 in a bid to strengthenpmoliferation following the discovery of Irag
breaches, this has not been ratified by all NPihaigyies.

Installations concerned: all those that might rela¢ven indirectly, to nuclear activities.
Inspection tools: unannounced inspections at shotice (a few days).

The level of intrusiveness: visits to all buildirgithorization to take samples from inside &
outside the sites concerned.

INFCIRC (Information Circularg /153 and 66, more restrictive These commitments cover partia
or comprehensive guarantees.

INFCIRC/66/Rev 2 was discussed and adopted in 1965, predatingritng imto force of the NPT

and

This directive may affect states that are not dignies of the NPT and thus, by extension, it remain

applicable to states that were signatories butakied the NPT in the agreed manner. Although
retroactive, this introduces the idea of permanrahtlity covering previous activities.

The subtlety resides in the fact that a state i@t signed a convention of this type is unablg
extricate itself from its obligations, as it canlegving the NPT. The obligations remain in foraed
it is required to continue to acquiesce to sup@misf its reprocessing and conversion facilitissté
that enrichment is not covered). But will thesealegubtleties carry weight in the event of a segi
crisis?

not

BOX 2: Material Qualities and Properties

LEU (low-enriched uranium)

(see table of acronyms)

HEU (highly enriched uranium)

3 enrichment levels: 3-5% for reactors; 10-20%pi@pulsion; 90% for weapons.
Plutonium (Pu.): 239 for reactors; 240 for weapons.

This aspect is key to understanding the issuedvadadn an international cut-off treaty (ceasing to
manufacture nuclear materials for use as explosives

Few fields are as time-sensitive: the duration aterials and civilian and military programmes i

delicate issue. Structuring nuclear forces and werge reactor installations both require skilful

synchronization of timings. Planning errors are@stly as technical faults. They can destabilizime

5 a

energy supply or the strategic stability of theitaiyy sector.
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BOX 3: Component Lifespans

Lifespan of a reactor. 40 years, in theory. However, upgrades can exteadtor life by a decade or
more; for example, Fessenheim in France.

Lifespan of a weapona distinction must be made between the explasidear material, the triggers
and the chemical compression explosives, includamgponents such as deuterium and tritium, which
generate the neutron burst.

Tritium: 12 years (indispensable for triggeringuaibn weapon)
Caesium 137: 30 years
Americium 241: 430 years

Plutonium 239: 24,000 years

Neptunium 2: 140,000 years

The length of the research and development phasa lhallistic nuclear weapons programme varies
from state to state as well as according to thepbexity of the required weapons system. The most
rudimentary is not necessarily the simplest, sintenecessary to start from unknowns, or to iy
outside help which is not always very reliablewibuld take 15 to 20 years to achieve a fully
developed system that could be deployed with altmtat reliability if no testing had been performed

Apart from weapon triggers, timeframes are all agpnately 20 years.

Decisions thus have to be made about commitmenta tbstant future about which little is known,
since accidents, crises and break-ups can be gedsaut not predicted.

START 1 (1990), START 2 (1991) and SORT (2006), Wnoas the Moscow Treaty, expire
respectively in 2009 and 2012. To ensure the safetile weapons, these milestones must coincide
exactly with component lifespan and replacementesycThis constitutes a highly complex structural
management that allows for no err@ee BOX 3)

3. Arms Control: crises and ideas

The historical theory of arms control posited byrdda Halperin and Thomas Schelling rested on a
handful of pragmatic principles arising from a gpecsituation: political impasse, an arms racettha

was itself dangerous, and the exorbitant costs ttiatentailed. This was the period that saw the
arrival in office of Robert McNamara, who was US&tary of Defense for eight years. McNamara
and Schelling formed a highly ambiguous duo whopeoated as much as they argued. Both were
trained economists and were convinced that it shbel possible to resolve even the most difficult

military problems by applying lessons drawn fromsipess and management. This can only be
understood once the sequence of events is examined.
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* Missile Gap and the Cuba effect

The 1957 Soviet launch of Sputnik led to the bdieft Moscow would soon have intercontinental
ballistic missiles at its disposal, capable ofkatig major US cities. Goaded by the boasts of e
leaders, the Americans decided that they had whaap this dangerous inferiority at all costs. The
Cuban Missile Crisis unfolded against this backgrbof anxiety. It has been extensively studied and
there are different views as to its true gravithieTact remains that the USA drew two diametrically
opposed strategic lessons from the affair, onengatdwards an arms race, the other setting ineplac
regulatory frameworks intended to finish with jesth a race.

As a true historical turning point, although noimadel, the Cuban crisis might help in formulating
innovative proposals for nuclear governance matiddiy a pragmatic desire for “realistic pacifism”.

At the same time as liberal academics were devedo@in innovative conceptual approach that led to a
new diplomacy, in June 1962 Robert McNamara lauthéhstrategic challenge in his speech at Ann
Arbor, Michigan. Inspired by the crash programmmeated by President Kennedy at the time of his
inauguration and intended to bridge the missile, dap Secretary of Defense outlined a nuclear
strategy based on relentless attrition. The idei fihe start was to drain the Soviet economy with t
demands of military technological competition. Tlked to an exceedingly costly arms race that would
prove the superiority of the USA. Reagan adoptedstime principle in 1983.

1966 saw the publication dihomas Schelling’#\rms and Influencevhich extended Schelling’s and
Morton Halperin's theories. Meanwhile, McNamaragued his strategy until he quit the Pentagon in
late 1967 during the shambles of the Vietnam Walisaster that also affected Schelling.

The lesson the two men drew from the Cuban Mig3ilsis was that, although there was no way out
of the political impasse, neither the USA not thevi€t Union had attempted to take irreversible
action. The impossibility of reconciling irrecoratile political objectives and world visions did not
rule out the possibility of coming to an arrangemewver weapons, both in terms of quantity and
quality. The challenge was coming to an agreenfaattwould avoid everyone dying. The two sides
had to find a way of cohabiting, even if it meaivinly in animosity, as a couple at odds. The
destruction of the enemy naturally remained a goai,not at the price of existence, a price which
would demolish the very notion of victory.

This fertile intellectual questioning led to thectdton to create the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency (ACDA) in autumn 1961, with John McCloy &sfirst director. This was an important step,

since we will be using it as a springboard for ¢ geoposal. Clinton dismantled the ACDA in 1999,

less influenced by the end of the Cold War thanpbgssure from Republicans to reduce federal
expenditure. In 2005 and 2006, the Republicandytatamolished the organization, wanting to purge
it of the last “undisciplined and frequently disédi/(sic) elements.

13



1957-1968 Chronology
1957: launch of the Soviet sputnik. Creation ofitiissile gap myth.

Late 1960: election of J.F. Kennedy who gave tleegilight to the crash programme, designed to
bridge the missile gap.

1961:Strategy and Arms Contrbly T. Schelling and M. Halperin.
Creation of the ACDA.

June 1962: Robert McNamara’s Ann Arbor speech.

October 1963: Cuban Missile Crisis.

1963:Dr. Strangelovéby Stanley Kubrick.

1967: opening of negotiations between the AmerieaasSoviets to control strategic nuclear
weapons.

The other concern was to curb the arms race far@nixr reasons. The process was costly not only in
terms of GDP investment, but also in the use ofedige and a highly specialized workforce that
could otherwise be working on civilian projects. eTimegotiators therefore sought to establish
thresholds for launchers, the number of weapons raaliiple warheads whilst trying to muzzle
technological progress with the SALT agreementskEwD-72 ABM treaty which curbed space-based
weapons research and testing. Their attempts werain, since the technology managed to overcome
the obstacles and find support amongst Republita@ngress and in the individual states. Ronald
Reagan’s arrival at the White House in 1981 unexpally challenged the restriction efforts, and he
instigated the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI)March 1983. The initiative, greatly influenced by
Lawrence Livermore and Edward Teller (who remairaad active figure), relaunched strategic
competition based on economic and technologicamiiatl. Liberal capitalism and its support for high
technology triumphed over the socialist Soviet @ooy, whose scientists were bogged down in a
stratocracy. Reagan positioned himself as a nuclempons abolitionist. In 1985, in Geneva, he
concurred with Mikhail Gorbachev's condemnationnoclear war. Then, in Reykjavik in 1986, the
proposal for total abolition of nuclear weaponssarout of the general confusion — and got nowhere.
It was an idea that made a curious and more cautiomeback a quarter of a century later, in 2009.
The Reagan approach sought to give a moral slattteaconfrontation. Anti-missile defence was
“Good”, whilst the nuclear weapons he wanted tadeerpowerless and obsolete” were “Evil”. In
contrast to McNamara'’s cynical MAD, Reagan offekdatual Assured Protection (MAP), an idea he
imagined sharing with the Soviet Union. This waseenarkable strategic manoeuvre, constructed
almost entirely by communications professionalspritcsented an ethical face to the world whilst
relaunching a major technology race in the same agiMcNamara in June 1962.
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* Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) and simulatios

The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty has been throagty incarnations since its signature in 1994.
Two years later, the US senate with its Republicaxority rejected the ratification requested by
President Clinton. As a consequence, in 2009 RrasiObama continued to exercise extreme caution
in order to obtain Congress’ agreement. The ertdsting went hand in hand with the development of
simulations in the USA and France, with the Megkgdiaser, Airix and Cray supercomputers (for
processing quantities of data estimated in terafloiged to create reliable models. The objective is
establish a highly sophisticated knowledgebasehab these activities continue to appeal to young
researchers, motivated by the technological chgdleninherent in extreme environments. There is
evidently a risk that very high technology introda@ new type of discrimination, with those who can
control the reliability of weapons without resogito testing on one side, and on the other those wh
remain more or less in a state of uncertainty. duldd almost be tempting to envisage making a
gualitative leap: engaging directly in simulatioitheut first testing. Clearly an impossible solutjo
like trying to reproduce an object in the absenté¢he object. Unless, perhaps, the models were
provided? But which government would accept tramisfg this type of data? We have to remain in
the realms of the real! These sorts of hypotheseaa@hing more than rash speculation.

* The problem of cut-off and inspections

In the wake of an initiative by President Clintam,1993 the UN assigned the Geneva Disarmament
Conference with the responsibility for developingreaty for halting production of nuclear materials
with a military character, namely plutonium and HEWance supported the objective and proceeded
to halt production at its Marcoule and Pierreldgnfs in 1995. China adhered to the treaty in Gatob
1994. The idea was that the five nuclear stategreavby the NPT, with sufficient materials for
explosive purposes, could ensure that activitieeewslted in countries known as threshold states:
India, Pakistan, North Korea, Iran and Israel. Otstates, already signatories to the NPT, would
merely have to reconfirm their commitment to alstey from the military option. Only the details
needed to be completed. And yet, seventeen ydarsit@ progress has been made. Why?

Two problem areas arose at the time, with furthiéicdlties developing over the years.
First came the question of the military characfarranium and plutonium.

New-generation nuclear-powered submarines usd avfilea current enrichment level of around 10%
for the most up-to-date propulsion systems instebidhe 20% traditionally required. This level
remains far higher than that introduced into ordinaivilian reactors, but is insufficient to be
attributed a military character: 90%, enough to enakbomb. Nevertheless, a country that has the
capacity to enrich at 20% would have no troubleckimg up to 90%. This is what poses the problem
today in the case of Iran. In terms of plutoniurayson Mark’s 1962 test, made public in 1977 by the
Carter administration, tends to show that it ismextessary to attain a very high level of puritpider

to have a material that will react explosively tatain reaction. But the American physicist worked
with test conditions that would be difficult to dpgor anyone wanting a reliable weapon from an
operational point of view.

The second type of difficulty lies in the inspeatiprocess, which poses multiple problems: the
international or strictly national nature of inspens and checks, the reliability of the process tus
the degree of intrusion, the quality of the infotima obtained, and the cost of inspections. We know

15



that the USA intends to focus on its satellite tdljiles, whose results are jealously guarded,erath
than international on-site inspections carried lmuthe IAEA. Unfortunately, experience has shown
that satellites without quality human input do kabw what to look for. Furthermore, small-scale
storage units can always be used to dissimulatestapiantities of explosive materials, for example,
100kg of plutonium (enough to make approximatelyvEzapons).

Combining different means and, in particular, airmidplacing trust in just one, should guarantee an
extremely reliable checking process: satellite iesagnd official forensic measures using different
radioactivity sensors, backed up occasionally, wihaubt prevails, with undeclared measures and the
presence of on-site teams of inspectors.

If this type of agreement could be reached, whatl&vdbe modified and how could it be improved?
We examine the approaches, and limitations, oattienuclear movement.

France has gradually set up a system for recydisgised military materials, thus obtaining a high
substitution rate and guaranteeing the supply adteyg weapons for several generations.

It is therefore useful to look at the evolution adcessible and saleable technologies that can be
transferred legally or smuggled illegally. In ttedtér case, differences in technological qualigy
major role: from China to Pakistan, from Pakistafran.

16



[lI: Nuclear War & Peace

1. State power and nuclear capabilities

Over time, states of every kind (empire, monarcatation, etc.) experience variations in their power.
These variations can be extreme, taking them fitmrhighest summits to the abyss of disintegration
and disappearance.

» There are two categories of power: status quo paaver destabilizing power.

Status quo powers seek to preserve acquired stpeand the prosperity that it brings. There are,
however, two sub-categories: passive and actiyasstpio powers.

The former preserve that which they have acquinedugh domination and leadership by adopting a
powerful and static defensive attitude, and throtgtifications such as the Roman Limes and the
Great Wall of China that bar access to imperialttares.

The latter are those that strive to preserve sapgrithrough adoption of an active defensive st
that encompasses regional actions, the quest tmadogical superiority and the exclusion of
potential rivals. Such strategy also includes pméateve initiatives such as campaigns to reduce the
threat posed by the enemy via incursions intcerstory with the purpose of inflicting lasting dage

on its capabilities. This principle of military ategy is evident throughout recorded history, and i
generally accompanied by complex diplomatic mandagvto build alliances, as attempted by
Bismarck during the period 1870 to 1900. The faremaggressive nature of this posture means that it
comes with a strong degree of ambiguity. Doesfitsimaply use the status quo as cover for a desire t
wrest new advantages? The question is to know winere is a switch from one state of power to
another, and what causes a state to opt for anyariieular strategic posture; to understand when a
power has reached full maturity, the peak of itgesiority, its culmination (in a war context, thss

the culminating point of an offensive). At what pbtoes the great victorious beast feel sated? This
applies to all the great conquerors: Alexander,d@enKhan and Napoleon. Just how far do they want
to go? When and why did the Roman Empire decide ithaad attained its goals and that it had
expanded sufficiently? The status of the USA hasaieed highly equivocal since the end of the Cold
War. President Bush Snr. set out US objectives 9801 A team led by Richard Cheney, Paul
Wolfowitz and Ismay Khalilzalhad drawn up strategic planning objectives intenideensure the
lasting dominance of the USA based on the idedimireating all new rivals of a size comparable to
the Soviet Union. For the fact is that, in 200@& tleo-conservatives’ goals went far beyond merely
asserting power. They embraced the desire to makerida a destabilizing power that sought to
reconfigure regional systems, especially in thedédEast, according to US conceptions, values and
interests. There were, however, no “barbariansateming to sweep into Washington! It took the 9-
11 attacks to give the idea credibility with theofict

* There are three categories of destabilizing powers

- Ascending: in search of greater power, potemiatators, against the status quo, against any orde
that would inhibit their appetites.

* All three returned to power in late 2000. Mr Khalilzad went on to become the US ambassador to Iraq.
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- Declining: they are losing their power and thdisintegration sows disorder because of the
contradictory appetites whetted by their weakn&ssk Men such as the Ottoman Empire. Just how
far do they sink? Such cases must be examined bybioing long- and sort-term indicators
(demography, health, internal security, size obinfal economy, etc.). An interesting variant ors thi
are powers only temporarily weakened which workatcest their decline then to restore prestige
(France when de Gaulle was first in office), orgbly the reality of a power nostalgically consieler
lost but that seeks to recover.

- Declining powers seeking to arrest their deckmel to recover a portion of their power and their
prestige. At what point does the turnaround octlo®@ is it achieved? Is civil and military nuclear
power combined with energy resources sufficientsalf to relaunch a declining country? This seems
to be the case for Russia, where the fact of baingclear weapons state is an asset in terms bf bot
preserving and restoring power.

This leads to a key question: how does nucleamtdolyy, whilst serving the different categories of
stakeholders, affect their plans?

It is widely accepted, at least in the north-westearts of our planet, that all proliferators dbsize

the established order or the balance of power iegisat any particular moment. Equally, the
destabilizer will tend to seek the acquisition ofugclear arsenal. Here again it is important tostjop

the nature of the political goal being sought. Bheus of destabilizer results from the naturehcf t
goal. Take the example of North Korea. It is cldaat this regime has no other goal than self-
preservation, and that the destabilization provdikgits nuclear and ballistic posturing is intended
maintain its civilian and military leadership fos bbong as possible under the best conditions plessib
Although it is undeniable that these ballistic-ragal machinations are sufficient to irritate its
neighbours and their allies, can they nonethekesityrfear an aggressive move by the North Koreans
based on use of these extreme mechanisms, a usedhla lead to instant removal of the regime?
This underlying principle is too readily acceptadd merits further examination. But to return te th
fundamental question: why do some states, neitteernost powerful nor the richest, seek to acquire
nuclear weapons in the full knowledge of the irelié drawbacks that such an enterprise entails?

2. Motives for acquiring nuclear weapons

Either to guarantee security and sovereignty. Rtampoint of view, Iran is a destabilizing power b
default, eager to overturn the status quo.

Or to assert newfound power (Iraq during the pefi®d5 to 1990) and then extort richer neighbours
by virtue of a type of concealed blackmail. Thightibe termed aggressive sanctuarization.

Or to acquire (or recover) glory and prestige.

At the micro-strategic level, regional conflictsnteng on local rivalries with limited wider
implications. However, conflicts of this type caké on a disastrous character, as in the casesof th
seven-year war between Iran and Iraq (1981-198&) 4w a number of other powers acting in the
background in support of one of the warring parties

At the macro-strategic level, the fear of US corieral weapons superiority, or that of a major
neighbouring continental power (such as Pakistanliadia).
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Civil nuclear programmes and, especially, the itdig more spectacular military programmes are
often linked to national prestige, glory and a aertistorical revenge; withess declarations made b
the Indian People’s Party (the BJP, although is tkeigard the Congress Party is scarcely any less
loquacious), and all parties in Pakistan and IfRderhaps too much emphasis is placed on this
argument. The Pakistani and Indian nuclear tes1998 were widely exploited by both governments.
However, in all countries that have had to submitamiliation by the ‘white man’, the simple fadt o
attaining a level considered to be equal to thaired by the former masters is a matter of prafoun
significance. This extreme sensitivity — someththgt the USA has no understanding of — will
probably diminish with successive generations, foutthe moment remains very much an issue, as
attested to by schoolbooks worldwide.

Channels for proliferation and technology transier created and developed as a function of:

- the self-interest of economic forces seeking emmihi: the AQ Khan network; certain US
companies who did deals with China, and Europeampeanies from France, Germany, the
Netherlands and Switzerland which were selling sijglated weapons to Iraq up to and
including 1990;

- strategic alliances.

The battle to counter proliferation is not a ptiprior certain powers. Why? Recklessness? Narrow
self-interest as soon as the threat is not on tarstep? It might be to strengthen a rear aliaas

in the case of China and Pakistan. We considep ib¢ above all a product of global power
imbalances.

The true problem today comes from the fact thatUs&\ can call upon the world’s most powerful
conventional military force, a force whose budgetver ceases to increase. This can but lead other
states to seek a militarized nuclear capabilitgfteet their conventional inferiority, a situatiafl too

well described by Les Aspin as early as 991

3. Nuclear destabilization

A nuclear weapon is a highly effective mechanism disrupting the status quo of existing

conventional forces. It sweeps away the unstabtem@asurable underlying equilibrium between
degrees of power. It is a troublemaker, somethivag prevents traditional forms of domination. The
compensatory power of the atom does not level thging field for the weak, but it does force an

aggressor to renounce a major attack of whateuverayebe it conventional, chemical or nuclear. The
atomic bomb therefore constitutes a restrictivetdiadn the development of military strategy, a

hindrance to the full enjoyment of the coercive pesvenjoyed by a superior power.

This is not because the USA does not know how é@xpgainitial success and gets bogged down once
master on the ground. In 2003, the entire inteonaticommunity shared the experience. The UN does
not protect states. The USA can crush the militaight of a country the size of Iraq inside one
month, although the Iraqi forces were admittedighadow of their 1990 counterparts. Thus, if the
USA is serious about reducing levels of its own atiters’ nuclear weapons, it will have to undertake

> Les Aspin (D) was then chairman of the Armed Services Committee in the United States House of
Representatives. He went on to serve as Secretary of Defense (1993 -1994) under Bill Clinton.
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a parallel process of reducing the defence budglitiquishing half its aircraft carrier and submayi
fleets. This would have the effect of rekindling thossibility of military defeat thanks to the tala
levelling out of conventional capabilities. But wiie Vietnam War not a defeat? Today, can not the
US retreat from Iraq be seen in the same termeaat whilst we wait to see what the outcome véll b
in Afghanistan?

But nuclear weapons are also troubling for thelidé@peace and those who embrace it, uncertain as
they are of how to approach them. Some pacifiggattthem as scapegoats, opportunistically
exploiting their enormous symbolism as the absohgight of militarism. Commemorations of the
bombing of Hiroshima are ritually marked by condetions of the nuclear horror as the worst of
threats facing humanity, a reminder of its dreadftects on people.

4. The rise of non-proliferation and the new generatia’s changing perceptions of what
constitutes the national interest

There can be no doubt that attitudes to the rolthefnuclear industry in general, and to military
nuclear programmes in particular, have changedenasly over the course of the past half century.

Civil nuclear power has undergone three phases:dame the optimism, bordering on arrogance, of
the industry’s backers (the ‘nucleocrats’).

The second phase was the relative climb-down duttireg period 1975-2005, an era notable for
environmentalists’ intensive criticisms of wastenagement and the risk of disasters.

Recent years have seen a resurgence, often préssnipeing civil nuclear power’s second period.

As far as military uses are concerned, the indialiety provoked by the bombing of Hiroshima was
simply wiped out by the effects of the Cold War jethtriggered the arms race. It is also important t

remember the historical experiences of Europeateseliforged in two world wars. They had

experienced invasion, occupation and humiliatidmeylhave a very different view of the risks posed
by nuclear technologies.

In France, which suffered greatly from the disagirl940 and its consequences, the deterrence
strategy offered by a military nuclear programmeswlae guarantee of survival. The British, who
watched the disaster from close quarters, werewvaspinterested in such a guarantee. Nationakprid
was an additional factor (General de Gaulle exdadiffHourrah pour la France!”after his country’s
first nuclear test in February 1960), althoughritkience was less enduring.

Contrary to the arguments put forward by pacifiated abolitionists, the partisans of nuclear
deterrence considered that the weapon was not asmfea projecting power, but was instead a
counter, a balancing force, a precaution. For Iyu®iof their extraordinary power, nuclear weapons
cannot offer domination either through their ugethe threat of their use.

A return to a more usual state of balance of pat¢ne global level and the relaxing of major sesrc
of tension led to a reinforcement of the non-peslifion strategy, to the detriment of more hawkish
dissuasive postures. There is no doubt that inrégard the end of the Cold War constituted a major
advance. However, the highly virtuous progress titatirred in relation to international law and the
raft of ratifications of the NPT between 1990 argi®3 have their roots primarily in the profound
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changes in the way states assess their natiomaiestt This can be illustrated using three examples
South Africa, Ukraine and France.

In 1993, under conditions of the greatest discretiéouth Africa handed over the nuclear weapons it
had secretly produced as part of its long-standioipboration with Israel to the IAEA. It was
unthinkable that the new South Africa, with the ehépartheid and the arrival in power of the ANC,
would hang on to its nuclear weapons. The matter dealt with efficiently and with that remarkable
degree of mutually desired discretion that onlyleacaffairs can induce.

Ukraine, like Belarus and Kazakhstan, found itselpossession of nuclear weapons following the
disappearance of the Soviet Union. Although matteese quickly resolved in Belarus and
Kazakhstan, this was not the case in Ukraine. Thwntty had paid a heavy price during the
Chernobyl disaster and had need of a civil nudledustry so that it could scale back its dependency
on Russia. Glimpsing a possibility for national eipation, Kiev decided to negotiate based on the
strategic weapons located on its soil. This wa®a dtep, one that stands as a turning point in the
evolution of the diplomacy of non-proliferation. tdkne was required to return the weapons to Russia
and entered the NPT as an NNWS on the occasidredf995 Review Conference. That was the view
taken by the Americans, backed by every Europeate.sThere was, of course, to be compensation,
but the choice was to accept, or to face econotmamgulation from both East and West. Ukraine
reluctantly acceded under the watchful gaze of 6&&ary for Defense William Perry.

The gradual shifts in France’s position are higldyealing. They confirm the decisive nature of the
1990 break. President Mitterrand decided to gieatgr weight to the role of international bodiée (t
UN) and to strengthen Europe, as no counterbalanisted to offset the power of the victorious
Americans. Strangely enough, the same period btaodight a number of hitherto unknown issues.
The British secret services informed their Frencbinterparts of the existence of a Chinese-supplied
large-capacity research reactor at Ain Ousseralgerfa. France and China both then ratified the
NPT. This was a turning point that opened the wayothers to follow. Until the period 1990-1995
(NPT Extension Conference), the French nuclearstrgiclaimed to be non-proliferating on the basis
that it took all necessary precautions. Over thleipus fifteen years, the civil nuclear industrjnieh
remained closely tied to the state, had come tizeethat the success of its development was ih par
contingent on its support of and cooperation witn-proliferation diplomacy. Liaisons between
industry operators (AREVA-EDF-CEA) and the Frendnefgn ministry were stepped up, largely
replacing the role of theéirection des Applications MilitairedDAM) and military weapons
administrators. This change in the national stadmegged the (somewhat delicate) question of the
degree of national independence or alignment wghiS position.

Is non-proliferation an end in itself, as would ree® be the view held by members of the vast and
influential community of ‘believers’? Certainly ndt needs to be viewed in the proper context. Non-
proliferation is a strategic instrument that sertres interests of all. At the international levitlis a
tool that can be manipulated in order to attaindéid objectives centring on the preservation of
existing dominance by maintaining acquired supgyioFrank Miller rightly seeks to reinforce the
parallels (established by the NPT) between effimidsle by proliferating states and conventional arms
reductions made by nuclear weapons stat€se political motives of proliferators are wholly
unrelated to reductions in US and Russian armkst@cprocess which will do nothing to modify the

® Frank Miller, Disarmament and Deterrence,: A Practitioner’s View; p. 149 in Abolishing Nuclear Weapons, A
Debate; Carnegie Endowment for International Peace; George Perkovitch and James M. Acton, editors, 2009
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proliferators’ position. Which means that the argmtfor the exemplary nature of non-proliferatien i
unfounded. Why? Because of the powerful strategitolitical motives cited above. But can we find
a way to break free from this overly traditionatdnpolar vision?

National interests remain dominant, and it is mopassible to improve relations that are currently
very strained and highly complex, such as thosegtyhe three nuclear states, China, India and
Pakistan. It is for this reason that a new typeipfomacy may be able to overcome these stumbling
blocks, which it would be wrong to underestimate.

5. Military nuclear programmes and warfare

Let us start by acknowledging that the civil nuclpawer industry cannot in itself represent a cause
for war. However, nuclear installations are vulidgao becoming high value targets in the event of
war between two states, or the target of a tetratiack.

Counter-proliferation action can be envisaged i isuspected that civil activities are being diedr
for clandestine military purposes. Israel has pieditwo examples, against Irag in 1981 and Syria in
2007. Today, Iran runs the same risk, but on an gveater scale.

A difference must be made between:

war by nuclearmeans— the recourse to arms — that is particularly mesable because of its
apocalyptic effects, but that might be justifiedoast of a strategy of deterrence,

andwar for nuclear meanssaused by attempts to acquire nuclear weapontharmpposing desire to
prevent such an event from occurring.

The latter issue leads us to introduce a new disvim between the causes and motives for acquiring
such weapons.

War by nuclear means

Nuclear weapons in themselves do not constitutargie for war, far from it. But the decision to use
them would provoke massive devastation that wondderil the human race and the future of our
planet, triggering profound upsets such as theeanakinter hypothesis. Once set in motion, a war of
this type could be uncontrollable, leading to alt-avar. To which must of course be added the
scenario of an all-out nuclear war , imagined by p¥§sicist Herman Kahn during the 1960s as he
sought to “think the unthinkablé” high intensity warfare encompassing the paroxysiman
uncontrolled escalation of nuclear strikes. Notyowbuld all the adversaries be destroyed, but the
state of the planet would be such that the sursimaght envy the dead.

There are, however, other scenarios that also dfferprospect of obliteration. These are far more
concrete as they are more limited and closer tdityeanvasion, occupation, exploitation,

" Herman Kahn, an emblematic figure amongst scientists working for the Rand Corporation during the late
1950s and early 60s. He published several notable works on nuclear strategy: On Thermonuclear War (1960) ,
On Escalation (1965) and Thinking the Unthinkable (1962).
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collaboration, cultural debasement, the death dfonal identity. Such were the aims of Nazi
Germany and the Soviet Union in Poland; such toe tlva destiny Hitler intended for France. It is not
necessary to have nuclear weapons in order toreiamia people and its cultural identity. The
strategists responsible for France’s nuclear dates capabilities always kept this in mind whikstyt
created a doctrine that would banish the prospes tragic a destiny.

Proliferation; a cause of war

Nuclear war is one thing, but a war whose origiagr the desire to prevent nuclear proliferatien i
another. It is salutary to remember that, at ome ticertain elements of the US military establishitme
sought to prevent Soviet accession to nuclear sthyuan extensive bombing campaign of their
existing installations, an idea categorically regelcby President Truman. McNamara re-examined the
idea in 1962 when considering an attack on Chiivegellations — a plan similarly abandoned.

However exceptional their character, the acquisitbnuclear weapons is not an end in itself. tt ca
be said that the majority of experts and diplonesitigaged in non-proliferation seek to set asideessu
of political motives and strategies, considerindyocapabilities. Why do states seek to establish
nuclear industries? The answers to these questitireerve as the basis for our proposals.

A distinction must be drawn between law and fabistween the realities of relative degrees of
strength, and between strategic considerationgarwkptions of the national interest, all of which
unique factors that are not affected by the normaternational law. The fact is that proliferatidoy
which is meant the quest to acquire a military eaclcapability, is not of necessity an illegal
enterprise.

There are three possible scenarios:

- the state is not an NPT signatory. It is thereféree to conduct its nuclear policy in complete
legality. At least in theory, for it will find itdeshunned by nuclear technology suppliers;

- the state is an NPT signatory but, like Iragnland, in its own atypical way, North Korea, it

clandestinely develops programmes that constitateows degrees of violation of its commitments.
Again, it is important to distinguish between Imgvholly clandestine programmes, North Korea'’s
attempts to secretly divert plutonium from its teas for reprocessing, and Iran’s development at
Natanz then at Fardoo, near to Qom, of centrifueged uranium enrichment facilities without having
made the requisite timely declaration to the IAEA,

- a state with an operational nuclear power ingustay decide to exercise its right to withdraw from
the NPT by claiming a threat to its vital interedtktil now, states that have contravened, or are
suspected of having contravened, the treaty hase tveated as the ‘bad guys’. But what would be the
reaction were a ‘good guy’ such as Japan or Tut@edecide to travel such a path in the name of its
national security and supreme interests?

Attempts to acquire a nuclear weapon can be a cfmusear, or acts of war, so-called counter-
proliferation,that take one of three forms:

a) it is proven that the commitments and obligatioasehnot been met. Punitive actions are
subject to, and mandated by, a UN Security Couresblution. They take the form of
sanctions;
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b) unilateral intervention by a neighbouring power rke® thwart the emergence of an
exceptional threat (Israel in Iraq in 1981, andSiria in 2007); pre-emptive force with no
international legal backing, claiming the righttake military action in defence of national
security;

c) intervention by a distant power acting either @notvn behalf, or to protect a threatened ally.
As a rule, the USA has attempted to blur this kggidn, claiming that proliferation of nuclear
weapons and ballistic missiles might endangeeitstory. Such an argument is very simple to
propound since it has no technical basis, unlessidering the very long term. Perhaps the
day will come when the USA finds itself threatentey Iranian capabilities. If this does
happen, doubtless the USA will take pains not tofuse its own security with that of its
allies.

6. Military nuclear programmes: promoting peace
“Deterrence is peace!”

This was the slogan pushed by French politiciarsrAluppé, Philippe Séguin and others in 1995 in
the teeth of the slight panic that gripped thatntols government when it became aware of the depth
of hostility to France’s resumption of nuclear $e§the government was looking for a way to ease its
isolation, and therefore also revived Francois é&fitind’s 1992 proposal for a “concerted” European
deterrent. The idea — which should have been rdvalier — did not meet with any more success.
The response was generally polite, and categoyinaljative.

Working under less fraught circumstances, Frendfatesfists and certain foreign colleagues
constructed a conception of the strategy of nuctederrence. There are endless publications that
focus on this topic, which is by its very naturelless, and we outline below certain major themes.

Deterrence certainly offers no peace, neither usalenor micro-regional. It does make it extremely
hard to set in motion a major attack of whateveiurg conventional, chemical, biological or, of
course, nuclear, against the vital interests otadesthat has the capability to reply with nuclear
weapons. It is a fact that France has chosen rdwfioe its vital interests. Such uncertainty nugsty
weight in the plans of any potential aggressor.

Regarding conflicts that take place beyond natidraitiers, there is noaison d'étrefor nuclear
deterrence, and no legitimacy in its exercise. ddw&licts in the Balkans during the 1990s were-self
evidently not an arena for deterrence. In 1994iB6yas strange, on an intellectual level, to hear
certain perfectly intelligent German figures coniplduring the time of the French nuclear tests that
nuclear power was no use at Srebrenica!

Does military nuclear capability serve the intesadtthose that seek to advance their interestaiaad
pressure to increase their power? Can it be aip®$drce? The end of the Cold War saw the rise of
another proliferation, of unpredictable theorizirapout possible uses of nuclear weapons:
‘aggressive sanctuarization’, combined with nuclekckmail, deterrence against ‘mad’ elements,
deterrence by the strong against the wesreculative musings such as these have all pravée t
devoid of logical basis but, from time to time, yhesurface to be used to mask hidden interests and
objectives, particularly the development of specifiuclear weapons capable of being deployed
against limited targets.
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Nuclear weapons constitute a factor in favour tdtiee regional stability, but one that is neceigar
unsatisfactory in that it rests on the neutral@atf direct massive military action by the agepntw
morally unacceptable mutual terror, even if thisbig temporary. Moreover, the strategic posture
includes fear of a technical malfunction or a breain in rational perception of the gain to be had.
The problem is that we have failed to find a bettsangement up until now. By which we mean
nothing as radically effective.

7. Civilian nuclear programmes as drivers for peacehrough sustainable development
and levelling out of inequalities

The development of the nuclear power industrytdrsecond phase, seeks to calm and resolve the root
causes of confrontations of all types. Alongsideeotfactors, it can help to ease tensions that may
become the causes for major wars of the future.

Recourse to nuclear energy reduces tensions sulirguenergy demands and related pollution. It
leads to a reduction, at times small, at othergelarin new motives for waging war (eco-

confrontations). The nuclear power industry candftge exert a positive strategic influence in both
micro and macro terms. A more just redistributidraailable energy would soothe frustrations and
cut the most flagrant inequalities in matters ofedlepment. From this point of view it would be wise

to re-evaluate more justly the markets for certaiw materials, especially natural uranium from
Africa. Former IAEA director Mohammed El Baradeipepared to go so far as to link this situation
with the risk of nuclear terrorisin

8. Nuclear and terrorism

This is an issue used to attack the nuclear ingussipecially since September 2001, by proponénts o
non-proliferation and by the anti-nuclear movem@itich jumped on the bandwagon), relying in part
on arguments put forward by the Bush administrataespite its diametrically opposed objectives.
This is another instance of collusion by two ‘eries’: ambiguous, unnatural, yet highly effective.

It is worth looking at what Graham Allison has tays Allison is an academic and author of a
remarkable essay on the Cuban missile crisis. ldatspbrief spell at the Pentagon as under-segretar
for Russian affairs and nuclear disarmament, asddoggedly propounded a theory that has become
viewed as ungainsayable truth. With perseveranod, mixed results, Mr Allison has published
numerous papers and made endless media appeavatitéise aim of promoting the idea that there
exists an overriding danger of clandestine nuclesapons transfers. He proposes new mechanisms
for reinforcing the methods used to detect nucfesuds, but that stop short of the use of massive
military force in the cause of counter-proliferatiorhe idea centres on the creation of a database
describing all nuclear material held by each stiatepuld then be possible to trace the originhe t
event of a terrorist attack or clandestine transfad to hold to account the state that had macle u
transfer.

It is an appealing idea, but there are innumeralifigculties with it. For a start, identification
following a nuclear attack would require monthssafple gathering and analysis in the midst of an

® Mohammed El Baradei, A Recipe for Survival, 16 February 2009
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environment devastated by an aggressive act. Theguarantee that samples would enable a 100%
accurate identification to be made. Also, a governintould then claim that any transfers were made
without its knowledge, and must therefore be therkwof criminal elements. The Pakistani
government could not be held entirely responsibtdte action of the holding company controlled by
AQ Khan. How, therefore, can the threat of nuclegrisals against an identified state be believable
A more convincing suggestion is the creation of arM/ Anti-Nuclear-Terrorism Alliance. Member
states would make a series of undertakings covéhnimgxchange of information about the nature and
grade of their nuclear materials, and the measumeplace to prevent transfers to terrorist
organizations or the theft of such materials.

The theft scenario

From 1990 onwards, the states of the former Sdvigbn were considered to be fertile ground for

illicit trading of all sorts. Numerous rumours wengrent about the sale of miniaturized weapons |tha
could be carried in a suitcase or backpack, rumitatswere lent credence by certain figures who |had
been unsettled by the convulsions witnessed iniRussch as the Russian General Lebed. No such
trades ever occurred; the KGB-FSB remained in gffecontrol.

Another possibility is the transfer of nuclear weap to a terrorist organization by a so-called eogu
state. Such an action could be triggered by punalitg, in the case of North Korea, or possibly by
ideological solidarity, such as that propoundeddsjical Islamism. The concept of the Islamic bomb
has been current since 1994, although it has beersltadowed by the development of Pakistani
military nuclear capabilities. We have subsequeh#gn treated to rumours originating in the USA,
Israel and India, but nothing has ever been proven.

Did Al-Qaeda approach AQ Khan? It is by no meangossible, to be expected even. What happened
then? Why? Seeking to buy what? Khan had becomesedssman, ready to sell components of
sometimes less than top quality for high pricedras's troubled experience attests. But none isf th
is to say that this man was in favour of tradingap@ns and the one-sided transfer of knowledge so
deeply identified with its unique status of beingned by Pakistan alone. Did he consider cheaply
offloading so many years of experience in ordersatisfy the hazy aims, perhaps dangerous to
himself, of a “flea-ridden”<ic)° band armed with nothing more than their ideolddiaaaticism?

In Pakistan, the ideas of the role of nuclear waapmrrespond to the principles of deterrence that
exist everywhere worldwide. The path of that coyiatrelations with India is a fine example of this
truth.

The plain fact is that, once set against the geafiall the constraints that handling an atomi@pen
entails, this idea becomes frankly implausible. Wimdrastructures do the terrorists possess| for
handling their weapon once they get their hand#&iow can such an enterprise be conducted in
total secrecy? How can the operation be effectiyaly into action? How can the weapon |be

transported and activated once at the target? Eheemost imaginative of experts are at a loss when
faced with the innumerable technical difficultiést would have to be overcome. Such an operation
has absolutely nothing in common with the ingerlipusakeshift nature of the 9-11 action, which
relied on astonishingly sparse resources (a feft kmazes and one-way airline tickets).

® Author interviews with heads of Pakistan’s strategic forces, autumn 2000.
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Radiological terrorism is, however, a wholly difat prospect. Radiological products (radiym,
caesium, strontium, tritium) found in countless aapus (medical, lighting, smoke alarms, etc.) can
be used to build ‘dirty bombs’. Although fairly maless, such an attack would be a disaster in
political and psychological terms. The thought ofcily centre radiological attack is every
government’s nightmare, and the world over govemm@re preparing to manage an event about
which we know absolutely nothing. Ever since théd2@Prague summit, certain NATO force
manoeuvres have been adjusted in order to provresthifty to adapt to new situations such as this

9. Traditional morality and the new earth-centric ghics

* Reflections on the anti-nuclear movement: seeing to the future by looking to the
past

It is important to take pains not to confuse mowvetsieseeking to abolish nuclear weapons with anti-
nuclear movements pursuing resolutely pacifist aifiitgee ambiguities of the positions taken by the
former group are self-evident. Not only are thegditely not pacifists, many are even in favouaof
new generation of civil nuclear power. This is vthgy accord particular importance to strengthening
active diplomatic initiatives to promote non-preliation.

Resolutely anti-nuclear bodies, such as Greenpsae, nothing less than the complete cessation of
all nuclear activities, citing concern for the wiefing of humanity and our planet. Their strategg h
been to progressively turn the spotlight on varibuanches of nuclear activities. They began by
opposing weapons and tests because this is thealmasius point of attack, and the most useful from
a total denuclearization standpoint. In the samg, wéutonium has also been a special target for
abolitionists because of it special propertieswasshall see below. Because of the fundamental
differences in their ultimate aims, anti-nuclearveiments and abolitionists have only limited common
ground and are thus confined to forging temporagti¢al alliances and other forms of short-term
arrangements.

Let us leave aside commercial interests and guregile connections, examining instead the sincerity
of the heartfelt anxiety that has gripped an auntl®@ar generation and motivated its actions; for
instance, French presidential candidate Mitterrant®80 commitment to cancelling the planned
facility at Perros-Guirec in Brittany. These anigsttouch on the very survival of humanity and,
progressively, our environment, the place wherdiveg and, by successive shifts, the earth as eepla
becomes the focus of the same concern. This conanitalso flows from the rejection of all that is
considered to be a factor for destruction, as opgds conservation, preservation and protectioanev
restoration, by halting pollution and rediscoverthg ecosystem’s previous natural state. The éarth
not a dustbin for industrial waste, nor for the mesloubtable types of nuclear waste, becauseeof th
very great length of time that some of them endRegection of destruction thus goes hand in hand
with a rejection of war and opposition to the depehent of the arms industry. The reasoning process
comes to a logical close, and gives rise to a whotlherent way of thinking. Green pacifism has
emerged progressively to battle against every #ssaw nature’s purity, seeking to defend the
ecosystem: environmentally- and ecologically-driethics. An agonised moral doctrine of the world
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in danget’. Nuclear energy has come to embody nameless fadrdeep-seated anxieties. And it is
not over; servicemen and women retroactively coonedrd seeking damages.

A sociological examination of militant anti-nucléam leads to the proposed social contract setrout i
Part 3.

Nuclear power is evil! And not just because of Wempons, but also in the light of a certain visién
economic development, the evolution of humanity aod relationship with nature. This is dogma,
sectarian even, bordering on the irrational, as hasn shown by countless well-intentioned
sociological studies.

The sociological study of militant anti-nucleariSmvell illustrates the fear and incomprehension
produced by the impact of a lack of communicati®ach anxieties occur in addition to libertarian
principles that demand that the state be opposelnaclear programmes are viewed as the summit of
state oppression. Regional attachments are crusheckentralizing states, which destroy regional
autonomy and arbitrarily impose the installation d&ngerous activities without consulting local
people.

In Germany, environmental activists have takenrg gerious, and radical, approach to the problem.
The Greens have based their arguments on congtwdternative proposals, thereby becoming well-
regarded actors on the German political sceneitsgart, Greenpeace has managed to construct a
scientifically-based counter position thanks to teacerns of civil nuclear power professionals who
are genuinely scandalised by the manner in whiemticlear industry abuses its power. But the real
weakness lies in the absence of alternative indlistrodels that are grounded in reality. Enemies of
plutonium, and the nuclear industry more generalhg, able to turn to the oil and enriched uranium
industries for support. Anti-nuclear activists @®en as opposing progress, economic growth and
general prosperity. This will lead them into isaat

Alternative energies such as solar and wind, nbstéinding their strong progress over the past few
years, cannot yet offer results likely to meetgh@wing demands for energy quickly enough.

* The strange case of the anti-plutonium activists

These various categories of opponents include yapemticular type, one that fights plutonium above
all other considerations. It is an artificial (m@ttural) element that appears to have little tomaoend

it. It is a by-product that has to be reprocessea Ispecialist industrial process. Plutonium re@cto
also generate other highly radioactive wastes asamericium, strontium and neptunium.

Insofar as plutonium is used in the manufactureedpons, and to operate new generation reactors, it
represents a choice target for anti-nuclear movésreemd pacifists. The strategy is to criticize airms
the first instance, particularly civil plutoniumggrammes, and then to attack the nuclear industey a
whole. It is a strategy of progressive stranguratid there is no longer any weapons grade Pu
available then it becomes impossible to make angem@apons using highly enriched uranium, so its
production can be halted too. It is a questionutfaff. Reducing the material used means drying up

10 Spencer R. Weart, Nuclear Fear, Harvard University Press, 1988

' A. Touraine with M. Wieviorka, La prophétie antinucléaire (The Anti-Nuclear Prophet), Le Seuil, 1980
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the source; reducing the material available meaimgywonly that which remains available, without any
renewal! In the USA, the civilian nuclear sectoraattoned the plutonium-contaminated waste
reprocessing industry in favour of enriched uranidihis move was subject to extensive criticism,
often inspired by competitive considerations. Thgective convergence of disparate interests in
opposition to plutonium and the reprocessing inguisas led to the appearance, then disappearance
into the limbo of the media world, of a range ofikely figures united in common cause, but without
us ever gaining an understanding of their motivegjaside from their declared convictions. Careit b
pacifist beliefs? Is it a desire to promote theiests of industrial competition? This is a donthit
plays host to a wide range of contrasting figunesluding Albert Wohlstetter, a vehement opponent
of proliferation, somebody close to supporting ightr abolition, who criticised France’s prolifei@ti
activities as early as 1980 This is hard to fathom. Again, it is worth iddpiing each stakeholder’s
interests, their reasons for taking a stance agid délstual convergence.

Mycle Schneider is a tireless opponent of nucleghmologies who has dedicated much time to
fighting reprocessing in France, first by COGEMAeith AREVA®. He is unstinting in his
denunciation of “the waste nightmat®”Doctor Abraham Béhar, a Jewish former pro-Palesii
activist and president of the Franco-Albanian Fddrip Society, found himself a new cause to fight
for by demonizing plutonium during the 19404t is also highly revealing to examine the carefr
Jonathan Schell. As a journalist, he began hisecdrg denouncing war crimes committed by US
forces during the Vietham War. He went on to becameading figure in the fight against nuclear
weapons, publishingfhe Fate of the Eartin 1982,Abolitionin 1984 and his latest bookhe Seventh
Decadein 2007. His recent public pronouncements, seinagahe new abolitionist context, have
shown some cautious change, but he remains re¥olute

These were the arguments about plutonium that rdgddg the Cold War years and in its immediate

aftermath. There are two reasons why they no loagely today. First, because the nuclear power
industry has modernized and restructured; therauser our perceptions concerning the environment
have changed profoundly, as we shall be examiratay lon. Problems are considered on an entirely
new, and infinitely greater, scale. From this staidt, Greenpeace’s activities henceforth appear
insufficient and tardy as its narrow focus is hawtdated, thanks to the very efforts of the orgaiona

to get its message heard.

An entire generation, from 1970 to 2000, has wiedsan argument between two sectarian and
intransigent positions. It has become very impdrtanmove beyond these ancient divisions in the
hope of establishing a system of nuclear govern#mate if not unanimously approved — which will
never happen — at least aims to garner a very d@igee of long-lasting consensus. This is even
more pressing as today’s ethical debate has changddmentally in nature, and is drawn irresistibly

2 Albert Wohlstetter, Nuclear Sharing: NATO and the N+1 Country. Foreign Affairs, Vol. 39, No. 3 (April 1961),
pp. 355-387

2 International Network of Engineers and Scientists Against Proliferation, Information Bulletin 28, April 2008
' Le cauchemar des déchets (The Waste Nightmare), documentary aired on Arte, October 2009.

15 Plutonium, Or mortel de I’dge nucléaire (Plutonium: the Deadly Gold of the Nuclear Age), Médecine et Guerre
nucléaire, vol.VIII, no. 3, July-August 1993.

16 Abolishing Nuclear Weapons, A Debate, George Perkovich and James Acton, editors, Carnegie Endowment
for International Peace, 2009.
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towards new ecological concerns. The problem of thlationship between humanity and its
environment offers an outline for a new ecologimadle of ethics that must take account of the civil
nuclear power industry as well as worries surrongdion-proliferation.

But are today’s anti-nuclear activists the samehase of thirty years ago? Are they driven by the
same motivations, do they follow the same ideology@n if there exists an old guard that clings on,
the new militants are clearly influenced by inciegsgovernmental acceptance of the demands that
were put forward by their elders. Pursuing the sawerall objectives, they are inevitably forced to
modify their vision as they embark upon the proosfsbecoming stakeholders: not protestors, but
partners with access to the decision-making prod&&scan observe a structural crisis in the anti-
nuclear movement as civil nuclear power is hentefamonsidered an environmentally-friendly
solution to the challenges presented by global waynMany countries are turning to the civilian
nuclear power industry either because of the irederexhaustion of their fossil fuel reserves,©na
way of ensuring sustainable and environmentallgritly development in under-developed countries.
The gravity of the crisis is such that it even iefgathe foundations of historical anti-nuclear
positions. It is untenable to deny steadfastly tgprag countries in what we once termed the third
world the right to develop in accordance with egatal good sense. This is where lies the good
fortune and historical significance of the alteivatglobalization movement: a synthesis of old and
new worlds. Alternative globalization, when undecst to embody a guiding spirit of global co-
operation, and based on fair and sustainable dewelot, has taken up the reins, realizing that
although it might not become the dominant power ehoidl will eventually, at the very least, be in a
position to negotiate a share of the power.

We then need to examine the ethical debate whiclirecin spiritual realms: the Churches, non-
violent sects such as the Jehovah's witnessescientisus objectors and all whose influence derives
from the spiritual sphere, regardless of any spedoctrinal content. Such groups reflect on the
morality of nuclear technologies. But what is betigcussed? Is it all things nuclear? Which would
be like asking, absurdly, if electricity is mort.it just weapons? But everything hangs on thethiaze

is made of them. The strategy of deterrence ralieshe principle that major wars are impossible
thanks to the threat of possible overwhelming sgsi Churches worldwide have pondered this
dilemma for fifty years. An imperfect peace, megnthe absence of war as the result of immoral
deterrence would not, in principle, be acceptaBld.is virtual terror that inhibits war acceptalifat
prevents a greater evil? Stimulated by the thougiitéeading religious thinkers and academics,
guestions such as these, inviting to the theoldlgicainded, were debated against the background of
the Cold War. The Churches were by no means insasn$o the fact that the enemy was atheistic
communism, a persecutor of believers. Once commuudisappeared, it was time to reconsider the
issue of the legitimacy of nuclear deterrence wssaall those states, formerly members of the Spvi
Union, within which religion resumed its place with the fervour of the newly liberated.

The Churches never accepted nuclear weapons; dthen@old WaY they tolerated, at best, the
strategy of nuclear deterrence on a strictly piowl basis. But whatever the nuances of the moment
— which it is tempting to describe as tactical appoism — the Churches remain profoundly
abolitionist.

Y7 Father Christian Mellon, Ethique de la dissuasion nucléaire: I’Eglise catholique a changé (Ethics of Nuclear
Deterrence: the Catholic Church has Changed), Défense nationale, 8/9 2000.
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Up until the end of the Cold War, the ethical debas concerned with weapons and the legitimacy
of the strategy of deterrence. But with the diginition of the USSR, it became clear that the
justifications of the past had lost much of thaitidity. How was deterrence to be justified nowttha
the Soviet (anti-religious) menace had gone, aatrb other substitute enemy existed? This is where
ideology comes into play. The upper echelons ofRbeman Catholic Church take a wholly different
attitude to Orthodox Russia than they previousbkttw the USSR, the persecutor of the faithful.

The secular world, it must be admitted, was famfrdisplaying the same degree of sternness and
consistency.

After Hiroshima, philosophers such as Karl Jaspers Jean-Paul Sartre recognized that something
exceptional had taken place. But instead of seekimgtermine what exactly it was, instead of tajki

to scientists like Oppenheimer who were seekingosaimcode, they continued to turn obstinately
towards the thinking of the ancients and to ordinaf radically critical, moral authorities.
“Everything is possible... everything is permissibBy some strange and singularly unphilosophical
short-sightedness, the so-called Moderns limitesndelves to citing the prophecies of the Ancients:
Dostoyevsky and Nietzsche. Camus, who was so foming about the guillotine, had nothing to say
about nuclear weapons; neither did Malraux at iime.t Could his logic lead him to celebrate the
[French] test in February 19607 And so it goesTdren came the media-friendly intellectuals who,
ignorant of the science, sought to personify theadnof the times in a way that reflected their own
agendas, indiscriminately mingling nuclear weapavith concentration camps, the Holocaust,
genocides in Africa and universal barbarism. Suedrnwrought emotionalism found regular echo in
the media, creating biased perceptions and gengratisunderstandings, leaving the path open for
sterile and ill-conceived quarrels. This is a ggeaneversal of the role of the philosopher or tleeic
Instead of illuminating the path to knowledge, suchprofusion of polemics leads instead to the
promotion of obscurity. This in turn has unexpectmthsequences: the technostructure, initially
unsettled, can today take comfort in such mentafusion, which permits it to continue with its
activities since the questioning fails to impasttiie, concrete operations.

The German philosopher Peter Sloterdijk comes cltis¢he problem when he writes: “With it [the
bomb] we leave the realm pfactical reason wherendsare pursued through appropriate means...for
it is the boundless means that exceeds gvesgible end™®

Fundamentally, Western philosophy has never wiggtgssconceptual breakthrough in its relationship
to nuclear technology. This inability has contrigmito its current degeneracy.

A re-establishment of the fundamentals of a nucteale of ethics thus becomes vital, including for
the Churches. But how, and on what basis? Whynyelved in the way that an industry is managed?
How does this affect the future of all humanity? hdmed El Baradei, who headed the IAEA for
fourteen years, is neither a believer nor a phpbso. He sought to embark upon this task by drawing
links between the risks of arms proliferation amgqual development, and to the poverty that lies at
the root of this unhappiness, and that can be #ggdland manipulated by fanatical organizations.

18 peter Sloterdijk, Critique of Cynical Reason, University of Minnesota Press (January 1988).

31



Part Two

Towards a renewed world, one that will not instanty transport us to the
hereafter

I. A Triple Transformation for the Century Ahead

Rising demand for energy, limited natural resourcesdangerous weapons. The result: humanity
lives on a planet facing a two-pronged threat!

The years 1990 to 2000, lying at the symbolicaityportant start of a new millennium, witnessed a
remarkable coincidence, a rare event in historfiéen three key phenomena that will radically alter
the role of nuclear technology in the®2dentury: the end of the Cold War, which lasted tigo
generations, the rising demand for energy by emgrgiations and a profound change in the
relationship between humanity, nature and the plareese three events have occurred at the same
time as our civilisation has entered the informagge, where the volume of information and speed of
communication have radically transformed humanipesception of the passage of time. As we will
show, a critical component in our studies and psafgowill rely on changes to biological human
timeframes, info-communication timeframes and, lbst not least, nuclear material timeframes,
whose physical properties vary over time. One efdhallenges facing a governance system is thus to
draw together these three timeframes.

1. The end of the Cold War and bipolarity

This heralded the end of the threat of a nuclearthat would devastate the planet. The concern was
then for non-proliferation both via former Soviehion states and the considerable turbulence that
suddenly came to light in terms of proliferatiorad in the years 1990 to 2003 constitutes a sort of
paradigm.

In 1990, Irag invaded Kuwait. The UN forced it téthwdraw. Irag was required to submit without
conditions to a regime of severe inspections ahilgary activities. Inspectors, guided by intglince
provided by lIraqgi refugees, unearthed that coustofandestine military nuclear programme. Also
revealed were the (well-documented) chemical ara€raurprising) biological programmes. All were
dismantled, but to no real purpose. It was themeghat had to be destroyed, and yet more on tbte sp
inspections were performed in the knowledge thahing would be found; all in all, a worrying
sleight of hand.

North Korea also played an important role in risibgncerns about non-proliferation. In 1993,
Pyongyang was caught red-handed in the act of thediverting plutonium-contaminated waste
intended for reprocessing towards a programme toufaature military grade material. The country
withdrew from the NPT in 1994, paving the way faresis that continues to this day.
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We have already discussed how the revelation afmaber of semi-clandestine activities in Algeria,
during a time when it was riven by vicious interatlfe, did much to change France’s attitude to-no
proliferation.

Strangely enough, the years 1990-1995 saw theligaiete services begin to exchange far more
information than had previously been the case. Thagie public information that had remained secret
during the Cold War since governments had no ientf disclosing it. Non-proliferation was thus
able to act with greater weight. Freed from therarehing mutual threat, the major powers started to
take a closer interest in the cases of small regitoublemakers. We moved from a global macro-
strategy to a regionalized micro-system. The beggsof a new world nuclear order began to
become apparent. Proof of this change can be seémeifact that at the time, and despite strong
lobbying and revelations by the People’s Mujahedfiiran concerning cooperation between Iran,
Pakistan and North Korea, nobody took any reakéstein the Iranian case. George Bush Snr. then
Bill Clinton limited themselves to trying to dissiex Russia from completing construction of the
Brushehr power station and China from supplyingactor to Iran. These obstacles drew Teheran
towards Pakistan, itself a recipient of Chinesénetogies.

2. The new energy needs: quantity and quality

It has not taken long for the arrival of increaskednand for energy driven by the accelerated rate of
growth amongst the major energy-hungry emergingestéo alter the way that nuclear energy is
perceived, in the light of the gradual exhaustiériossil fuel supplies. This global phenomenon is
accompanied by a sudden outpouring of ecologicafries) to the exclusion of almost all other
concerns. Former vice-president Al Gore receivétbhel Prize for his work on climate change. This
symbolic reward is intended to attract global pulditention to the issue. These events certainly
present a remarkable coincidence, but to what laignbe attributed? It is now two generations since
the famous 1968 Club of Rome report announcing geowth. But there is no point in declaring
“we’ve been telling you this for the past forty ygld On an equally fundamental level, the civil and
military nuclear industries are partially linked d@orelatively rapid (a half century) transformation
the way humans perceive nature and their pladeeinvorid.

3. Humanity, nature and planet earth

At a more profound level for the century ahead, degelopment of nuclear technologies is closely
tied to a new relationship between people, naturé the planet: the three tiers of the second
Copernican revolution.

* Uncertain humanity on a fragile planet

In a paradoxical manner, nuclear weapons have theétpehange humanity’s relationship to nature:
from hostile, it has become something that peogdeable to alter, destroy even. We must now protect
that which we once fought against. Humanity haoimeca dangerous master. | referred above to the
second Copernican revolution. Copernicus and Keptewduced us to the idea of humanity no longer
at the centre of its world. Humans become inhatstaha fraction of a system, a system within which
the earth is but a simple satellite. With Hiroshiarad the advent of thermonuclear weapons, the
permanence of humanity has ceased to be a givem mlanet that also offers less certainties than
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previously owing to the damage done to its majeteys. This perception is tied to the development
of new knowledge and measuring instruments, uraledsig of ecosystems, some of them far-off (to
know Mars is to perceive the Earth differently) eTgreater the knowledge, the more today’s humans
are cast into attitudes of relativism and contirmyerather, as during the @entury, into greater faith
and a sense of control.

* The uncertain planet

Traditionally, humanity positioned itself againsatumre, facing down all the dangers that its
environment presented. Wild beasts and the whindscaprices of an angry nature were all factors
that weighed on humanity’s fragile existence, aadpte often gathered into groups precisely in order
to protect themselves against such attacks. Sutie igision that prevailed during the Enlightenment
with intense debates between Rousseau and Vollhat the noble savage and the state of nature.
This was the meaning of civilisation: to place uma nature in the service of human intelligence, to
become its master. The military atom, in the wakewo hugely destructive World Wars, overturned
this representation by triggering an enduring sridiconfidence. Humans no longer knew where their
destiny lay.

» Avrelationship destabilizebly the tragic feeling that the grand ideals forqechave
failed

The notion of the march of civilisation was deakaious blow by fifty years worth of military and
civil slaughter. The optimism of the i&nd 18' centuries was built on an idea of peace, the kisnef
of science and technololy It was founded on faith in a humanity at once énfigct yet essentially
positive. Not much of this remained by 1945, efeheé United Nations Organization was established
in this vein. This was the starting point for adyal change in the way that the balance between
humanity and its environment was perceived. Thange led to a new status for humanity: from prey
to predator. Ideas of the role of humanity charfgech the innocence of legitimate self-defence ® th
guilt of the aggressor. From predatory, ego-cenkgnano-centric exploitation of nature, born @ th
survival instinct and sheer greed, in a competitidmse outcome was uncertain, we changed to
demanders opreservation, protection, even a Malthusian apgraacmanagement of activities that
rely on the exploitation of available resources.

Now begins a sequence, probably irreversible urdasgpocalyptic catastrophe occurs, that views our
planet as being bounded and fragile. Although jealitfrontiers remain between states that may
trigger serious conflicts, the overriding image ttidmminates now is of all-encompassing global

environment. But far from spreading peace and haynitis concept itself is the potential harbinger

of acute crises that may lead to acts of war.

The fact is that inter-state borders may be calitd doubt in the name of an overarching global
environmental situatidfi One can easily imagine that a state, respectingi for the production of
energy in an environmentally-friendly fashion, weuhot long tolerate the GOoutput from a

9 André Malraux, Art and Culture Conference, UNESCO, 4 November 1946

20 FNGM/IBASE, What Amazonia Does the World Need?, Proposal Papers Series, Rio de Janeiro, 2008
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neighbour that, through short-term self-interestjlefl to adopt even the most basic of

countermeasures. Such situations have alreadynariseegards to water resources, their destruction
(Aral Sea), their sharing (Israel, Palestine, Jordeurkey and Iraq) and their pollution by waste

dumped upstream. The coherence of a natural hornageecosystem pays no heed to artificial
borders. We shall see that these developments ¢oglger serious conflicts. In just twenty years,

states have ended up taking on board this colleatfgperceptions and restrictions and the resulting
obligations, with considerable differences in threitognition of the notion of urgency.

But let us not be too hasty. These perceptionsandeptions remain far from universal. This poiint o
view is heard far and wide yet is far from beingpted by states and the major multinationals. In
Asia, a region hit hard by the 2008-11 economisigrithe solutions put forward are all based on
relaunching production and a highly predatory amretion of growth, as witnessed by the debates
within ASEAN. The Bush Jnr. administration sperghgiyears resisting ratification of Kyoto. The
battle is far from won. The USA will gradually beréed to admit where its true long-term interests
lie. For if (almost) all the major stakeholderspficiand private, are well aware of the problenghea
seeks to limit the damage or even gain new advendgsga function of the traditional self-interest
motivated by national security considerations erdemands of shareholders.

However, the affirmation of the notion of human g#y and states’ obligations towards those for
whom they are responsible, its citizens, alterg¢itegtionship. There can be no question of stadasgb
irresponsible, incompetent, failing through neghige or indifference towards those for whom they are
responsible. Rights and responsibilities are sharkd notion of a contract between state and citize
is gradually expanding, even to China. This dutpmitection no longer concerns only the citizert, bu
it also extends to everything that lives and toplametary ecosystem.

In the wake of the disasters that were hurricaneikég the tsunamis and 2008 Chinese earthquakes,
safety — and the demand for greater preparedness the face of natural disasters have increased.
By a remarkable turnaround of a very deep-seateatitin the history of humanity, people no longer
regard nature as hostile. Its violence is assurddlygerous, but is perceived as being innocent. If
nature, by some mysterious reversal, has regaisewjht to its natural status, governments no éong
have the right to negligence, no more so than adiyidual, citizen of this fragile planet, has tight

to be insouciant. It would seem that the era ofldwade responsibility is at hand. The safety of
people and the safety of the planet have at lastectogether, each a precondition for the other,
without yet totally coinciding; that would be tomwnderful, but it is already a major step forwards!
page has been turneWithout being overly Utopian, this means that wanluclear governance is
conceivable.

lI: New-Era Nuclear Programmes and World Governance what are the timeframes?

A relaunching of civil nuclear power is the inetika alternative to the progressive exhaustion of
fossil fuel reserves. This will doubtless not ocfrranother thirty years. The nuclear industry tines
allowed to expand without being hampered, or ewvatetl, by the risks of proliferation for military
uses. This would require the establishment of geaf good governance mechanisms and regimes.
This is precisely what the nuclear industry cravesrder to be able to develop its activities agaa
background of verifiable security. However, thetfég that the two main regions for potential
expansion of civil nuclear power are also two gstamys riven by conflicts and rivalries, some of
which span the two regions.
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[Insert the two MAPS]

East Asia
North Korea

The need is as great as the scarcity of fossilresurces, coal excepted. Even if India and Chiea
examining ways of cutting their coal-related £énissions, the need for electricity is too gremat f
nuclear energy not to be an inevitable part ofsthiation.

Furthermore, for political national security reasgtiere are considerable risks of proliferatiomege
may emanate from Taiwan, Japan, South Korea dingitonger term, Indonesia.

The Middle East

It may appear that there is a lesser need for & wiclear power industry in this ill-defined

geographical region, which has fossil fuel reserfes at least the next twenty-five years.
Nevertheless, well-managed development plans aiahah use of existing fossil fuel reserves mean
that alternative energies sources must be considémr@n is the leader in this regard. Its nuclear
programme was launched under the Shah in cooperatith the USA (Stanford), then France
(Eurodif).

Saudi Arabia and all the member of the Gulf Coof@naCouncil (GCC) are therefore forty years
behind the Iranians. Massive outside help woulshdeded to make up lost ground, and assistance on
this scale cannot be hidden. However, if theseestabmmit to accepting a reinforced inspection
regime, they should then be able to receive tramsie cutting edge civil nuclear technologies.slt i
thus, however you look at it, vital to find a skdgory solution to the Iranian crisis, and equailyl

to put an end to the Israeli exception.

Egypt and Turkey must also be added to this ligithBthese states, amongst the region’s most
populated, have no fossil fuel reserves and hamsiderable electricity needs that the nuclear ittgus
would be able to meet.

But in a region prey to numerous conflicts and mivey endemic political instability and social
tensions, there are very real risks of proliferatias the case of Iran over the past twenty years
demonstrates.

We must in all cases avoid baseless generalizatoigeneral rule always finds an exception in the
particular. Every case is particular, and demanetepth examination. Regional demographic growth,
for example. The Saudi population is certainly going to increase tenfold in a generation, and even
if its electricity needs are significant in ternfsits strong growth, its scale is in no way comjmedao
China or India. The United Arab Emirates are, aspnt, interested only in desalination and acaess t
greater quantities of drinking water. There is imghparticularly alarming about objectives such as
these. However, what about tomorrow? The utmodiaamust be shown in a region of such political
instability and swept by destabilizing ideologi@sglobal safety and security plan must be a prorit
before any significant increase in nuclear acgeitiThis is another valid argument for powerful levor
governance, built upon regional sub-systems (seedhtion below on creating ANTC).

As we have shown at the start of this Proposal Raipee is with us. It will take twenty years, il a
goes well, for civil nuclear technology to be wide=ad in these regions. This leaves enough time for
world governance to be put in place. And as with iapanese case, special attention must be paid to
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seismic instability. Finally, although thousandskiddmetres separate these two regions, we must be
mindful of the routes that link them. Iran is thebhand source of continuity between the two geo-
systemsJapan-China-India-Pakistan, Afghanistan-lran-GGLrIr

[1l. Is Abolition still Possible?

1. The new abolitionists

Since April 2009, the international community haei faced with a serious and, on balance, fairly
popular initiative launched by the new US presidénts universally acclaimed. Certain parties are
hastening to sign up. Other are proving more scaptiVe can safely say that it needs to standetste t
of time. And that this type of initiative appeangckcally, part of US diplomacy and the constant
efforts made by states which position themselveshasnpions of peace and have therefore made
nuclear weapons a disarmament priority. The Caab@mmission’s 1995 work coincided with an
attempt at bringing a total halt to nuclear testd eobilized many famous figures, supported by a
handful of states. A noteworthy fact is that thiasvthe first time an abolitionist initiative ardsean
environment totally free of the Cold War’'s consepes.

Abolitionism appeared in the columns of all Street Journalnot known for its liberalist politics,
in 2007 and again in 2008 thanks to a surprisingntgof four”, consisting of former top level
officials, both Republicans and Democrats, fromiowas American administrations: Henry Kissinger,
George Shultz, Sam Nunn and William Perry. Abaltitsd ranks were gradually swelled by European
politicians, both retired and still at their podilkse M. Frattini, the Italian Foreign affairs mater.

The argument is based on the idea that nuclearamsagre too dangerous and should be abandoned in
order to prevent proliferation in other states @mdgcutting off the source, stop them falling inke
hands of a terrorist organization fanatical enoteghse them.

These prominent opinions can be contrasted witlneehaustible list of all those who have refused t
take the same path: Brent Scowcroft, James Schlsiand Harold Brown. But they have been
careful not to mount a real counter initiative,uliag in the abolitionists dominating the medizse.
Not that this has any great importance. The intergsspect is the discovery of a conscience afier
many years in power. Beyond the rifts between wfie groups and people, we very rarely hear of
people mentioning the USA’'s overwhelming supenoiit terms of conventional weapons. This
represents a sort of taboo, generally acknowledgedall American analysts, that needs to be
transgressed if we want to be serious in achietirg reduction of nuclear weapons within the
perspective of possible world governance.

The former ministers’ initiative has been takenwith enthusiasm by the opposing side, the liberal-
learning non-proliferation community linked to tligemocrat party. The major foundations like
Brookings and the Carnegie Endowment have brouwggit experts into play: Ivo Daalder, currently
US ambassador to NATO, and George Perkovitch, dinke Vice President Biden. A remarkable
intellectual steamroller has been set in motionisltcurrently dominating the European Union,
incapable of formulating an original strategy irclsicrucial areas. This manoeuvre is successful in
exerting influence over people’s thinking, with teeception of states, both emerging and powerful,
that are closed off, and troublemakers who arecanterned with foreign views, originating in other
cultures and linked to other interests. The vegerse of world nuclear governance lies here, at thi
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possible but hard to discern and unrealized inttise between fundamentally heterogeneous
geosystems.

By identifying areas where interests converge affdriog mechanisms for mutually beneficial
cooperation, world governance can work to overcaneincompatibility of interests that has until
now been seen as too deep-seated to allow a soloéised on peaceful compromise.

2. President Obama and the “logic of zero” nuclear weaons, or how to promote the
growth of a peaceful nuclear power industry

Weapons abolitionists are not against nuclear t@oly itself. Quite the opposite. To avoid
unfortunate illusions, it is useful to distinguisarefully between the motivations of the differsiutes

in a context that is particularly fluid. This cortdosters the establishment of new tactical atiem
with totally different aims. We need to look beyot# sweeping declarations of principles, whose
values we shall not however neglect, and examieedhious stakeholders’ complex motives.

Barack Obama’s initiative does indeed corresporalrion-proliferation vision. But the nature of non-
proliferation during the Cold War and after the €®Var has undergone profound change. It is now
neither universal nor absolute. It remains linkedpecific interests: state and industry interests.

We therefore need to create a link between this gewstrategic situation and the second phase of the
nuclear industry’s development, wherein the US/Aemals to play a major role. This constitutes a
major turning point in terms of the stagnation whitas prevailed over the last thirty years. The
American nuclear industry has undergone profourahgh. The key businesses have developed and
formed links with other states. In short, the naclmarket has become transnational. Toshiba has
taken over Westinghouse. Japan is clearly favouidmg approach based on industrial profit.
Development strategies have consequently been modiThe Japanese perception of the nuclear
industry does not coincide with that of the USAtemms of both the civil and military sectors, désp

the stated agreements. Within the perspectivesafiéiv development phases, the nuclear industry is
demanding more measures for controlling non-pnaifen which primarily affect the military sector
— and that do not stifle its own activities. Thesetherefore a delicate balance between countless
highly technical measures and agreements and asasingly restrictive legal framework concerning
equipment and personnel safety.

3. “Logic of zero” and the return of arms control...to achieve what?

In a greatly altered strategic environment, inéhjtless ideological, we can see the fundamental
ambiguity of Reagan’s 1983 project. The strategiiedce initiatives opposed nuclear weapons within
an abolitionist vision that aimed to give the USApsemacy in space. The approach remains
fundamentally ambiguous, as in 1983 or 1992 whes Aspin took a stand on the role of nuclear
weapons in the new balance of power. “We were tpgakzer...we do not want to become the
equalizee”. During the Cold War, NATO’s nuclear weas thus served to equalize, or more
accurately offset, as General Lucien Poirier termhetie (supposed) superiority of the Soviet Urson

conventional forces. This is why the General lawach counter-proliferation initiative in late 1993,

meant to complement non-proliferation diplomacythe event that it failed in the case of certain
countries, those the USA was starting to call rogtates. His brutal honesty earned him strong
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criticism from the Republicans and a number of tamli figures who felt that his declarations
constituted a dangerously sincere strategic act.wde indeed effectively saying that the USA
intended prioritizing the superiority of conventabiiorces, an area it already led in terms of fneer,
precision, range and stealth: Paul Nitze and tleegeeen Andrew Marshall It is interesting to note
that despite profound differences in strategy, Denats and Republicans agree on the aim: the, on
balance, perfectly legitimate goal of maintainitg tUSA’s superiority. Then comes the important
guestion of whether this superiority should be wdeiming, or if margins of tolerance in the balance
of power can be allowed, so as to create a minimiirmust.

The 2002Nuclear Posture Reviewrawn up by George W. Bush’s administration, doesome sense
confess the truth of the choices made. When readfutly, the document clearly shows the
components of the USA’s intended overwhelming etiat superiority. They comprise not only
nuclear weapons but also systems used to implettesmh in optimal conditions. Two recent
developments have profoundly changed the systeapsdity: electronic and computer technologies
and the various space-based components usedriemissions and navigation. These are not directly
nuclear technologies, but have considerably imptareas like weapon reaction times and precision.
In addition, work on stealth in the 1980s providedjor gains in efficiency which pose a further
challenge to anti-missile defences.

Technological progress in managing and implementi@@-C3 (Command-Control and
Communication) systems thus plays a key role, tinikcenuclear weapons and conventional weapons
such as cruise missiles that cannot be ignoree ifvant to establish a serious, credible, effeciive
long-lasting governance. Another objective lies promoting the development of Anti-Ballistic
Missile Defence (ABMD), a costly project that codidyger an arms race between missiles and anti-
missiles or the strengthening of offensive nucleapacities in order to cross the hypothetical
defensive shield. This raises the devilish probtdmstrategic stability” in terms of first and sewb
strikes, which developed from the 1960s to the $38@ gave the arms race its conceptual impetus.

It would be naive to think that Barack Obama’s adstiation will make a clean sweep of these
strategies. There is indeed a wish to change direcbut without affecting the ultimate objectives:
maintaining and even strengthening the USA’s supmmA newNuclear Posture Revievg being
drawn up, to be released in spring 2010. It goew ha hand with new diplomatic manoeuvres that
reveal a desire to break with the ABMD so as tagsfarm the USA'’s relationship with Russia within
the perspective of a renewed arms control rootedbaiitionism.

This relatively new situation, promising in the ghderm, provides a particularly favourable
opportunity for formulating highly innovative progals in a domain that has been in turmoil for the
last few years.

But to succeed in doing so effectively, it is im@ot to move beyond traditional thinking and
transform the non-proliferation community, overlyntinated by the USA and still too deeply affected
by the Cold War in terms of analysis mechanismsraethods for tackling problems.

*! paul Nitze was one of the architects of the USA’s Containment strategy in the early 1950s. He later
contributed to the various agreements on nuclear weapons, notably the SALT agreements. Andrew Marshall
has been director of the Pentagon’s Office of Net Assessment since 1973 (appointed by Nixon and re-appointed
by al | his successors). In the 1950s and 60s he was part of the RAND Corporation.
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For example, security guarantees are linked td\fR€, but are also dependent on states’ real power
and the importance of their forces. It is vitalréhink the current reality of nuclear relationsoier

to overcome the obstructions and obstacles of &s& [ his current reality signifies states’ intéses
their status, disparities in development and pows, relationship between the civil and military
sectors, their security needs and requirementsring of prosperity so as to assess the exacthate t
nuclear technology plays for them. This is an agepooblem, but becomes less commonplace once
we actually propose solving it. What we are propgsis a set of measures for creating a
comprehensive range of institutions, cooperatiome@ments and joint regulation and control
instruments in the nuclear field, to be used to enbgyond self-seeking national interests that are a
potential source of conflict. Nuclear technology assource of world peace? With good world
governance, rooted in efficient mechanisms anébldgtinstitutions, why not?
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Part Three

Proposals

I: Consolidate the Foundation of a New Diplomacy

We are currently experiencing a pause in major whs strategic macro or even global dimension.
Violent conflict remains geographically limited, tohas certainly not dropped in intensity, as
demonstrated by the appalling death tolls in Aflicauntries and Iraq since 2683This carnage is
often contained within borders that are not disetitreatened, even though neighbouring states play
major behind-the-scenes roles. But this picturéhefimmediate present corresponds entirely with a
radical change in the issues and motives involuedair.

On the one hand, there is a real decline in tiaddi wars motivated by nationalist fervour, theides
for domination and hatred of the other and fuelbgda desire for territorial expansion. On the other
hand, global changes in factors affecting power @odperity are seeing the rapid emergence of other
causes for conflict. If war is now rooted in diff@t motives, peacekeeping needs to adapt its gyrate
for dealing with conflict. All conflict is venalnithe sense that the various participants are aietiv
either by the desire for gain, or, conversely, tleed to minimize loss, which does not necessarily
mean acquiring material goods. This is the stungliftock facing Marxist-Leninist analysis.

In a Europe that has brought together each memimg¢giests in a common market, resorting to war to
conquer a few patches of land — a practice that athshe more shameful since the atrocities
appeared totally lacking in rational foundation -asHallen into abeyance. Greed itself has ceased
being a motive for war, since the paths to prosperie to be found elsewhere. Serbia learnt this
lesson to its cost, as a country that led a waol#r from a previous age, at least as perceiyeithd
dominant conceptions of the role of war in the paan geosystem. Elsewhere, in Africa and Asia,
the situation is totally different. Nationalism rams a powerful motive and the use of armed fosce i
still considered to be one of the means for attgira political end. But although conflict caused by
traditional nationalist motives is declining glolyaknother type of conflict is in the ascendant.

Although the Cold War bipolarization led to a wodiyided into two sides, it also united them in the
same dread of total planetary destruction causedfbtal exchange of thermonuclear strikes.

This period represented a stasis between the dredivo world wars and the new age which, as we
must acknowledge, is seeing a return to war andlicowf all kinds, and holding out the very
worrying prospect of an escalation to levels thayimclude the nuclear dimension.

Major global conflicts were to all intents and posps frozen and, by tacit agreement, crises were
limited by the dampening effect of nuclear weaploosning in the background.

22 Erom the official declaration of the end of the war in May 2003 until summer 2008, around a hundred deaths
and injuries were recorded every day, representing around 110,000 deaths.
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The Cold War has ended and a new phase of confim$staken its place, conflicts that have the
potential to generate war. We do not know how serithhese wars may prove to be, in terms of size
and length. Alliances will be formed in responsa¢av issues, with new combinations and even new
forms. These forms will differ hugely from those Wave seen before, and we need to be considering
them right now. These wars will be about the distiion or redistribution of limited resources, abou
water, strategic raw materials and the ecologiGagement of the planet. They could also be wars of
nuclear counter-proliferation.

The nuclear power industry is not a universal paadn the quest to avoid conflicts of this kindt bu
it is now recognized as one of the solutions whiculd meet the critical long-term need for
environmental protection (see the European Unig@@2 Green Paper). That is, as long as it works on
bringing satisfactory solutions to the problemejinocessing and storage nuclear waste.

But it is important to remember that the new caugfesar are developing in an environment where
some states have access to nuclear weapons amsl doheot. This is a fact no one should forget.

1. Promote the idea of a world social contract fonuclear programmes, based on a raft
of shared interests and negotiated between stakekelrs

World governance of nuclear activities is only likéo be established and to function if it beneéits
stakeholders — states, NGOs and the people (whanare than just manipulated public opinion).
Everyone’s interests are at stake, both in termtheif security and prosperity but also their id€al
This is why we suggest promoting the principle gfl@bal social contract on nuclear energy based on
a platform of common interests, negotiated betwikerdifferent stakeholders.

We propose developing a pragmatic approach contittie general and the specific, the global,
regional and, whenever necessary, bilateral. Thgaach should be characterized by freedom of
thought and absence of cliquishness, and maketemgit to give one option the monopoly over all
others. Belief in a single solution has createdi@pending non-proliferation community by cutting it
off from the reality of alternative visions, notasssarily antagonistic, in countries where cultural
factors have produced different perceptions. Weqse the development of a far broader approach,
on a global scale, inspired by what we call “re@ipacifism™. This type of global approach would
broaden the overly technical vision developed lmgeti communities of non-proliferation ‘believers’,
such as the anti-nuclear movement. It would aldp teeovercome the reticence shown by large and
small states alike, attached as they are to awaiiion of their national security interests.

It is important to move beyond these traditionaisions and bring together the different special#st
they can agree on a common goal. We therefore twislkamine the relevance of the various levels.

* The global level

We could envisage a strategic contract for gloleibibty with a top down approach. It would
consist of freezing the situation at the globatlewith each participant committing to indefinitel
maintaining their nuclear assets without changmnggdernizing or renewing them. This scenario is

% This is what underpins Jean Monnet’s reasoning.

*See Fra ngois Géré, La société contre la guerre (Society against War), Desclée de Brouwer, 1995.
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far from realistic given the nature of the globatisn process and the diffusion of civil nuclear
technologies.

We could also imagine a nuclear Kellog-Briand paethich would renounce the use of nuclear
weapons. But the success of such a pact would h&dan guaranteed. What inspection and
control measures would it require? What sanctiovih what degree of automaticity? These
guestions arise because of the wish, above alavimd ending up with a sort of nuclear
governance League of Nations. So, unless we sudoeedtablishing a coherent, reliable and
effective system, it would be best to do nothinge Méed to protect ourselves from the dangers of
an imperfect order. What alternatives does thigdass?

* An old-style entente between the powers

This solution would hardly be more satisfactory. W¥tbue to the absence of any discriminating
universality, as it would be dominated by a newbabfi powerful states, no doubt enlarged for the
21* century, but what then? The NPT is criticized itsrdiscriminating character. It would be
difficult to replace it with a new form of segreiggt. Many states likely to develop a nuclear
industry would feel excluded. Furthermore, therauldde no guarantee that the prospect of this
nuclear G20 would prove satisfactory to the statesmlved, due to their mutual mistrust.
Conditions that apply to economic, trade and fitslrdomains would not prove acceptable where
military nuclear applications are concerned, eveliréctly.

2. Create Areas of Nuclear Trust and Cooperation (NTC)

What is an Area of Trust? A geographically defin@da where several states agree to total
transparency or, at least, open communication ¢aimgetheir nuclear and associated activities.

The aim would be to create an environment withiricwrstates would have to commit to starting
talks, according to a strict timetable, aiming &iablish thresholds for conventional weapons. All
weapons over the threshold would be withdrawn fbmrder areas or, preferably, eliminated. It would
be perfectly feasible to base it on the model ef 1890 Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in
Europe (CFEand apply it, for example, to the Middle East.

In the ANTC, a body of inspectors approved by meandba&tes would carry out inspections, controls,
readings and counts. It would not replace the 1ARt,decentralize its systems and ease its burglen b
helping to delocalize some of its activities. E&NTC would have a High Representative with the
rank of deputy director working alongside the DicecGeneral. Each deputy would be responsible for
transferring information to the DG, who would cefite and align the data. In short, it would be a
more generalized version of the EURATOM model, Wwhigcas created in 1955 in a context of very
limited trust between European states.

> The Kellog-Briand pact, named after Aristide Briand and Frank B. Kellog, the foreign affairs ministers of
France and the USA at the time, was signed on 27 August 1928 in Paris by fifteen countries, soon joined by
around fifty other nations. The pact condemned “recourse to war for the solution of international
controversies” and stood for a vision of an international system governed by rules of collective security.
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3. External encouragement of bilateralism: facilitde the creation of virtuous pairs

Bearing in mind that every strategic situation iisgalar, we can take the case of the relationship
between Brazil and Argentina not as a model, batnesxample. These two huge states, endowed with
considerable potential and occasionally displayaity ambitions backed by turbulent, populist and,
therefore, demagogic political parties, have eithbtl a sort of nuclear understanding. This
understanding has been translated into multipltdaihl control and inspection agreements under the
aegis of the IAEA, although without any direct imention by the agency. This process has finally
given a concrete basis to the Treaty of Tlateleiearatifications that had previously been delayed.

However, we cannot be satisfied with small, welkimtioned states establishing relationships ot trus
amongst themselves. The challenge is to tacklemihgt substantial cases concerning the key pairs:
China and India, India and Pakistan, Iran and Israe

World governance would aim to promote the adoptiba diplomatic approach dealing with the main
areas of animosity, those likely to impact the rentjeosystem of conflict in Asia. Stabilizing these
relationships would create the conditions for |ldagting peace.

Conversely, the stagnation of confrontations riskdangering the entire Asian continent and, as an
indirect consequent, the whole world. A guidingnpiple has to be applied to the nuclear issueether
is no continent that is now safe from the effedta onajor conflict involving nuclear weapons. We
should therefore examine the most difficult sitoas in the different key geosystems concerned. How
can we bring about change in situations of confiibere vital interests are at stake? Below are two
examples.

First case: China-India-Pakistan
This is the most difficult situation due to theralliance between China and Pakistan against.India

Nuclear deterrence does seem to work. But trigarétations create a factor of increased unceytaint
that should be lessened by encouraging China ahd 1o agree to reducing and limiting their nuclear
programmes and committing, in their own way, tg/j@etof arms control similar to that established
between the USSR and the United States. A prodetsssckind would have major consequences on
Pakistan, which would then spread to Iran. Furtloeen India and China are two vast and
overpopulated countries that sooner or later vealldhto come to some agreement on cooperation over
their respective COemissions, linked to their massive use of fossld.

Second case: Iran-Israel

Iran is seeking to adopt a position similar, onuaety technical level, to the Japanese situatidis T
goal remains some way off, given Japan’s considersad in nuclear technologies, especially
plutonium and enrichment. By pursuing its civiligittes, Iran can hope to approach this level, Jhic
still remains a research generation away.

The military nuclear situation shows a remarkaldeafjel with Israel’s strategic position. It is éas
in the short term. “We are not declaring a weapmrbé in our possession, but we allow it to be
understood that we have one, and that we will edhk first to make use of it in the region.”

We hereby suggest that the Iranian exception besongegeneral rule.
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For several reasons, including national prides ihighly unlikely that Iran will accept being siedl

out by being subjected to stricter regulations, enastrictive that those enacted by the additional
protocol. The 2010 NPT conference provides an é&xaelopportunity for solving the problem.
President Obama has made it clear that his admatigst intends to reinforce control regulationseTh
necessary demands for greater transparency witleinranian programme could thus be used as a
standard for a sort of 2010+n. This type of modeuld be useful in the quest to develop and spread
the use of atomic energy in Gulf states. It coutw &reate other virtuous pairs, with states sugeh a
Saudi Arabia and Egypt.

Nevertheless, Israel's status as an exception —ehwikiactually a lack of status — is likely to réma

a major obstacle. It needs to be changed. We peoms®rting to the virtuous pairs approach inspired
by the example of South Africa, Latin America, ladind Pakistan in the 1990s, as described above: a
bilateral Israeli-lranian nuclear relationship wiphocedures for mutual bilateral inspection. Israel
inspections alNatanz and Iranian inspections at Dimona, a sitetwts only talked about publicly,
including to the IAEA, in generally agreed term$istmay well appear to be a Utopian vision, one
that the way of the world shows to be a vain hd&pé.who in 1988 would have imagined American
military inspectors enjoying access to Soviet s#ted accepting Soviet inspections at the heart®f U
plants? In 2009, France’s President Sarkozy pwdnod a daring proposal for an Israeli-Jordanian
nuclear plant, a remarkable sign of the desirertampte the civil nuclear industry in this unstable
geosystem. In spite of evident difficulties, peat@forld governance of nuclear energy could be made
possible using a bottom-up approach to accumuleigus pairs.

This approach would also allow participants to jam International Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency (IACDA) without reservation.

4. Diplomatic and technical application and supporimeasures

We need to address a problem that arises at tms poould it be preferable to reinforce restrictso
and control measures or broaden the scope for tasljucommitment? To opt for encouragement or
deterrence? Or should the two be carefully comidined

Let us start by examining legal application andtemninstruments and other tools for improving
cooperation.

UN Security Council resolution 1540, adopted in £286llowing revelations of the AQ Khan secret
holding company’s activities, provides a departpant for developing new proposals. Its full
adoption by all states would itself be a major $teward.

Our proposals address the following areas.

* Create apublic register of nuclear technology transferssimilar to UN weapons’ sales
register. This would put an end to the confideittighat not only conceals transactions, but
has the damaging effect of authorizing data maatjpn and opening the door to unfounded
rumours and fears. Accounting for materials wowtdpbaced under international control, in
association with the London Club.

In 1995, Russian academicians Goldanski and Roditaronulated a remarkable proposal for
a register of fissionable materials based on valynanswers to a questionnaire drawn up by
an international group of scientists. As proof bkit good intentions towards nuclear
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disarmament, and taking into account the diffiegltof an intrusive checking process, they
proposed a default system for a global check omtiadity of the data provided.

* Codes of (good) conducivere drawn up during the Cold War.

In 1994, COCOM (Coordinating Committee for Multdaal Export Control) extended the far
from perfect Wassenaar Arrangement on Export Canfoy Conventional Arms and Dual-
Use Goods and Technologies.

The Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) watablished in 1987 to prevent exports
of missiles with a range of over 500km. It providas example of voluntary restrictions.
Could an approach so strongly marked by the Cold Béaworth extending to the nuclear
field? Or would it better to start afresh and ceeatw models adapted to the current situation
and recent problems stemming from the newly freedsamarkets? By breaking free of
strategies from the past, we stop wanting to ino@ie new participants who may later prove
recalcitrant. Instead, we are proposing dialogua@m bases (we are particularly thinking of
China).

* Measures for building trust and stability
There are numerous highly interesting and promisxamples in this domain:
- measures for building trust at sea, in spacg@ancertain conventional weapons;.

- sharing information and prior notification of teén order to avoid errors of interpretation on
the nature of the test intentions, and for badlistissile tests between India and Pakistan.

Such measures are similar to traditional systemspfoviding notifications of large-scale
military manoeuvres, especially when they take @iacsensitive border areas.

It is important to get across the need to calmsfdar gradually building up confidence in
trustworthy behaviour that will only come with time

5. Security measures and guarantees
This section brings together several approachese saditional, others more innovative.

* Guaranteeing supplies and securing flows

Any state can legitimately demand guarantees $anutclear fuel supplies. Once it relies on others f
its supplies, it needs to be assured that thisrabpee is compensated by formal commitments to
avoid any risk of shortage for whatever cause.

It is not acceptable to depend on a supplier that suspend deliveries and thus directly affect its
customer’s vital interests and enjoy the unenderglolwer to exercise blackmail, as exemplified by
gas supplies from Russia to Ukraine and the Battites. We can understand why Iran mistrusts the
prospect of depending on an external supply of fioreits reactors, be it from Russia or other searc

We can look to the example of fossil energies t@ gis a clear picture. We should also consider the
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concern, not to say the major strategic fear, ativeitpossible breakdown in supply circtfitsThe
states concerned know how to deal with the othemehts. Convoys of spent fuel are carefully
escorted from Japan to The Hague, protected by simg submarines.

e Strengthening security guarantees: positive or negiae

We recommend a return to the sort of pragmatismltioks beyond declarations that commit no one
and are not linked to any restrictive measures.rdhig certainly some value in states making
commitments and giving undertakings, but they camie the source of the problem. It is rooted in
the different proportions of power, in terms of weas, territory, population and technological know-
how. Yes to guarantees — but who to? Everyone? édwden really dangerous pairs within their
geosystem? The negative security guarantees pobigl€hina do not have the same value as those
given by the USA. The same applies to medium-saeeps like France or the United Kingdom. The
lack of reliability precludes universality and vigersa. The non-use of nuclear weapons as a first
resort is subject to interminable Byzantine distrss with no definitive conclusion. The Chinese
position on the non-use of nuclear weapons assarfisort is a good example. Considering the vast
size of its territory and growth of its conventibmailitary power, the PRC has issued unilateral
proclamations of principle that are endowed withnmare than the value they feel like attributing to
them at any given moment. This is logical in thateat of preventing Taiwan from equipping itself
with nuclear weapons. And the Chinese political amilitary authorities do not hesitate in declaring
publicly that depending on the situation, they wibniked to reconsider the response to serious threat
Realism requires always taking into account whatld®ecome of these unilateral commitments and
agreements in principle in the event of a majaisrarising.

It would therefore seem advisable to leave theskl @dar paradigms behind and reinvent the
assurance of nuclear security in a more globalesanthich gradually adjusts to arms levels (we will
refrain from saying disarmament) in order to lesdisparities between force and research capabilitie

6. Sanctions, repression, compromise: where is thgst balance?

This paper calls for an assessment of the resjectiies of the different approaches that have been
adopted until now.

Do we need to develop new proposals in terms oftgars or create new mechanisms for legal
coercion by obtaining acceptance of a principleaofomaticity, as proposed by non-proliferation
jurists? Drawing on the INFCIRC 66 directive, BexhaGoldschmidt suggests a principle of
irreversibility. Once a state has withdrawn frone tNPT, it cannot have access to materials it
previously placed under guararftee

Non-proliferation seeks to take a particularly hiang since it wishes to avoid counter-proliferatio
We can acknowledge that this is a sincere posttiobut what is the reality? Is it not an elegant
intellectual construct designed to put states Nath Korea, or even Iran, in an untenable legal
position?

%% president Chirac counted this as a possible element in what could be seen as a major threat to France’s vital
interests in his speech at L’'lle Longue, Brest, in 2006

' Bernard Goldschmidt, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, report 100, April 2009.
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The principle holds out no real interest for thaufa, at least until it no longer appears simptyever
stratagem for a specific situation, and thus lagkmuniversal scope for un unlimited period.

When it comes to counter-proliferation, showdsus bellclauses be formulated beforehand? Or
would it be better to discard the principle itself?

The two approaches seem in practice to have failedyen to have created confusion and triggered
bellicose actions with no effect, if not a countegquctive effect. We should have no hesitation in
changing a strategy that has proved to be ineffecti

Let us suppose that regulations are reinforced. ustsuppose that the rules for sanctions and
repression are accepted universally. We then needbstablish a principle of reciprocity. If
proliferating parties can be subject automatictdlynew and more draconian sanctions, we need to
ensure that international law cannot be contravdmednilateral warlike initiatives. It is no longer
enough for the most powerful state to confer guaeshof security from its position of conventional
and nuclear military superiority. It is also impant that all states, regardless of their nature, be
assured of a guarantee against the arbitrary actibRorce when Law no longer suits.

All states that overstep Security Council resohsiovould be liable to sanction. Yes, but who votes
for the sanctions? And the veto? It would not wd&kn we be satisfied with a declaration by simple
majority that only proclaims that the offender isdking the law?

Would Iran and North Korea, with their respectiemcerns for survival, feel protected by such a
declaration?

The ProliferationSecurity Initiative created in 2003, has a fragile legal statuss la itool against
counter-proliferation created unilaterally by th8AJ joined by allied states on a voluntary basise O
could imagine giving it a potentially universal dinsion, with states undertaking to participate via
intelligence and military contributions. Only pifeliators would remain on the outside. Which is a
difficult position to achieve. The initiative wouldhen turn into a counter-proliferation tool
supplementing and supporting the action of the hedies proposed below; IACDA, NUCLEO
INTEL/POL, etc.

7. Moving beyond traditional imbalances

We need to ensure that the decreased importanceuaéar weapons does not lead to a new
conventional arms race. The nuclear guarantee haBlesl medium-size powers to reduce, even
relatively, investments in the conventional miltaector.

Furthermore, nothing will have been achieved iffaié to tackle the most difficult challenge: there

will be no renouncement of nuclear proliferationdaacceptance of the zero approach without
accompanying measures in terms of conventional aeapotential (the twelve American aircraft

carriers). The USA'’s vast military budget, over US¥ billion a year, is a source of concern for all
states, and creates a feeling of insecurity in soihtleem.

We have not achieved satisfactory results in nu@esernance, haunted by the risks of proliferation

because we have ignored nuclear technology’s oelstip to security and conventional defence, as
Les Aspin has recognized implicitly. With some raseeptions, American abolitionists of every hue

are blind to this fundamental aspect.
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It is important to stress the importance of thiiesso that any form of nuclear governance cowld dr
on a strategy for reducing existing conventiongeptial and military-industrial complexes. Without
turning into a precondition that would block anyogress, negotiations on new generation
conventional arms control have become vital. The@edhto be addressed by an appropriate
organization, able to achieve concrete resultss Waould be the IACDA.

This implies dismantling, at least partially, thestem that has been built up since 1950, as feayed
Eisenhower. It is not a simple conversion issuayas naively believed at the end of the Cold War. |
requires reorienting industrial sectors, by regiol by federal state, in the USA and Russia. And,
since a short restructuring phase between 19901868, neither of the two states has taken any
serious steps to reform. Neither of them has shamnreal wish to draw conclusions from the Cold
War's end. Instead, they have headed in the ompakiection, each in their own manner. China,
Brazil and India are still exempt from this strueusituation. Many countries within the European
Union have undertaken major disengagement in tefrbsth the civil nuclear sector and conventional
military industries. A worldwide transformation i®w possible. It should rely in part on the current
crisis, including Iran and North Korea, as wellemserging states’ increasing civil nuclear need® Th
significance of the challenge can be expressetdset terms: can we create world governance that is
sufficiently fair to be acceptable on a long-lagtibasis, based on a situation shown to be
discriminatory? Are we not witnessing the despeedterts of a handful of powers to hold onto an
order that serves their interests, but is fallipgra on all sides? This is why the choice of a dorl
nuclear governance is the most appealing altematenario.

[l. What Actions? What Tools for Action?

Which mechanisms, methods, institutions and reguiatshould be used to construct the new nuclear
world governance and principles of diplomacy? Ortoppsals are divided into four closely-linked
areas.

The institutional environment: who leads?
Intelligence: who knows and who informs?
Inspections and concrete measures: material impitien in a climate of trust.

Funding: who pays?

1. The institutional environment

The first question to ask is simply: do we need nesgtitutions and organizations? Are they not
already too numerous? This is why we are formuipseveral options, aiming to find the right

balance between creating indispensable new bodidsreforming existing proven organizations.

These proposals are made in the context of amatienal environment undergoing profound change.
We must consider two angles.

Firstly, the incorporation of nuclear governanceithe changes currently affecting international
bodies whose origins go back to the Second World Wa
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Once the obsolescence of the old internationalrdrdeame an established fact, institutional change
become inevitable: the UN, G8 — now the G20 — aglanal cooperation and security bodies, like
the Organization for Security and Co-operation umdpe (OSCE). The central question of the veto
remains unanswered.

All these bodies are inexorably adjusting to thelais reality. We need to take advantage of this
phenomenon to provide the nuclear industry with tbeg-lasting foundations for improved
governance. We do not need to wait until reforroasiplete. Quite the opposite, it would be better to
seize the opportunity offered by this favourablentegt and stimulate the process so that it
incorporates the principle of good nuclear goveceaftom the very start. In the case of the Iranian
nuclear crisis, we can clearly see that the trawlti structures have collapsed. Three European
countries have left the European Union (EU-3). TlBarmany joined the five permanent Security
Council members (P5+1) — but why not Japan, whigh plenty to say on the subject of the nuclear
industry? The North Korea crisis only involves iitsighbouring states. We are therefore justified in
demanding that these bodies for dialogue becomeirgely coherent.

Secondly, the creation of new mechanisms or aiterato existing bodies to adapt to changes in the
international order and supranational institutions.

What benefits can existing alliances and regioealisgty organizations offer?

* NATO, which is undergoing considerable change,anmér believes nuclear weapons to be
the main guarantor of stability in Europe. Increghi concerned by terrorist risks and
environmental disasters, it is considering adaptome of its resources to use for nuclear
safety and the protection of populations in thenéwé an accident.

* The Shanghai Cooperation Organisation (SCO).

All states have nuclear concerns. The Central Asitates have established the Treaty of
Semipalatinsk, which creates a new nuclear-weapnZone.

* The European Union

The European perspective on nuclear energy ranges tountries that reject it, such as lItaly,
Germany and Sweden, and others that demand it,asuEmland.

We could formalize links by establishing a nucleart within each security organization (OSCE,
SCO, NATO, OAU, etc.) associated with a reformedEM— or a new agency — which would
receive the information in the form of regular regpoand provide general coordination so as to
promote overall coherence. All these bodies, ia iith the geographical area they cover, would have
to cooperate with the ANTC.

Institutional scenarios

In this initial domain, necessarily the most impaitsince it is the departure point for everytrefgg,
our proposals are divided into three main options.

The first consists of maintaining the IAEA, broaotenthe scope of its missions and strengthening its
surveillance and control powers. The role of DivedBeneral would be modified to achieve these
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changes. In addition, several organizations, eittegional (the ANTC mentioned above) or
specializing in a specific area (intelligence, camioation, etc.) would be attached to the agency.

The second option would be to create an entirely imstitution which would replace the IAEA and
concentrate extensive powers by bringing togethew wrganizations. There would be a risk of
creating a bureaucratic monster.

The third option, a variation of the two otherkes a two-tier approach: on the one hand, a refdrme
IAEA dedicated entirely to the development of tlxl cmuclear industry. On the other hand, a new
organization oriented towards controlling legal itaily activities, observing and repressing illegal
activities and suspect transfers. This would ingotweating an International Arms Control and
Disarmament AgencyYIACDA), complementing the IAEA. With a parallel or a subinate role?
The question needs discussing, but in any evenlirtke and cooperation between a reformed IAEA
and anlACDA need to be strong and organic in order to wardhaffrisk of competition, duplication
and information losses.

The option chosen, whichever it may be, will ong/rheaningful and effective if accompanied by the
creation of new support instruments:

-NUCLEO INTEL/POL (intelligence and repression aiastate criminal activities);
-NUCLEO RTI (research and technical innovation);

-NUCLEO COM/EDU (external communication and puldducation).

1. 1. Creation of a World Civil Nuclear Planning, Quidance and Development Control
Agency

The agency would cover two forward-looking actet
- developments in the civil industrial market (slypgnd demand);

- predicting risks and prevention of proliferatiactivities as well as all deviations and contrairs
of the legal commitments previously agreed to.

This would amount to a total reform of the IAEBrobably the best solution, even if it means

rethinking its link with the UN. Half a century hpassed. A deep-reaching reform is not necessarily
an iconoclastic step, but part of the process lmdlencing the major international bodies.

We will confine ourselves to detailing some of géements of this major transformation.
* |AEA Director General powers

It seems inevitable that the DG should see hisglénority reinforced and powers extended to meet
the new task falling to the agency. This hypothésis already been examined by various experts.
Henry Kissinger suggests international control americhment and reprocessing. He wanders if the
IAEA is capable of taking on this role. Practitiogeof international nuclear diplomacy like Pierre
Goldschmidt also ask the question of revising ti@&@dauthority by reinforcing it. Nonetheless, these
proposals, valid as they are, lack inspiration arr@al vision of the future. They remain excesgivel
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attached to the existing system in a spirit of pooliferation inspired by national interests or
international legalism.

An Agency of Uranium Producing States, as suggelsyethe new relationship between France and
Brazil and aligned with the OPEC model, is appeglin practice, however, it could well be the worst
of solutions, since it would not be a tool for wbgovernance but, rather, an aggressive and itierna
divided lobby like OPEC. But it does merit consaten.

* A world bank (stock) for fuels

Proposed by President Obama during his April 2008gie speech, this idea is also under
consideration in Russia and has been submittduetoNEA. It would involve creating a world reserve
of low enriched uranium that the Agency’s membengia use. Sixty years later, the issues that arose
in 1946-48 during debate over the Baruch, relauth¢hel977 by Jimmy Carter, are reappearing. We
should not be put off by the return of old ideadothad a bad start, were badly managed and went
unheeded. We need to recognize that ideas that nesvitere during the Cold War could find more
fertile soil in today’s climate, unless we assuhm bipolarity was never anything more than a ptete
for refusing to consent to relinquishing superioand thus holding onto power. This makes it clear
the care that needs to be taken when consideriagytte of initiative. If the Cold War is no longar
reason for rejecting the internationalization oftenmls, there could be other pretexts, good or, bad
which would delay it for another half century. Theethodological problem here is the need to
anticipateopposition in order to overcome it successfully.

The initiative would involve producing materialsathtare handed over to the bank and that can be used
by everyone who needs them. But many points remmadtear. Would this be an ordinary and regular
supply, or an occasional option in the event ofuansual supply shortage? Here again arise the
dangers of immediate interests and short-term mames: how could Iran be convinced to supply
itself from an organization of this kind rathernhzave free access to its own materials? Thisative
could only be really effective if rooted in harmpaiion, with a cut-off treaty whose signatories
renounce producing materials for explosive purposes

1. 2.Proposed International Arms Control and DisarmamentAgency (IACDA)

It is neither possible nor desirable for the IAEAHave to intervene directly in problems linked to
existing weapons and negotiate reduction and besarithe advantage of an IACDA would be in
relieving the reformed IAEA from tasks linked tolitairy nuclear issues. The reformed Agency would
have plenty to do in pursuing its traditional miss of developing the civil nuclear industry arsl it
applications. It could retain its materials contaotivities within the perspective of non-proliféoa,
but not go any further.

An IACDA would enable problems linked to the redostof nuclear weapons to be tackled using the
same approach as the NPT. It would also be a wolpfoviding an overview of the different
negotiations and opening the door to necessaldye areas, but which are no longer covered by the
IAEA: strategic conventional weapons, control oxglitarization of space and new factors linked to
cyberspace that represent an increasingly cruelal ih the balance between strategic forces.
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To avoid any superfluous duplication, the IACDA Jawwontribute actively to the Conference on
Disarmament’s activities and provide it with infation, thus improving its efficiency and, when
needed, broadening its scope of activities.

The agency would be closely supported by the nevCNED INTEL/POL organization, equipped
with surveillance and intelligence resources, andriced by states and by a tax on nuclear indsstrie
as a function of their development.

2. Proposed new complementary structures
Intelligence: NUCLEO INTEL/POL

An element that should never be forgotten is iigefice: data collection and exchange, cooperation
and the establishment of trust based on sharegtsawhich needs to be elevated to a general lievel

is similar to the battle against terrorism. Sin@®2, cooperation between the Russian FSB and its
German and other European counterparts generalpéen very effective in repressing a great many
attempts, rarely very serious, at trafficking danogs nuclear materials.

This is one of the most important sectors. Theohysbf the nuclear industry, both civil and miliar
has been plagued with spying, disinformation, runspreading, fear and lies. For every lie, we can
add another half-lie. The secrecy that surrounddean weapons as well as industrial expertise has
created a particularly dangerous environment, utnoled and unstable. This is why nuclear world
governance relies on the creation of an internatiagency for policing illegal underground actiesi
linked to nuclear energy. This is not the sameA&3Al controls, but rather consists of surveillanée o
all activities relating to nuclear materials andapens: traffic, contraband and disinformation. By
‘policing’ we mean activity based on informatiorgnemunication, transparency and repression. It
represents a challenge since a number of serviceads practice some of these activities at the
national level, sometimes for good reasons (prowpkiaffickers), but also for very bad reasonshsuc
as the false American and British report on Ira@@2-2003, and the red mercury hoax which has
been the subject of endless articles written byiggénvestigative journalists.

We are stepping onto particularly shifting groundhere intelligence plays a vital but alarming role
since once information is manipulated, it can disppdgment. This is why the establishment of a
reliable base requires a special organization staduwith the specific missions within negotiated a
agreed limits.

It is also vital to fight against disinformatioret fog of rumours and spontaneous and manipulated
fears, and seek to deter attempts to mask a sepiobiéem by toning it down. This would be one of
the agency’s missions. INTEL/PQiould work for the IAEA or constitute a branch bétIACDA.

What methods and tools should we use to createnthisorganization? Traditionally, the IAEA can
benefit from intelligence obtained by the state®wlave the necessary national technical resources,
i.e. satellite imaging. In 1994, the USA supplibd Agency with images of secret work happening at
North Korea’s nuclear sites, catching the countmythe act of carrying out illegal activities.
Intelligence supplied on Iran was sometimes reiabbmetimes to be handled with caution; and let's
not even discuss Iraq between 2002 and 2003. dlesr that using a single source of information
creates a situation of dependency that is not feargurable to creating trust. The future of intggince

on nuclear activities must be based on a procesat@fational cooperation used to cross-check
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information. Furthermore, the problem with intedlice services is not so much what they know, but
the moment and circumstances chosen by their riigpemvernments to tell international authorities
what they have known for a while. This is the gahproblem with inspections.

3. Inspections

The inspection process is too often presented asxartise in spying. The IAEA’s inspectors are
supposedly secret agents working for foreign powe&hss is the fantasy beloved of proliferators.
There must of course be no violations and no m##gation of the inspection teams by CIA experts.
There is no avoiding transfers of skills from ormdy to another, but once people are engaged in
working for an institution, strict barriers needlte erected. All these rules have been transgressed
the absence of a dedicated organization capaltéekiing unfair accusations.

Not every state has access to these resources,cthaing an intelligence inequality. It would
therefore be useful to create an international pdgbroliferation intelligence. But how would this
work when a member state is caught red-handeghllietransferring sensitive technologies?

Inspections could be improved by strengtheningrfsicctechnologies used to detect and track/monitor
materials and thus know who is transferring whatwvtmm. This is already a well-known area, and
could be developed extensively, a development whiohld be highly satisfactory for suppliers of
appropriate technologies. It would be supportedperformed by NUCLEO RTI (research and
technical innovation).

A reformed executive body

Whichever options are chosen, they all requirel teform of the management and decision-making
structure. The current council of IAEA governordjieh is rooted in a state-centric approach, would
be replaced by a functional and geographical agprbased on the principle of a management college
under the authority of the Director General. Thegildle members are outlined below.

We could envisage a collegial administration basedcreating a four-way structure with several
directors:

- |IAEA DG;

- IACDA director;

- NUCLEO INTEL/POL, NUCLEO RTI and NUCLEO COM/EDUrdctors;
- joined by the ANTC directors, which would addauntry element.

This format would create a body endowed with sigfit substance and with the networks needed to
liberate it from state control as well as the pues®f industrial corporations.
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4. Financing: combining law and interests

Who could contest the value of more numerous aversified organizations with better coordination?
In any event, and whichever option is chosen, fugpdieeds to be found. The vital question arises
directly: who will pay, what for, and how much? Hawany nuclear cooperation projects (Gore-
Tchernomyrdin, KEDO for Korea in 1994, Gallu&;i have failed because no funding materialized
when the time came to finance the reality of th@aihatic agreement?

Nuclear energy is an industry, which means thamfa positive point of view, it is possible to fire
its peaceful progress.

The multi-nationalization of businesses does natebout the role of the board of directors, with i
necessary concern about the distribution of profitere is no such thing as worldwide shareholders
in either the nuclear or the oil industry. All bossses obey their board of directors, motivated by
prosperity. This is another area which has to haidigeous to all participants, within the bounfls o
respecting certain rules. Breaking these rules val@mage shareholders’ interests, in a relatively
short space of time. Nevertheless, it is perfeptusible and realistic, to imagine a consultative
council, a sort of regulatory High Authority linked the IAEA, which would advise businesses and
guide the directions they take in terms of investtmeand the development of the world nuclear
market by guarding them from the damaging effe€tanbridled competition. This is similar to the
guidance provided by control and safety organimstié€ach contract would involve a clause requiring
0.5% for each party, the state and the serviceigwowrepresenting 1% of the amount. This would be
equivalent to a Tobin tax on nuclear developmeiitt) W% of investment paid over to organizations
and agencies contributing to non-proliferation.

lll. Technologies and People
A new social contract for nuclear programmes in annformation age
"There is no wealth but men”
Jean Bodin (1530-1596)

In order to set up world nuclear governance thamntiain stakeholders can accept and support over the
long term, there are two aspects that need to Wisaged and linked together: people and technology
on the one hand, and all areas linked to informagiod communication, including education, on the
other. We need to set out the principles ebeial contractfor the nuclear world designed to promote
its improved incorporation into civil society arfietinternational community. However crucial a role
played by technology, people have an even more ritapbpart to play. The capacity to transmit and
share information between the various stakeholdglisthus create the link used to build a new
contract.World nuclear governance can only be achievedstidceeds in becoming deeply embedded
in the social fabric of civil and military nucleactivities and, simultaneously, making its objexdiv
comprehensible and appealinghis would help to find support and overcome reggons. It is
almost as though we were imaging converting a fiesigistem to another form of organization where

%% KEDO: Korean Peninsula Energy Development Organization. The American Robert Gallucci was one of the
architects of the Agreed Framework signed in 1994 by North Korea and the USA.
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power was to be more widely distributed and shasada better basis, capable of adopting a
democratic approach. Two objectives emerge:

- create a new relationship between policies artkeau power;

- bring the entire system into compliance with #hemands and practices of the information-
communication age.

The nuclear community is a world that has long riesd apart. It has been arrogant, criticized, and
suspicious, and then realized that it had to begfagivil society and, especially, improve the wiay
communicates and develop a system for educatingubéc. However, it needs to play the game in
all sincerity. Communication should not be justaggt.

1. The sociological dimension: a closed world of fitary and industrial secrets

The nuclear industry has created closed communitieach state, driven by the quest for success and
united by secrecy.

In Russia, the Academy of Sciences has taken ounasually important role in the nuclear field
thanks to unlimited funding offered to top leveiestists, whose skills have been systematically
directed towards military applications. The secretyilitary activities under a totalitarian regime
Beria was responsible for nuclear programmes tnigilassassination — produced nameless closed
communities (Tcheliabinsk and Arzamas 21), witlpar&n lifestyle bordering on poverty, their own
culture, a pure vision of another world, a betterld: This is a fascinating world, presenting asaes

a certain idea of Russia, very far from the trityabf political affairs, indifferent to communism,
closer to the generosity of Tolstoy and his dreafres different world. This community is very much
open to a world vision which coincides with thelitgaf their work.

In the USA, the national nuclear laboratories, Bteamos, Lawrence Livermore and Sandia, are under
the authority of the Department of Energy. Theyogngxtensive federal autonomy and compete
ferociously for programmes and credits.

All other things being equal, the giant Americant#lations lost in the vast deserts of New Mexico
and California have much in common with their Rassand Chinese counterparts: closed, inward-
looking communities, focused on technical challengsbliged to respect strict rules of secrecy and
harbouring an out-of-touch vision of the rest o tlworld. In addition, competition between such
powerful bodies is occasionally of a magnitudentpact the state’s political decisions.

These similarities have led to the creation of ytrigxtraordinary organizations, such as
Pugwasf?, attracting scientists from all states concernétl veducing and then eradicating the threat
of nuclear war. Skilled scientists in several coesthave joined up to form think-tanks (Federatibn
American Scientists, Union of Concerned Scienjistsd have also developed a pedagogical approach
designed to break the wall of silence.

» Joseph Rotblat and Bertrand Russell launched the Pugwash Movement (Pugwash Conferences on Science and
World Affairs) in 1957 in the Novia Scotia town of Pugwash.
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2. A social microcosm: clans, families and groupslose-knit yet divided

It is vital that we leave behind the feudal systefrthe past, created in a Cold War context that
distorted the entire process. We need to gradealigblish ordinary inter-relations between scightis
and connect the nuclear world with the norms adrimational relations, which do remain difficult,tbu
are not determined by a fear of mutual destructiarthermore, we must not let fear of terrorism
distort the establishment of a delicate but fundatally appeased relationship. The world governance
solution really comes into its own on this centsalie.

We need to take into account three professionabcaies which form a strange trinity, all involvied
civil and military nuclear projects: businessespiimciple lacking any direct relationship with thegr
military nuclear activities, military authorities tharge of weapons, and scientists and enginders w
comprise the essential link between the other tmtegories.

The relationship between these two spheres istrangtforward. The history of nuclear technology
is rooted in their mutual disagreements, both iogical and professional. In France, Yves Rocard,
father of former prime minister Michel Rocard, slamut from his colleagues, who nearly all rallied t
the Stockholm Appeal and rejected military nuclaativities, unlike the case in the Soviet Union.
However, aside from the difficult decade betweeA5l8nd 1955, which saw a great many defections,
the US and UK scientific-technical communities hasfeuilt themselves.

[Insert portraits: a photo of SAKHAROV! or photos of couples with von Hippel]

Abdus Salam Pakistani, Director of the Trieste Internatio@antre for Theoretical Physics, traingd
in British laboratories like his Indian colleagugsll before the 1947 partition.

Abdul Qadeer Khan. This Pakistani metallurgical engineer was emploggdhe Dutch company
URENCO, specializing in uranium enrichment, ancdppeared with a number of documents in 1975.

A number of young Pakistani PhD students quit Caratt the UK at the same time. AQ Khan may

not have been a very high level scientist, butioegd to be a good engineer and crafty businessman,
skilled in setting up subsidiaries and sellingwares, even if not necessarily top of the rangeh#ks
become a symbol of national pride for a countryhvaliose to 200 million inhabitants, a fact that we
tend to forget in the West.

As in many other disciplines, a nuclear researbloriaory constitutes a big family. And like every
family, it has its divisions and rifts. Human natupeing what it is, friction between pedflés
inevitable. The more closed the environment, tlseat its inhabitants. But the same applies to the
tensions between them, which are exacerbated hy i$mation. The community’s practice of
recruiting young specialists and absorbing themeasakeven more inward-looking. Sociology tells us
what type of women and men work in the nuclear $tgu But it has not made much progress in the
highly specialized sector of military nuclear aities. States are sparing with information on their
human resources. It is possibly the most closebrdrd secret. Installations can be bombed, a few
specialists can even be assassinated, but onagaindbreshold of specialization has been reached,

% As was the situation, for military biological research, in the Soviet Union’s formidable Biopreparat
conglomerate.
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the expertise cannot be completely destroyed. rit aaly be diluted via cooperation programmes
(Cooperative Threat ReductipimACIS or via reconversion by association, takingcientists one by
one. We could add AIDA for good measure. These naroges were launched by the USA, EU and
France respectively after the Cold War, in ordeintworporate unoccupied and penniless Russian
scientists into joint research and reconversiogammes.

In France, where the relationship between sciandist engineers has historically been very poer, th
nuclear industry has developed thanks to enginieens the Corps des Minegthe foremost of the
great technical corps of the French state), magtguates of thEcole PolytechniqueFrance’s most
select scientific school. They enjoy military seand a growing power that has created a staténwith
the state. They have been running France’s majworsdized companies since 1945 in all legality.
This development has seen a section of the Freocohoeny end up in the hands of this group of
devoted servants who identify themselves with Featself. Despite personal rivalries, fierce as/the
often are, a strong sense of solidarity unites theiarre Guillaumat, General Charles Ailleret, de
Gaulle’s Chief of the Defence Staff, responsible floee Sahara tests and the first success of the
Gerboise bleustrike in 1960, whilst his brother heads EDF Eeole Polytechniqugraduates all.
André Giraud, Jean-Laurence Delpech, Jean Syrat8RGM (which supplies ELF-ERAP-TOTAL
with uranium by means of strategic metals and Ffegsergies) and other organizations. TWmes
engineers accumulate responsibilities, memberbebbard of directors of every company in which
the state is the majority shareholdénrps des Minegngineers have also worked their way into the
governmental sphere, contesting ministerial postis the political parties and, of course, their mai
rival, the newly createBcole nationale d’administratio(ENA).

Rivalry is merciless inside these elite circleseTivalry between Teller and Oppenheimer is an
example at the very highest level. These conflasts omnipresent but rarely public. How many
laboratory and major programme directors have takedit for the fruit of work undertaken by their
researchers, whose bitterness is not hard to ireggtobert Dautray and Michel Carayol)? But does
not the person who has to take responsibility &lufe have the right to take credit for successia T
is an endless debate that affects every discipldme person’s research is appropriated by the
shrewdness of someone else, more politically gstltser to the decision-maker, with whom s/he
enjoys a beneficial and highly ambiguous relatigmdtased on mutual manipulation. Who really
holds the reins of power when it comes to knowl@ddeis true that power, and sometimes
knowledge, are transmitted from father to son oifdyily ties and alliances. The Frenblirection
des applications militaire¢DAM), part of theCommissariat a I'énergie atomiqgU€EA), formed a
very small closed community characterized by endgga

The same phenomenon arises everywhere. The stakas &igh, the secrecy so intense, the skills so
rare that a ruling group quickly forms, tendingctinfuse service to the state with its own corpstati
interests. This currently seems to be the casein Wwhere nuclear expertise is becoming autonomous
within the complexity of the manoeuvring for infime amongst the various power centres.

Ultimately, what drives this cohort of experts uch specialized fields? What goes on in the bras o
nuclear engineer?

They have passion for research, for the technitallenge to meet, the difficulties to overcome. yrhe
are motivated by the technological challenge ared rthtionalism that gives meaning to a mission
where success will mean an increase in the cosnpiestige internationally. They are driven by
personal ambition, ego and rivalries between labdes. Joliot-Curie published the results of his
work in German reviews until 1938 without any camcior Nazism.
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This same phenomenon occurs at different timesdéfetent places. There really is a nuclear culture
stretching from Los Alamos to Natanz and encompgs$ialduc and Sinkiang. This passion for
problem-solving does not pay much heed to prolifena When it does, an astonishing disparity
appears in how proliferation is viewed. Roger Bagéhigh-level engineer and Director of the CEA
DAM, did not see the world with the eyes of an pedy citizen or even in the same way as his
regulatory political authority, closer to the awgpgacitizen. This disparity may result in serious
misunderstandings with the presidential politicaver (in this example, Francois Mitterrand in 1994)
or fallacious points of agreement. Did Ronald Reagyad Edward Teller really understand each other?
In France, a new president receives intensive bigf braining, and no one can judge what his
subsequent convictions may be. Valéry Giscard diEgts declarations after his presidency suggested
that his point of view had not been affected. Dal@ehimself was only informed at late stage, alimos
by accident, about the strong Israeli-French nuaeaperation, which he hastened to bring to an end
This does not pose much of a problem to expertdetonics and limited energy release. Which
explains their interest in small-scale weapons,ngtron bomb and other fascinating technological
challenges, perfect for satisfying the urge to Igdun research for the sake of research.

3. A fraught relationship with government and civil society

This operational trinity comes up against the paltauthorities, with their decision-making powers
and, through them, civil society. Politicians carlyodecide on the basis of a summarized assessment
of the opinions expressed by these three categdkgesirbiter, the government enjoys considerable
powers, as long as the balance between each awttsorigorously maintained. And on the condition
that the trinity transmits information to the pwigtl authority with no omissions. Which is far from
always having been the case: information on awigctir external cooperation is at times delibdsate
omitted. The corporatist vision that organizatibase of themselves ends up spontaneously liberating
them from their regulatory authorities. This hasiceably been the case in France. The CEA-DAM
was founded on the principle of rigorous confidalit, thus freeing it from all control; firstly ding

the process of acquiring nuclear weapons, and doeing development programiieTo the extent
that it has become a state within the state, mglhe political authority. Over the last ten y&ar so

this tension has calmed down, due to operationatif©ideing met and to France’s non-proliferation
commitments to the international community. Thisigd necessarily the case in other countries, with
or without nuclear weapons.

But the political authorities represent the integfavith the different opinion trends and interestsl
conflicting pressures. They constantly calculate phobability of a positive result. In the servigle
national interest, no doubt, but also for the sasa# their political careers.

This relationship between state authorities needset fitted to civil society, which has the riglot t
express an opinion, without going as far as thenfof manipulation that is a demagogic referendum.

*see Moyens de la puissance, Activités militaires du CEA 1945-2000 (The Means of Power: The Military
Activities of the CEA) Jean-Damien PO. Study (paperback). Published in July 2001.
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These tensions that arise in all states armed mitthear weapons, or even those who plan to acquire
them, need to be tackled at the global level withimframework of world governance. The challenge
is considerable. It calls for a particular focuspaople.

There is also the syndrome of retired solders aaometimes, politicians. Prey to belated guilt, they
denounce their former activities. General Wheeksmerican Admiral Rickover, employed in
preventing France from getting access to thermaanatxpertise, and a number of British chiefs of
staff are some examples. On leaving office, théyahounced the danger, risks and inadequacies.
These military men are frequently also religiousnm&hey must have been torn by the profound
dilemma between their sense of national obligagiod their religious ethic throughout their careers.

We do not wish to propose creating a new big famihich would freely share the most specialized
and complex knowledge. But it is possible to bailchore open relationship to civil society, incluglin
for military nuclear activities. This would alsoster better understanding of certain issues artdrbet
acceptance of certain precautions. Secrecy corestijuform of rejection of other people which needs
to be gradually lifted.

Nuclear governance must take into account all thatences of power and influence in order to define
exactly the right strategy, a strategy that consed@se as possible to achieving balance.

It is possible to put to good use the paradoxicatts of agreement that have developed over the las
half century, despite national antagonisms and domehtal opposition to the value of nuclear
technology, crossing borders and ideological diffiees. The same area of knowledge and language
unite the adversaries in a community of stakehsldeat understand each other. The Pugwash
scientific initiative has succeeded in exploitihgstintellectual complicity, including with anti-olear
movements. The nuclear issue is so singular inr@ataquires such specialized skills, that it emols
bringing together the adversaries and transcenttiey differences by obliging them to speak the
same language. It is remarkable that at the haifjihe Cold War, American and Soviet scientists
were able to meet and share information even witlspeaking the same language, to the great
displeasure of the state security organizations.

When nuclear managers and professional anti-nuatgasists meet on such slippery ground, the same
characteristics arise. They start from radicallpaged standpoints, but are obliged to speak aheut t
same objects. Such meetings might not create syipnpadt they do create empathy. The only serious
rift springs from a lack of understanding, somesmecere and sometimes deliberate, on either side.

We need to find the processes and mechanisms flmmieg and reconciling the two communities:
nuclear practitioners and the mirror community afofpssional anti-nuclear activists. World
governance would constitute a disconcerting chémgleoth sides’ traditional position.

It would provide them with solutions for overcomitigeir internal contradictions. It would also open
the door to a meeting of compatible objectivessMision is far from Utopian when we consider the
remarkable number of meetings and dialogues thet taken place over the last thirty years.
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4. Technological research and development: alwaysippeople first!

Leaving aside questions of personal prestige, i@l and sometimes somewhat closed community of
experts is therefore motivated by the challengmeéting new technological demands. This applies to
every country. It is for this reason that we suggesating a link between sociological transformati
and technological cooperation, via the intermediafryan international research agenbity CLEO

RTI.

The existence of a gap is traditionally thoughbéoa means of superiority. We have already examined
the historical importance of the “missile gap”. Sofelt it had to be bridged, others that it shaogd
maintained, extended even. Some people manipuiateigk in order to obtain greater funding, to
launch new programmes, and so on. Technologicehrek is always obsessed by keeping ahead, or
falling behind. The fear of being overtaken by ghnegress of others is one of the core drivers ef th
arms race, as well as in the civil sector wherectivapetitor always seems to make a better offer (bu
not always less expensive!). It is thus time to endoeyond hostile and aggressive competition,
embracing cooperation instead which, as an addeaishomust also include the acceptance that
disparities in relative levels must be addressenl.ebsy task! This is why a special multi-national
body must be set up to research ways in whichit@ dtown inequalities in knowledge and skills. In
response to the hostility of defenders of any paldir sector or nation, the response must comleein t
form of multi-nationalisation and the creation of iaternational research community. Pooling skills
will help to reduce anxiety about any knowledgep'gja and so this will cease to be an excuse for
conflict. The negative and dangerous effects of petition can be reduced by offering greater
incentives for cooperation, and it is for this @ashat we propose the creation of an international
nuclear research agency. This, in theory, is dodbe idea behind CERN (the European Organisation
for Nuclear Research). Why not develop along tlhess?

If technological challenges are what stimulate aedg they are also the cause of permanent arietie
amongst states and researchers themselves. Thestiesnmust be quelled through international
cooperation in advanced research, for which histdigrs us a remarkable model: CERN in Geneva,
straddling the border between France and Switzerlsvould it not be enough to transform it by
vesting it with a far wider remit in order to maiea truly global organization? Although CERN is
essentially European, it does undertake cooperatteenational ventures, notably with Japan, but it
operates around a very restricted core of flagphmgrammes. A radical transformation might enlarge
the scope of its activities so that it could operait a truly global level. In practical terms, thisuld

be a new entity. This being the case, it would sp®re sensible to create a new research body from
scratch, one whose missions, being very diffengotjld not impinge upon the continued existence of
CERN, which would be able to provide enormous &msi® in certain specific areas.

This international research and technology ageNtyCLEO RTI, would have two arms:
- pure research at the cutting edge of our undeistg of the atom;

This would enable ambitious research projects tdaomched, leading to valuable technological
advances whose spin-offs would benefit all paréiois. Funding would come from each state’s
research and technology departments as well as iftdostry via a levy (see our funding proposal,
below). The purpose is to reduce disparities arsd e@mpetitive pressures, in the knowledge that
these will never fully disappear, in matters oftealogy skills and knowledge.
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- applied research to further the aims of non-fedition, placing this new agency in direct contact
with NUCLEO INTEL/POL andACDA (or the strengthened IAEA). Work would centre amiwo
missions: high-sensitivity detection and forendieritification of materials for inspection purposes.

5. A global nuclear communications effort to aid reonciliation

Sad as it is to say, the past fifty years have lemacterised by a combination arfoganceand
ignorance

We've pretty much heard it all from the nucleocréBoo complicated for the layperson... it's a
matter for the specialists. Trust us... There’s m@ghio worry about. We've got everything under
control.” This posture came unstuck in the facéhef admittedly very rare, accidents, but espsciall
when faced with the lies about costs and incideatt§hernobyl and other sites. In democratic states
critical elements within civil society have devedobtheir own counter-propaganda in order to shine a
light on matters deliberately left unexamined. Thewe denounced the lies told when accidents
occur?. Lamentable public relations and communication wagcurrent feature of the civil nuclear
power industry right up until the end of the 1998s. much so that it was a simple matter for its
enemies to present the nuclear industry as begrmanent threat, as evidenced by its need to tell
endless lies about its activities. What is the aeafor such serious failures? Engineers’ aphasia?
Cliquish self-interest? Disdain? This is not eviea tase. This is a group apart that knows nothing o
others, and pays them no heed. Self-assurednesgaace vis-a-vis those who do not understand.
One of the key problems has been military and itrdlssecrets, overlaid with state secrecy. At its
root this is a cultural problem whose origins lea mindset utterly out of step with the informatio
age. But nuclear technology is itself more or lesthe modern age. It should have understood and
exploited the era of mass information; but it fdit®. This handicap must be surmounted before the
nuclear world can move in step with the wider wofkdeat efforts must be made to clarify positions
in the post-Cold War era, establishing a commonroamnications strategy to support the role played
by nuclear technologies. Such a strategy wouldtaiexplain, especially to every state thinking abou
developing a nuclear power industry, what nucleahmology can be used for in general, and military
nuclear technology and the types of strategy itstdely be used to support in particular.

Hence the proposal to create information-commuitinanechanisms designed to heal/bridge a social
and intellectual divide: NUCLEO COM/EDU.

An annual international forum about information and communication on nucleamngssshould be
held: where are we now? What's not working? Whaitldde improved? The goal being to come up
with new ideas, ideas capable of providing cleormation, accessible to laypeople everywhere.

This effort to clarify communication must initiallge applied to the IAEA, both in its present and
future guises and whatever reforms it undergoes, ifs legal-technocratic statements are
comprehensible only to a small group of experts whmmunicate in jargon amongst themselves,
relying on acronyms that end up becoming a seangfuage that is closed to outsiders.

*2 For example, in 1986 after Chernobyl, when the radioactive cloud moved towards western Europe.
Declarations made by Marcel Boiteux, EDF.
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A new educational effort about civilian and miligaruclear technologies must be set in motion, using
new terms suited to the transformation of informaths described above.

The anti-nuclear movement too is not immune fromghssing of generations, and it should join with
this undertaking as a stakeholder in its own rightas to create a true community of interests gston
stakeholders. The aim here is not to achieve adbtoasensus where no such thing exists, simply to
soften attitudes on both sides, emphasizing thethatya new world governance will provide the tools
for positive outcomes that make it possible to moegond the quarrels of the past.

Education, endlessly renewed, is always vital enfdce of eccentric fantasists, agitators, warmmnge
always ready to join forces when it comes to bmegkhe limits of the rational. The self-interest of
various bodies and the actions of their apologist#tribute to the creation of a certain environment
That is why the utmost vigilance is required in t@eg of non-proliferation and, even more so,
counter-proliferation which, by definition, suppedée deployment of armed forces!
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