Menor andum from t he Nucl ear I nformati on Service

The Future of Nucl ear Weapons in the United Kingdom a response to
the Governnment \Wite Paper

Summary

On 4th Decenber 2006 the Prinme Mnister presented a Wiite Paperl in
t he House of Commons on the replacenent of the UK Trident nuclear
weapons system The White Paper concentrates on proposals to build
new nucl ear-arnmed submarines (known as Ship Subnersible Ballistic
Nucl ear (SSBNs), whereas the design and production of a new

war head at the Atom c Wapons Establishnent (AWE), Al dermaston is
hardly nentioned. Throughout the Paper, |anguage is confusing and
assum ng, |eading the reader towards an unreasonable fear of the
unknown and an unwarranted confidence in nuclear weapons. No
mention is made of the constant risks of nucl ear warhead transport
and operations at AWE. A reduction in warhead nunbers is offered
as a concession to 'disarnmanent’ whereas it is probably related to
war head servicing capacity rather than any intended di sar manent.
Trident is described as an '"investnent' w thout reference to | ost
opportunity costs, or the difficulties of financial stability in
the nucl ear weapons industry. The benefits clainmed for Trident are
doctrinal and not mlitary. There is nothing to dispel the
conclusion that a decision to replace Trident has al ready been
taken and that the race to seek endorsenment fromthe House of
Commons wi thout a proper Consultation appears to be for politica
rat her than security reasons.

Wi te Paper Language
Det errence

The title of the Wiite Paper, " The Future of the United Kingdom s
Nucl ear Deterrent" should nore accurately read: "The Future of

Nucl ear Weapons in the United Kingdont.' The term'deterrence' and
"nucl ear weapons' are wongly used interchangeably to suggest that
they have the same neaning. 'Deterrence' is not a weapon but an
unproven theory, a past doctrine that had many el enents.

Common Vi ews:

"The theory of deterrence is essentially flawed because there is
no way of denonstrating that it has worked. There is absolutely no
evi dence to support the viewthat if we had not possessed the

nucl ear deterrent we woul d have been invaded, attacked or in any



ot her way violated as a nation state.

Rev David A Keddi e The Herald, (Scotland) June 26 2006 2

"This 'having kept the peace for fifty years' is like pulling the
rabbit out of a hat -

just a fancy sleight of sloganismneant to shut everybody up; the
trouble is, it often works with those who don't really want to
guestion and are satisfied wth an easy answer."

Hazel Rennie, Wonman for Peace

The word deterrent(ce) is used 170 tine in the docunent to try to
convi nce readers that these weapons wll protect 'the safety and
security of [...] citizens', the declared aimin the Prine
Mnister's first sentence.

M ni num

The use of the dimnutive, "mninum is out of place with
reference to Trident. The Paper acknow edges nucl ear weapons to be
aterrifying power, but at the same tine, describes Trident as
"the m ni mum necessary" in the Foreword; a "m ni num anount of
destructive power required to achi eve our defence objectives”
(3.4), and a "m ninuminvestnment" (3.13).

I nvest ment

Trident is described as an investnent, both in financial and
defence terns. But investnent neans getting a beneficial return,
whi ch is not achi eved by nucl ear weapons, except for the nuclear
I ndustry.

| nsur ance

To equate Trident with an insurance policy is a simle that falls
at the slightest exam nation. No conpany woul d of fer insurance
terns that add to the risk insured. Insurance has to be neutral,
wi t hout status, and not attract a calamty or be a threat in
itself. More than that, it is benevolent. In times of disaster it
can be clainmed to give succour and reconpense, resources to
rebuild or recover. The Non-Proliferation Treaty is exactly |ike
an insurance policy: you are protected so long as you read the
small print and conply with the terns of the agreenent. |nsurance
is recomended for everyone, not just the few To pursue the

i nsurance anal ogy woul d be to accept that every country was
entitles to it.



Consul tati on

There is no nention of Consultation in the Wite Paper, yet a PM
Answer, on 28 June 2006 sai d:

"We wil|l announce the neans of consultation when we publish the
White Paper. O course, we believe it is extrenely inportant to
have the full est possible debate on the subject.”

M nisters and the press have | ed a reasonabl e person to assune
that there was to be a nornmal consultation, regul ated under

publ i shed gover nnment gui delines. On 21st Decenber, | asked the
Departnent of Constitutional Affairs and the Mnistry of Defence
for clarification on the Consultation process and received the
response 'that there is no process, but anyone wi th concerns about
the proposal to replace Trident is invited to wite in to the
Prime Mnister' In general, government departnments are expected to
abi de by principles on consultation, contained in the Governnents
Code on Consul tation, and ensure consultation follow regul ati on

best practice.3 This has not been done.

Ad hoc efforts have been made by contributors to the No.10 website
di scussion site and Conpass, the denocratic |eft pressure group,
to undertake a Consultation. Conpass sets out the argunents, both
for and against in a balanced way to informthose taking part in
its consultation. see

<http://ww. conpassonl i ne. org. uk/ surveys/ decenber_ 2006. asp>

Questions posed in the Foreword to the Wite Paper

Question 1: Wiy disarmanent in the UK woul d hel p our security?

Answer: Qur security needs are threatened by clinate change,
unsust ai nabl e i ncreasi ng energy needs, potential pandem cs,

H V/ Ai ds, gl obal poverty, the conpetition for basic resources and
the growi ng gap between rich and poor internationally and
donestically. None of these threats are addressed by nucl ear
weapons but the resources rel eased by di sarmanent coul d be

avai lable to directly tackle them

Question 2: How to change the m nds of hardliners and extrem sts
in countries that are devel opi ng these nucl ear capabilities?


http://www.compassonline.org.uk/surveys/december_2006.asp

Answer: Not by threatening to attack them w th nucl ear weapons but
by recognising that responsi bl e governnents nust seek to | ower
international tensions not escal ate them Nuclear disarmanment is
the only action that will renove the justification for countries
to waste $billions to devel op, produce and maintain such weapons.
Thi s cannot be proved, as demanded, any nore than the corollary,
that replacing Trident will cause hardliners and extrem sts to
desi st fromusing them should they succeed in devel opi ng or
acqui ri ng nucl ear weapons.

Question 3: Wuld terrorists be less likely to conspire agai nst us
with hostile governnents because we give up nucl ear weapons?

Answer: No. Nucl ear weapons are irrelevant to terrorists. Nucl ear
weapons based in the UK are the easier target and pose a real risk
of terrorist attack that should be elimnated if we are serious
about the security of citizens in the UK

Question 4: Wuld we be safer by giving up nucl ear weapons?

Answer: Yes we woul d be safer by not being a potential threat of
starting a nucl ear war.

Question 5: Wuld our capacity to act be constrai ned by nucl ear
bl ackmai | ers?

Answer: At present Britain is a nuclear blackmailer, but Trident
does not constrain any current identifiable threat. If Britain
were to so antagoni se a nuclear state in the distant future, that
a nucl ear attack was threatened, our best defence would be to
negotiate and listen to their grievance rather than to threaten to
join in any nucl ear exchange.

War head Nunbers

The White Paper offers a reduction in warhead nunbers from bel ow
200 to 160. But Nukewatch already puts the stockpile at around 178
with any further reduction probably due to logistics relating to
war head servicing rather than any intended di sarmanent. The AVWE
Burghfi el d assenbl y/ di sassenbly plant has been condemmed by the

NI I4 and there may well be a go-slow there until the new facility

is built. Nukewatch figures® suggest that at |east two warheads
were scrapped in 2006. In commpon with previous defence statenents,
t he process announced had al ready begun. Warhead delivery into
service is down on previous years by an estimated six in 2006. The
St ockhol m I nternational Peace Research Institute estinmates the
figure at about 165, consisting of 144 depl oyed weapons plus an

extra 15% as spares.®

Submari nes
Stealth and secrecy are the principal mlitary capabilities of



submarines that naturally attract a follow ng of subnarine

ent husi asts. But nucl ear submarines are politically and mlitarily
destabilising and shoul d be the subject of an internationa

di sar manent agreenent and confined to nuseuns sooner rather than

| ater.

Saf ety

No nmention is made in the Wite Paper of the constant risks posed
by nucl ear warhead transport and operations at AWE. The hi ghest

ri sk we have from nucl ear weapons in Britain, is from nuclear
convoys trundling weapons up and down our notorways between
Scot | and and Al dermaston every very few weeks. The insecurity and
envi ronnental hazards created up is an un-acknow edged human cost.
Local Councillors in Oxford, Preston and el sewhere have expressed
concern that secrecy is a higher priority than safety, just as

Bar oness Hel ena Kennedy did in 1994. 7

Al der mast on and new war head devel opnent

The White Paper fails to nmention the current £5.3billion
expenditure at AWE. The 2002 AWE Al dernaston Strategi c Devel opnent
Plan is now well|l into the building phase of the high powered

| aser, followi ng a new conputer building and nodul ar office
bui | di ngs. However major office plans have met |ocal opposition
and a special nmeeting is to be held by West Berkshire Pl anni ng

Aut hority on 22nd January to discuss the plans.3 Cursory nention in
the Wiite Paper of a possible new warhead does not sit well with
the reality on the ground, where the infrastructure for warhead
devel opnent is being built to |last another 50 years, bringing a
l'ifetime of unacceptable nucl ear discharges into the environnent
and the constant risk of an accident or terrorist attack.

The Trident Vote in the House of Conmmobns

The White Paper says that a governnent decision to replace Trident
has al ready been taken. It can only be re-appraised if Menbers of
Parliament vote to have nore details of what is proposed before
agreeing to an unknown financial conmm tnent.

YEAR Convoys  No. of Total  Estimated  Convoys No.of Total  Estimated

out of AWE TCHD No. m AWE TCHD No. Warheads
carriers loaded Warheads loaded
carriers
2000 2 6 4 8 1 4 3 6

2001 3 9 6 12 5 15 10 20



2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

Total

22

Possibly
6 more
22 more

12 more

Trident Warheads

12

12

12

66
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44
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In

In

Cce

16 5 15
1 4
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16? 2 6
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88 28 88
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AWE
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10

10

60

20

20

16

16

120



Notes to Table
TCHD = Truck Cargo Heavy Duty
Convoys are all | oaded convoys

There are unlikely to be nore than 2 warheads in each carrier, but
there could be |ess.

Oiginal capabilityle mx 4 subs 64 nmissiles x 8 warheads each =
512

Data is recorded from 80% observati on and 20% deducti on

War head Nunbers

There is no certainly in nunbers because it is governnent policy
to keep them secret. But the stockpile never got anywhere near the
original 512 capability. in the last six years, 22 nore | oaded
TCHD carriers have returned to AWE from Scotl and than went out,
indicating a withdrawal of between 30 and 50 war heads al ready

wi t hout bei ng announced, |eaving an operational stockpile of

bet ween 170 and 150 war heads.

VWi t e Paper Nunbers

The reduction nentioned in the Wiite Paper, reflects existing
nunbers that have al ready been made for any nunber of reasons.

Who is the 160 nessage going to?

160 is still a large figure since 4 is enough to totally destroy a
rogue state

Gven the limted nunber for use to change the bal ance of power in
a country 160 how nany countries is the PMtalking about? How nany
war s?

Ref er ences

1. Prime Mnister's Wite Paper Statenent 4th Decenmber 2006

2. No evidence that nuclear weapons deterred

Letters The Herald, (Scotland) June 26 2006

Dear Sir



R D DON states that he believes that "our deterrent has protected us and kept
the peace for the past 50 years" (June 24). Wiy? This is not a belief | share
for the sinple reason that he can offer no proof of this. The theory of
deterrence is essentially flawed because there is no way of denonstrating that
it has worked. There is absolutely no evidence to support the view that if we
had not possessed the nuclear deterrent we would have been invaded, attacked or
in any other way violated as a nation state.

You cannot nmke a causal connection between our ownership of a snmall nuclear
resource and the fact that there has been peace. Wat evidence is there to
support the view that Russia would have tranpled all over us if we had not
possessed a bonb? It is very inviting to postulate such a causal connection but
there is none. That is the problem with a theory of deterrence. It used to be
said that capital punishnment was a "deterrent” - but how do you know? How nany
people were out there wanting to nurder their w fe/husband /lover, etc, but did
not because of capital punishment? You sinply do not know - all you do know is
that it did not deter a certain nunber and they went ahead and committed nurder
anyway. Oddly enough, after capital punishment was abolished in the |ate 1960s
the number of murders in Britain actually went down.

That there has been "peace" (well, apart from the Falklands, the Balkans,
Af ghani stan, Iraq, Chechnya, etc) and that we have happened to own a little
handful of nuclear weapons are in no denonstrable way connected. That is an
opinion. And there is no evidence that Russia (or Anerica) ever had any
intention of invading us after 1945. Qur possession of nuclear weapons was an
irrelevance to their foreign policy.

There nmay be reasons for our retention of nuclear weapons (although personally I
can think of none), but the concept of deterrence is nobst certainly not one of
them It is an illusory self-deception

Rev David A Keddie, 21 Ilay Road, Bearsden Scotl and

3. Governnent s Code on Consul tation

The six consultation criteria are as foll ows:

1. Consult w dely throughout the process, allowing a m ninmm
of 12 weeks for witten consultation at |east once during the
devel opnent of the policy.

2.Be cl ear about what your proposals are, who may be

af fected, what questions are being asked and the tine scale
for responses.

3. Ensure that your consultation is clear, concise and w dely
accessi bl e.

4. G ve feedback regarding the responses received and how t he
consul tation process influenced the policy.

5. Monitor your departnent 's effectiveness at consultation,

i ncludi ng through the use of a designated consultation co-
ordi nat or.

6. Ensure your consultation follows better regulation best
practice, including carrying out a Regul atory | npact
Assessnment if appropriate.



Cabinet O fice website at
http://ww. cabi net of fi ce. gov. uk/reqgul ati on/consultation/

4. AVE Quarterly Assurance Report, June 2006

5. Nukewat ch. see www. nucl eari nfor. org/ nukewat ch

6. SIPRI
<http://en.w ki pedi a. org/ wi ki /Stockholm|International Peace Research Institute>

7. Secrecy versus Sefety. The findings of the AVE Al dernmston Community | nquiry
by Hel ena Kennedy QC 1994.


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Stockholm_International_Peace_Research_Institute
http://www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/regulation/consultation/
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