Britain should retain its nuclear deterrent.
A unilateral decision to abandon the
mtbkd~q b o afkisx wvntkc ad deedbshudkx
hqgdudgrhakd+ vntkc mns B~ jd sgd TJ “mx
r-edgt “mc hr tmkjdkx sn g ud “mx deedbs
on the nuclear programmes or ambitions
of other countries.

Qdok™bimf  Sghcdms  wik  ognuhcd  "m
insurance policy against unknowable
future strategic shocks, and comes
at a premium which is not especially
costly. That said, it is important that a
replacement for Trident is commensurate
with the UK’s security requirements;
sgdqd hr mns ~ rsqgnm¥ b rd eng cdudknohmf
a larger capability.

The decision to procure technology and
I “sdghkr egn @ sgd TR hr ~ knfib™k B nud
to secure insurance at a reasonable
od Hhtl+ ats sgd fnudgmBdms rgntkc
rddj sn B~ jdetgsgdqbnrs r~umfrsggntfg
reducing the number of submarines, or
cutting the number of missile tubes.

Britain is debating the future of its strategic
nuclear deterrent. The life of the submarines that
form the backbone of the existing nuclear force,
Trident, will begin to expire in the early 2020s.
Decisions need to be made in the next three to
sud xd " gr “ants vgdsgdg D "mc gnwv D sn gdok”bd
Trident. Proponents of disarmament argue
sg~s mthbkd™q wvd onmr g ud adbnBd hygdkdu ms
in the post-Cold War era, and cannot protect
Britain against its most pressing security threat:
international terrorism. Campaign groups, such
as CND, also argue that replacing Trident would
constitute a breach of the UK’s obligations under
the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Pro-replacement
“cunb sdr B ThmsThm sgs T mtbkd q b~ o afkisx hr ~
necessary guarantor of Britain’s security against
unknown future threats, especially in the light of
the nuclear aspirations of North Korea and Iran.

Sgd fnudgm Bdmsgr \Vghsd O~ odg dSgd etstqd
of the United Kingdom’s nuclear deterrent’,
which was published in December 20062,
sets out a case for replacing the Trident with
a similar submarine-based system. The White
Paper argues that a nuclear deterrent remains
necessary for UK security, despite the changing
nature of global threats since the end of the
Cold War. This paper assesses the major
determinants of this argument. Following an
analysis of Trident in its current form, its stated
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functions and cost, this paper examines the key
issues surrounding its replacement: does Britain
still need nuclear weapons, and why? Is Trident
truly an independent force, or is it contingent
upon American goodwill and assistance? Will the
fnudgm Bdmsgr ots shud gdok™bd Bdms eng Sghcdms
breach the UK’s obligations under international
k™ v+rodbhisbkkxhsrmnm,ognkiedq ™ sinmtmedgs ™ jimfr>
Is the decision to retain a submarine-based force
sgd ghfgs noshinm eng sgd mtbkd~q ok™seng@ D “mc
can costs be reduced?
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The Trident nuclear missile system consists of
four elements: platform, missiles, warheads and
onshore infrastructure. Each component has a
different life cycle.?

Trident is based around four Vanguard-class
nuclear-powered submarines, known as SSBNs
(Ship Submersible Ballistic Nuclear). All four were
designed and built in the UK at Barrow-in-Furness
by Vickers Shipbuilding and Engineering Ltd, now
part of BAE Systems. Each submarine is powered
by a Rolls Royce PWR2 nuclear reactor and carries
16 missile-launching tubes.

Sgd rtall “¢gimdr dmsdqdc rdquibd him Cdbd B adq 0883+
Cdbd B adq 0884+ Itmd 0887 “mc Edagt ™ gx 1//0+
d~bg visg ~ ognidbsdc nodq”shnm~k kied ne “gntmc 14
years. This means that unless the submarines are
upgraded to extend their life, they will begin to be
visgeq vm egn B rdquibd egn B “gntmc 1/1/- Sgd
Ministry of Defence (MoD) reports that a series of
rstcidr g ud dw™ Bhmdc wgdsgdg sgd rtall “gmdrg
ked bntkc ad og bstb~kkx “mc bnrs,deedbshudkx
extended beyond this timeframe, concluding that
“if required, this would be possible, albeit with
gradually increasing cost and some increasing risk
ne gqdctbdc “u’fk amsx+ odgg or nts sn sgd Hhc,
2020s”.2

Sghedms # C4  Birrfkdr “gd rtall “¢imd,k” tmbgdc
ballistic missiles (SLBMs), with the capacity to
engage a number of targets simultaneously (known
in the jargon as multiple independently-targeted
qd,dmsgx udgibkdr ng LHQUr(- Sgd Bhrrikdr “qd
designed and built in the US by Lockheed Martin
and bought by the UK under the amended Polaris
Sales Agreement. They are fully owned by Britain,
not leased. When not deployed on UK boats, the
missiles are stored in a communal pool in King’s
Bay, Georgia, where they are also periodically
rdguhbdc-

Each missile can carry 12 nuclear warheads, so
each Vanguard submarine could potentially carry
085 v qgd cr nm hsr O5 Hhrrikdr- Gnwdudg+ sgd
0887 Rsq sdfib Cdedmbd Qdutdv "RCQ( k Bhsdc sgd
number of warheads per submarine on patrol to
37 s " sibd-®

Sgd TJgr Sghedms Birrfkdr b™ Bd fmsn rdquhbd fm
0883- Sgd TR M ux g'r dBla gjdc tonm ~ led

1 Sdbgmhb~k tmeng B “stnm eqn B dSgd etstqd ne sgd TJgr
strategic nuclear deterrent: the strategic context’,
gdongs ne Cdedmbd Bn I Bhssdd+ 1€tmd 1//5+ “mc Lfimhr-
try of Defence memorandum to that report.

3 Annex B, MoD memorandum to Defence Committee,
Mnud Badq 1/74-
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extension programme for its missiles, which
vntkc jddo sgd B tm rdquhbd tmsftk sgd 1/3/r+ “mc
sgd Agishrg fnudgm Bdms g™ r bnl Bhssdc sn inimhmF
this programme in the White Paper.

Britain’s nuclear warhead is designed and
manufactured by the Atomic  Weapons
Establishment (AWE) in Aldermaston. The precise
design is not publicly known, but there is close
contact between UK and US atomic laboratories,
and the British warhead is thought to be similar to
sgd TR V65 cdrifm- Sgd 0887 RCQ gdcthdc sgd
UK’s operational stockpile of warheads to fewer
sg m1//+\vghbg hr ~ bn 0o~ q shudkx knwv kdudk D sgd
US, Russia, China, France and lIsrael all possess
rifmisb ™ mskx k™qFdg rsnbjofkdr-

Sgd btggdms v ggd™c b~ Bd hmsn rdquhbd im 0883+
“mcsgd LnC g r 9" ghfg kdudk ne bnmscdmbd€* that
sgd btggdms cdrifm b™m ad B ~hms~hmdc hm rdquhbd
into the 2020s with only minor refurbishment.
Sgd fnudgmBdms “krn okdcfdc tm Itkx 1//4 ~
sgqdd,xd™q ¢24/ Bfkhnm odg “mmt@ fmudrs B dms
programme for the AWE.

The Vanguard submarines are based at Faslane
in Strathclyde, which also houses nuclear-
onvdqdct bnmudmsinm™kx “qBdc rtall “¢mdr-
Sgd Erkk'md M uk A'rd dBoknxr nudg 6///
odnokd- Sgd v qgd cr “qd rsngdc “mc sssdc s
sgd Qnx“k M u~k @qll " Bdmsr Cdons ~s Bntkongst
near Faslane. The submarines are built at the BAE
RxrsdBr x qc tm A~ggnwv,im,Etgmdrr+ “mc gdsssdc
“mc B7imsThmdc ~s Cdunmongs hm Okx Bntsg- Sgd
upkeep of nuclear submarines requires large-
scale physical infrastructure and a highly skilled
vngjengbd+ ats sgd L.nC dmuir fdr sg™s sgdrd
e blkishdr 9wtk mns gdpthad ~mx rifmisb™ms ~cchshnm™k
imudrs Bdms Zadxnmc dwhrsim® atcfdsr\ sn rtrs™im
sgd I sggntfgnts sgd btggdmskx ok™mmdc rdquhbd ked
of the existing system”.% Any additional spending
hr kijdkx sn ad ntskimdc ax sgd fnudgm Bdms m hsr
1//6 Bnlogdgdmriud Rodmchmf Qduhdw/-

Since the MoD stopped publishing functional
bnrs aqd™ jenwvmr tm 0881+ s g~ r addm chesbtks sn
work out precisely how much Trident costs per
xd~g- Gnwvdudgt Cq Kdd Whkdss ne sgd Qnx "k Tmhsdc
Rdguhbdr Hmrshstsd "QTRH( drsh B “sdr sg™s Sgicdmsgr
total life cycle costs, including acquisition costs,
“qd “gntmc ¢14 alikinm-? The capital cost of the
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Sghedms rxrsd B nm cdibudgx v r ¢04-1 afkhinm
im 1//3,/4 ogbdr D tmtrt™kx eng ~ B ing
weapons project, this was substantially under
budget.” @mmt k gtmmm® bnrsr D he nmd “krn
includes the budget for the AWE Aldermaston
D " BIntmsdc sn itrs kdrr sg™m 3 odg bdms ne sgd
sns”k cdedmbd atcfds hm 1//3,/4- Sgd cdedmbd
atcfds gqdogdrdmsr 1-4 odq bdms ne TJ fgnrr
domestic product (GDP), so Trident costs 0.1
per cent of GDP.2 The White Paper estimates
that its Trident replacement will similarly cost
¢04,1/ afkknm tm 1//5,/6 ogibdr+ \whsg sgd 1 ~hm
expenditure taking place between 2012 and
2027.%° Across such a long timescale, and in the
agn”c bnmsdws ne fnudgm B dms dwodmchstqgd+ sghr hr
mns ~ o gsibtk gkx dwodmriud ognfg™ B B d-

Rimbd sgd 0887 RCQ+ Sghicdms rtall “¢hmdr g ud
been Britain’s sole nuclear weapons system.
Following the end of the Cold War, the
fnudgmBdms whsgcqdv eqn B rdguhbd = mt B adg
of nuclear systems including the RAF’s sub-
strategic air-launched system of WE 177 free-
fall bombs, carried by Vulcan and Tornado
“hgbg~es: sgd TJ, TR dct™k jdxg K™mbd rxrsdl ne
short-range missiles; and the American tactical
nuclear weapons that had been deployed on
gd ux “gstkkdgx- Sghr chr gl ~ Bdms ognbdrr snnj
ok™bd adswvddm 0880 “mc 0887+ whsg Sghcdms
gdok”btm¥ sgd Onk™¢hr Bgdu“kmd rtall “¢mdr im
0883,85- Sgd fnudgm B dms “krn gdctbdc Aghs ™ tmor
Vv~ qgd”c rsnbjofkd ax 1/ odg bdms “mc ~“esdq 0887
g kudc sgd mt B adg ne v qgd cr nm d”bg Sghcdms
rtall “gmd- Hm rt B+ sgdrd Bd rtqdr g ud bts sgd
dwoknriud onwvdg ne sgd TJgr mtbkd™q vd onmr
ax 6/ odgq bdms bnBo~qdc whsg sgd kdudk im sgd
086/r- Sgd Sgicdms Vghsd O odg ognonrdr
further cut in the stockpile to fewer than 160
warheads.

Sgd Qnx"k M~ ux btggdmskx jddor = bnmsimtntr
at-sea deterrent cycle (CASD) - one boat is
on patrol at any time. It maintains that four
submarines are the minimum required for
B@RC+ "mc sgd 0887 RCQ rs sdc sg°s B@RC
I trs ad qds hmdc dsn ~“unhc Bhrtmcdgrs™mehmT ng
escalation if a Trident boat were to sail during
a period of crisis”.** The missiles on Trident
an~sr ~gd mn knmfdg s qFdsdc “mc sgdhg dmnstbd

7 M sinm™k @tcfs Nesbd+ dL"ing ognidbsr gdongsgt
0885+ ptnsdc m J G gskdx+ dSgd dbnmn Bhbr ne TJ
mtbkd g \d~onmr onkibxg+ fmsdgm~shnm ™k @ee “hqr+ 1tkx

2006.
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sn sqdg ir Bd”rtgdc im c™xr g sgdg sg™m Bimtsdr
D sgntfg sghr gdctbdc rs™sd ne gd cimdrr b™m
ad gdifgsdmdc fm = udgx rgngs odginct “mc hr
arguably just a political gesture.

The chief stated purpose of Britain’s nuclear
capability was, and remains, deterrence. The
dL.nrbnwv bgisdgh™g rntfgs sn chrbntq™fd Rnuhds
aggression through the demonstrable ability
sn Im&hbs B7ing ¢ 0" fd nm Lnrbnv “mc nsgdg
Qtrri™m bhshdr ~s “mx siBd+ dudm “esdq rteedgm¥
T rifmhsb™ms rsgijd- Enknwimf sgd dmc ne sgd
Bnkc Vgt sgd fnudgmBdms g r d B og rirdc sgd
continuing importance of deterrence:

“..the continuing risk from the proliferation
of nuclear weapons, and the certainty that a
number of other countries will retain substan-
tial nuclear arsenals, mean that our minimum
nuclear deterrent capability, currently repre-
sented by Trident, is likely to remain a necessary
element of our security.”?

Since the end of the Cold War, but especially
rimbd sgd hmsdmrisb~shnm ne hmsdgm™shnm™k sdqqnahrs
sgqd~sr+ B°mx g ud ptdrsstnmdc wgdsgdgq sgd
bnmbdos ne mtbkd g cdsdqgdmbd qds hmr “mx u~ktd
for Britain. Critics of Trident argue that Britain
should abandon its strategic force, since the UK
faces no direct military threat from other states.*®
Furthermore, they claim that nuclear weapons are
practically useless in deterring terrorists, since
sgdx g ud mn rodbhsb sdqghisngx ng tmeq” rsqtbstqd
to threaten. This is distinct from, but related to,
the argument that nuclear weapons only deter
other nuclear weapons.

Efgrst hs hr agn™ckx sqtd sg~s Agis hm snc™x smcr
hsrdke hm ~ qdk”shudkx rs~akd rdbtgisx dmuhgnm B dms
hm qdk™stnm sn sgqd ~sr eqn B nsgdg rs”sdr- Gnwdudg+
cdbirinmr nm cdedmbd ognuhrinm B €rs mdbdrr ™ ghkx
ad s jdm B mx xd~qr im “cu mbd+ “r hmrtg mbd
policies against distant futures. International
tensions can deteriorate rapidly into outright
bnm&hbs D udgx g qdkx Fg msim® sgd ~ Entms ne
time it would take to regain a nuclear capability.
Abandoning the UK’s nuclear weapons would
ad “m deedbshudkx hggdudgrhakd cdbhrinm+ fiudm sgd
shldrb’kdr fmunkudc fm qd, bpthgm® sgd rjhkkr+
materials and technologies to create weapons of
rtesbidms ptlisx “mc ~bbtg bx- Vhsgnts ~bbdrr
sn sgd qdkdu~ms ImsdkiFdmbd+ hs hr m™stq~kx clesbtks
to make an accurate contemporary threat
assessment for the UK, let alone a forecast for
sgd mdws engsx ng sesx xd qr- Gnwdudgt 'm sgd
context of recent claims of a nuclear test in North
Korea and the continuing nuclear aspirations
of Iran, and potential strategic concerns about
a resurgent Russia, China or the possibility of
political instability in Pakistan, it would seem a
12 ibid.

13 Eng dw™ B okd+ 3 Gtcrnmt BMC+ dutcdmbd sn Cdedmbd
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highly imprudent decision for the UK to abandon
the nuclear element of its national defence.

Second, it is not necessarily true that nuclear
weapons are entirely useless in deterring terrorists,
mng wvntkc sg s ad rtesbhdms “gqFtBdms eng
“a mcnmimf sgd B - Sgdgd hr “qFt akx =~ bnmbdhu™akd
role for the UK’s strategic force in deterring states
who would harbour or assist terrorists from doing
rn D “mc hs hr tmkhjdkx sg~s sdggngirsr bntkc cdudkno
sgd dwodgshird ng B ~sdgh™kr qdpthgdc sn athkc dudm ~
simple nuclear weapon without the assistance of a
rs sd- Gnwvdudgt sghr wntkc ad = aktms hmrsqt B dms
for dealing with states sponsoring terrorists. It
hr Bngd bn B odkim® sn mnsd sg~ s+ dudm he hs \dqd
accepted that nuclear weapons are of little or
no use in deterring terrorists, that alone is not
~ rtesbhdms gd rnm sn fds g¢ic ne sgnrd wvd onmr
systems altogether. Their primary utility was
established in deterring states from attacking
one another, as demonstrated by the absence of
chgdbs a”sskdsdkc bnmshbs adswddm sgd TR “mc sgd
TRRQ sgqntfg md~gkx sesx xd ™ qr ne ghfg,imsdmrhsx
B tst™k “Ffgdrrinm- Sg~s bnmbibs g r cdetrdc sn
~ fgds cdfgdd+ “mc nsgdq sggd sr g ud bnlld sn
preponderance, threats not so directly entwined
wvhsg mthkd™q vd onmr D ats sg~s hr mns sn r-x
sg~s hmsdg,rs~sd bnmshbs g r chr™ood™qdct ng sg°s
hs Wik mdudq ad odgshimdms ~fim- @r “qfFtdc ~anud+
maintaining a minimum nuclear deterrent is a
hedge, an insurance policy for an unknowable
future.

Beyond the strategic aim of deterrence, Britain
“krn g'r T onkibx ne dsgrs trdg D Bd mimf mns
k“gfFd oqd,dBoshud dsgrs rsghjdet ats otgdkx sg™s
Aghs™hm wntkc ad ogdo gdc sn ad sgd sgrs ricd sn
use a nuclear weapon in certain contexts.? This is
bnmrirsdms whsg M@SN dsgrs trdg onkbx- @ rdmhng
LnC nesbh’k v r ptnsdc tm sgd Bulletin of the
Atomic Scientists as describing Trident’s role thus
him 08859

dhusgd ki llksdc “mc ghfgix rdkdbshud trd ne mtbkd " q
vd onmr tm =~ 0 mmdq sg”s Ze #r\ cd B nmrsq akx
rgngs ne "~ rsq sdfib rsghjd+ ats visg " rtesbhidms
kdudk ne utnkdmbd sn bnmutmbd “m ~ffgdrrng
vgn g c “kgd cx Mhrbkbti"sdc ntg gdrnkud “mc
attacked us that he should halt his aggression
“me visgeq™v ng e~bd sgd ognrodbs ne ~ cdurs”s-
ing strategic strike. 4

For example, such strikes could take the form of
retaliation to chemical or biological strikes against
Agishrg sgnnor tm = k“gfd,rb7kd bnm&hbs ‘sgntfg
Trident is not a tactical weapon, and could not
ad cdoknxdc nm "~ a’sskdsdkc(+ ng ~ cd B nmrsgshud
strike against an uninhabited area.

03 Cds"lkdc m O Qnfdgr+ dAF an~sr “mc aiffdg rjhll-
mers: determining Britain’s role in the Long War’,
Hmsdqm~shnm™k @ee hqr+ Itkx 1//5-

04 Q Mnggir “mc G Jghrsdmrdm+ dAghsirg mebkd g engbdrot
Atlkdsim ne sgd @sn Bhb Rbhdmshrsr+ Mnud Badq 1//74-
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Sgdgd g~ rmnsaddm ~ Fnudgm Bdms rs™sd B dms ne rtbg
drta,rsq sdfhbg mthkd™q onkibxt “mc sgd bnmchshnmr
under which Britain would be prepared to make
5qrs trd ne mtbkd™q vd onmr+ rimbd 0882- Hm sgd
course of presenting and defending the White
O~ odgt sgd fnudgmBdms rgntkc bk gex ogdbhrdkx
vg sDhe “mx D rta,rsq sdfib gnkd hs adidudr etstqd
Agishrg mtbkd g engbdr rgntkc g~ ud-

Sgdqdhr ~ etgsgdq ~qFt B dmswvghbghr nesdm ~cu mbdc
D sgntfg kdrr eqdptdmskx rimbd sgd dmc ne sgd Bnkc
Vgt “mc mns~akx ~ardms eqn B sgd \Vghsd O~ odq D hm
e untq ne Agis hmor qdsdmshnm ne mtbkd™q \wd onmr-
Hs hr rtffdrsdc sg™s admf ~ mtbkd™q rs”sd fhudr
Britain “a seat at the top table” and allows the UK
sn dotmbg “anud fhsr wdifgse hmsdgm”shnm™kkx- Eng
example, it is suggested that Britain’s seat on the
UN Security Council would be jeopardised in the
dudms ne mtbkd™q chr gl ~ Bdmst “mc sg~s hs vntkc
greatly diminish Britain’s international status to
kd~ud Eq mbd sgd nmkx mtbkd~q onwvdq im Dtgnod-®

Admittedly, the status argument has some
odgrt riud “rodbsrd AgisThm bntkc knrd rnld
im&tdmbd  wisg sgd Tmisdc Rs™sdr drodbh™kkx
if ceding European strategic primacy to the
French, for example. The security of Europe
would certainly be less balanced, lacking a
second nuclear centre. It is also true that Britain
is one of the few nations willing to shoulder
chesbtks Bhrrinmr “gntmc sgd wvngkc tm rtoongs
of democracy and stability, as witnessed by the
dwsdmriud cdoknx Bdms ne Aghsirg sgnnor “agn c-
If nuclear status does bestow a greater degree
of assurance on UK politicians, diplomats and
I hkhs ™ gx sFtqdr hm bnmctbsim® sgdrd Bhrrinmr+ sgdm
sg"s bntkc ad bnmrsqgtdc “r T admdss- Gnwvdudgt
this is not an argument to rely upon in support
of Britain remaining a nuclear power: the ability
of UK troops to execute their tasks abroad has
khsskd sn cn whsg mtbkd q rs str- Lngdnudgt sgdrd
deedbsr qd B ~hm k™ gFdkx tmpt msis akd: sgdx “qd
bdgs “hmkx mns “knmd ~ rtesbhdms a”rir nm wvghbg sn
justify retention of a strategic nuclear deterrent.
Agn~ckx rod” jimF+ g uhmf mtbkd g vd onmr bntkc
ad r hc sn bnmrnkc™sd Aghs imgr im&tdmbd “gntmc
the world, as a power beyond its own region.
Whether it is desirable in absolute terms that
rtbg im&tdmbd fr bnmsimfdms nm mtbkd g rs”str hr
ptdrshnm™akd9 hs ir mns nauintr vvgx ~ odg B ~mdms
seat at the UN Security Council should continue
to be contingent upon nuclear capability.

It is often claimed that Britain’s nuclear weapons
system is reliant on American technology,
expertise and political goodwill to such an extent

16 Eng dw” Bokdt K Wikdss "mc B Fg x+ duncdmbd sn
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as to be practically dependent on the US.1” US
and UK nuclear cooperation dates backs to the
Mutual agreement for co-operation on the uses
of atomic energy for mutual defence purposes
im 0847 "dSgd @fqdd B dmsg(- Sghr fir odghnchb ~kx
gdmdwvdct+ Bnrs gdbdmskx hm 1//3- Sgd v qgd~cr
are designed and armed in the US; the missiles are
antfgst gdkc “mc rdquibdc hm sgd TR: m™uff~ shnm
and targeting software on the submarines is
based on American guidance systems, GPS and
DRFM: @ Bdghb™m 5g 0 r ~qd gd ™ ufkx hmunkudc hm sgd
TJor nmrgnqd fmeq” rsqtbstgd D bghdbx Knbjgddc
Martin’s third share in the consortium which
gtmr @\VD @kcdg B " rsnm+ “mc G kkhatgsnmgr 40 odg
bdms nwvmdgrgho ne CLK+ sgd sq0 wglbg gtmr sgd
Cdunmongs B “tmsdm™mbd e~ bhkhsx-

Whether this close co-operation with the US
undermines the British claims of an independent
mtbkd~q cdsdggdms cdodmcr nm sgd cdsmisinm
of independence: of operation or acquisition.
Independence of acquisition is the French model:
their nuclear weapons are entirely designed,
built and maintained in France. Independence
of operation is less sweeping: it merely requires
that if, in extremis, use of nuclear weapons was
bnmsd Bok™sdc ax sgd Adishrg Fnudgm B dms+ sgd
cdbhrinm sn sqd wntkc ad ~ wvgnkx Adgishrg bgnhbd+
and could be acted upon without the need for
consultation with, or permission from, any other
state.

@r Rhg Lhbg~dk Pthmk™m D ~ ogn Bhmdms dwonmdms ne
sghr “qfFt B dms D onhmsr ntst sgdrd ~qd ~ksdgmshud
insurance policies against certain dangers, with
different premiums attached to the different
kdudkr ne bnudg-°” Hm sgd 085/r+ sgd Egdmbg
chose to begin an entirely independent nuclear
weapons programme from scratch, with greater
lead times and at far greater expense than British
policy. France continues to spend roughly three
times as much of its defence budget on nuclear
weapons as the UK does. Britain has opted for
operational independence. In its response to the
Defence Select Committee’s recent inquiry into
the future of the UK’s strategic nuclear deterrent,
the MoD maintained forcefully that Trident is
entirely operationally independent:

“..the UK Trident system is fully operationally
independent of the US or any other state...
Only the Prime Minister can authorise the
trd ne sgd TJgr mtbkd g cdsdgqdms+ dudm he sgd
Hirrikdr ~gd sn ad sqdc "r o°¢gs ne -~ M@SN
gdronmrd- Sgd Imrsqtbsinm sn sqd wvntic ad
transmitted to the submarine using entirely UK
codes and UK equipment. All the command and
control procedures are totally independent. The
Vanguard-class submarines can readily operate

17 Eng dw” Bokdt C Okdrbg+ dSgd etstgd ne Adghs hmor
WMD’, Foreign Policy Centre, March 2006.
07 L PtmkKm+ dSgmjmF “ants mtbkd g wd onmrgt
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without the Global Positioning by Satellite
"FOR( rxrsd @ “mc sgd Sgicdms C4 Bhrrikd cndr
not use GPS at all: it has an inertial guidance
system. We would require no lesser degree
of operational independence for any succes-
rng rxrsd l rgntic sgd Fnudqm B dms cdbhcd sn
replace Trident.”®

Eng nudg sesx xd~qr sgd @ B dghb™m mtbkd™q ~qrdm™k
g r addm Engd sg™m rtesbhdms sn ognsdbs hsrdke
“mc fsr “khdr- Fhudm sghr e~bst Aghs”hmor mthkd g
capability in the Cold War era was predicated
on the possibility that a serious threat to the
UK or its allies could arise in which the US was
unprepared to use its own weapons on its allies’
adgke- @F hmrs sghr qdk™shudkx tmkjdkx rbdm™gn
vdgd bnmsg~ rsdc sgd gtfd bnrsr D “mc noongstmhisx
bnrsr D ne drs”akirgimf “m dmsfgdkx ~bpthrishnm,
independent capability. In this way, Britain’s
nuclear capability was, and is likely to remain, a
bn B ogn Bhrd+ sn imrtgd rdbtgisx ~s = qdk™ shudkx knw/
price. It is also almost certain to remain a policy
tmedgwvaissdm ax sgd TR D b kr eng TJ mthkd™q
cooperation with France, or on a pan-European
basis, are unlikely to be heeded. French nuclear
policy has always been predicated on complete
independence, and there is as little appetite for
such a coalition in France as there is in the UK.2°
There is also a strong strand of opinion in some
EU nations that any pan-European nuclear policy
vntkc ad = utnk“shnm ne sgd Mnm,Ognkiedq” shnm
Sqd™sx D ©°m “bs ne tmsdgm™k ognkiedq”shnm q~sgdq
than as a measure intended to limit the number
of nuclear weapons”, as Peter Schmidt of the
Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik in Berlin put
it.2t

Agrs™hm hr bnll Bhssdc sn u~gintr hmsdgm™shnm™k
treaties relating to disarmament in general, and
nuclear disarmament in particular. The most oft-
cited is Article VI of the Non-Proliferation Treaty
'MOS( 0857+ wvghbg rs~sdr9

“Each of the Parties of the Treaty undertakes
sn otgrtd mdfnsh stnmr nm deedbsiud 0d rtqdr
relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race
at an early date and to nuclear disarmament,
and on a Treaty on general and complete disar-
I~ B dms tmcdg rsqibs ~mc deedbshud tmsdgm ~shnm ™k
control.”

Sgntfg bnmrnkic sdc tm rtardptdms qdutdv
bnmedgdmbdr D ~ 1/// Bddsimf qdrnkudc 9sns’k

08 dFnudgm Bdms gdronmrd sn sgd Bn 1 Bissddor difgsg

gdongs ne rdrrinm 1//4,/5¢ LnC . Cdedmbd
Bn I Bhssdd+ 1tkx 1//5-

20 C Xnrst+ dEq mbdgr mdv mtbkd™q cnbsgimdg+ kmsdgm™-
sinm™k @ee hqr+ Itkx 1//5-

21 Ptnsdc m C Xnrst fafic-
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dkh Bhm™~shnm€ ne rifm~snghdrg mtbkd~q ~qrdm~kr D sghr
remains a fairly general undertaking, with only one
time-limited goal: the cessation of the arms race,
im vghbg Agis™im v r mns = rifmhsb™ms o~ gshbho ™ ms-
As discussed earlier, Britain has made substantial
reductions in its nuclear arsenal such that it is now
the smallest of the NPT-recognised nuclear powers,
"mc g'r nardgudc ~ Eng sngit @ nm dwoknrhud
mtbkd~q sdrsr rimbd 0880+ “r odg sgd sdql r ne sgd
'mns xds im engbd( Bn B ogdgdmriud Mtbkd™q Sdrs,A™m
Treaty. Similar substantial reductions were made
ax nsgdq mtbkd~q onwvdgr ctgmf sgd odginc 0876,
0885+ whsg khisskd mnstibd ™ akd deedbs nm sgd ognfgdrr
of weapons programmes in India, Pakistan, Israel,
Iran, Libya or North Korea. The White Paper
additionally argues that its planned reduction to
edvdg sg™m 057 v qgd~cr gdogdrdmsr = rifmisb™ms
fdrstqgd snwv gcr qd esqBimf sgd chr gl ™ Bdms
process, though it is arguable how seriously this
will affect existing or aspirant nuclear powers’
judgements about their nuclear capabilities.?? The
Khadg™k Cd I nbg~sr g ud ~cunbsdc ~m dwsdmrinm ne
this position by proposing a reduction of warhead
numbers to just 100.2% This policy would carry no
fqd sdg Ft g msdd ne rtbbdrr fm gdimuhfng simf sgd
disarmament process than the White Paper position,
but would at least be a more substantial gesture.

Sgd TJ g'r gdod sdckx bnmsgBdc sg™s hs ik
abandon its weapons when other nations disarm.
Though a highly desirable goal, this does not seem
likely to occur at any point in the foreseeable future
D drodbh kx Fhudm Mngsg Jngd or dwhs whsgnts
rtars mshud gdodgbtrrinmr eqgn B sgd MOS gdfh B d hm
2002, and its subsequent claims of a successful
nuclear test. Should the UK unilaterally disarm, it
hr chesbtks sn dmuhr™fd “mx ne sgd nesbh™k mthbkd g
powers, let alone India, Israel, North Korea or
Pakistan, following suit. Furthermore, the stipulated
orsgibs “mc deedbshud tmsdgm™shnm™k bnmsqnkE hr mns
im ok™bd sn Bnmisng rtbg chr gl ~ Bdms- @anud
all, “general and complete disarmament” is not a
realistic possibility just yet.

The Defence Select Committee report into the
strategic context of Britain’s nuclear deterrent
hedmshisdc sgd jdx sxodr ne cdbhrinm e”bimf sgd TJ
as follows:

*~( gdsdmshnm udgrtr ~ankishnm D vgdsgdg sgd TJ
needs a deterrent at all;

‘a( vgdsgdg sn dwsdmc sgd rdquhbd ked ne sgd
Vanguard-class submarines, as the US is
currently doing with its Ohio-class boats;

22 Dwdbtsiud rt B B ~gx sn Vghsd O~ odg+ no bhs-
23 L B~ Boadi+ dBts mtbkd q wvd onmr ax g ke ogdrr
release, December 2006.
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~

'b( etstqgd b oTaflisx D wg's ok sengll
replacement for Trident should use;

'c( cdbirinmr nm etgsgdq mudrs Bdms hm btggdms
b~ o aflisx+ bghdsx B ~hms™imm¥ sgd rtall “¢imd
construction and nuclear warhead skills
bases.

s g r addm “qftdc “anud sg s sgdqd “qd rtesbhdms
security reasons to justify maintaining a minimum
kdudk mtbkd™q cdsdggdmst ax gdok™bimf Sghcdms- Hs
would be unwise for the UK unilaterally to abandon
its nuclear capability on the basis that there are
few current signs of state-based threats, and
because such a decision seems unlikely to inspire
similar disarmament from others.

There has been some political support for a
programme of life extension for the Vanguard-
bl rr rtall “¢mdr- Gnwdudgt sghr fir mns hm fsrdke ~
long-term solution: the boats’ hulls can be safely
dwsdmedc eng nmkx sud ng riw xd“gr ~s B nrst rimbd
safety and reliability are likely to be compromised
“esdg sg~s onims D rodbisb™kkx sgd redsx ne sgd
boats’ nuclear steam-raising plants.*® Lngdnudgt
ked dwsdmrinm fr dwodmriud D sgd 9fg ct kx
increasing cost and some increasing risk of
gdctbdc “u”lkafkisx€ gdedggdc sn d”gkhdg-14

A life extension programme should therefore only
be undertaken for two reasons. First, if time is
qdpthgdc sn cdrifm “mc cdkudg ~ gdok™bd Bdms eng
Trident. Second, if it is thought that Britain’s
strategic defence requirements will be markedly
clearer by around 2010, then the replacement
decision could be postponed to allow a better
assessment of how to replace Trident at that
date. The former would carry weight as a
sdbgmhb~k cdbirinm a~rdc nm sgd mddc sn cdudkno
sgd Enrs to,sn,c sd+ desbhdms “mc bnrs,deedbshud
technology for any successor submarines, while
ensuring there will be no gap between the old and
new platforms. Another technical factor would
be the need to ensure compatibility between any
mdv Aghsirg rtall “gimdr “mc mdv udgrinmr ne sgd
US Trident missiles, which the UK would in all
probability wish to use.

Sgd rdbnmc rddBr D “s kd“rs nm sgd rtge hd D
tmodgrt” riud- Dudm fe sgd Bnrs ogdrrimf rdbtgisx
threats may be more clearly assessed in 2010 than
today, new security threats, bringing with them
mdv/ tmbdgs tmsidr+ B ~x ognuhcd “m dpt kx chesbtks
basis on which to make the replacement decision.
Postponing for that reason would be an uncertain
bntgrd sn s” jd+ “mc onsdmsh~kx dwodmriud he D “r
hr Fdmdg kx dwodbsdc D sgd rtall “gmdr qdpthod
Ingd eqdptdms “mc dwodmrhud B “hmsdm™mbd wngj
if their life is prolonged. Nor should such a costly
life extension programme be undertaken purely

13 Bnl Encngd G qd+ duhcdmbd sn Cdedmbd Bn Bl Bhssdd+
Itmd 1//5-

14 MoD memorandum, op cit.
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eng onkishb ™k dwodchdmbx+ sn cdedq ~ clesbtks “mc
chutriud hrrtd-

Etgsgdq hmudrs B dms hm nmrgngd hmeq” rsqthstqd “mc
skills bases is already underway following the
MoD’s Defence Industrial Strategy and extra
spending on upgrading AWE Aldermaston.2® This
kd~udr sgd ptdrsinm ne etstqd b~ o afkisx “mc vg~s
platform a replacement UK deterrent should use;
sgd qdk~shud kledro™m ne sgd u~ghintr bn I onmdmsr ne
sgd Sahicdms rxrsd B+ hicdmshsde d™gihdgt Bd™m sg”s
the platform is the key determinant in this debate.
A timetable of the expected life and replacement
decisions of the Trident system’s components is
included as an annex to this paper.

The basic options for a new UK platform are
simple: submarines (as at present), air, land or
surface sea-based. The UK is a single-platform
nuclear power, which has sought to keep the
cost of its insurance policy to a minimum while
maximising its potential effect. Thus any new
ok seng @ Wik mddc sn B "ims™hm sgd Ldwhahkisx ne
Trident as both a strategic and sub-strategic
vd onm- Sgir B~ jdr “mx k“mc,a"rdc “ksdgmshud
undesirable, since permanent installations are
utimdg~akd sn “ss*bj “mc hmb&dwhakd hm cdsdgghm®
any distant aggressors. Surface ships are
ri Wik~ gkx utkmdg™akd tm = rimfkd, ok seng B rxrsd I -
A new air-based system would require new
cdrifmr ne D “mc rtoongsimf hmeq” rsqtbstqd eng D
aircraft, missiles and warheads. In contrast, the
UK submarine industrial base already possesses
dwsdmrhud hmeq” rsqtbstqd “mc mdbdrrgx dwodgshrd+
“mc rtall “¢mdr bnmsimtd sn ognuhcd nodg shnm ™k
Ldwhalkisx- Bnmrdptdmskx+ sgdgd fir kisskd gd ™ rnm sn
“cunb’sd T bg mfd tm sgd ok senql ne sgd TJgr
deterrent.

The question then arises whether there are any
“cchsinm™k bnrs gdctbshnmr sg~s bntkc ad hcedmshsdc
for Trident’s replacement. This money could be
cdoknxdc enq dw™ B okd nm Aghs~hmgr nudgrsgdsbgdc
bnmudmsinm™k engbdr+ ng nm hBognuimf sgd o~ x+
conditions and housing for the armed forces
and their families, as proposed by former Chief
ne sgd Inhms Rs eet Fdmdq™k Rhg Lhjd 1 bjrnm+ hm
his recent Dimbleby lecture.?” If the capability
ir admf B7ims*tmdc “r ~  BmBtH  kdudk
deterrent against threats as yet unknown, in an
dmuhgnm B dms v ghbg hr btggdmskx qdk™ shudkx admhfm
D ~s hmsdg,rs”sd kdudkt s kd“rs D sgdm r utmfr
rgntkc ad rntfgst sn gdctbd sgd sm™mbh™k atgcdm
to a minimum.

Fhudm sgd L.nCgqr no~ ptd bnrsimfr enq Sghcdmst+ s hr
chesbtks sn hcdmstex vgdqd rtbg r-uimfr Bhfgs ad
entmc- Gnwvdudgt hs vntke ad ghfgkx cdrig™akd eng
sgd L.nC “mc sgd Qnx "k M~ ux sn itrshex m rodbhsb

26 C Agnwvmd+ \Vaissdm Lhmhrsdgh™k Rs™sd Bdms+ 08 1tkx
1//4-
27 L I'bjrnm+ dCdedmbd ne sgd qd kB hm sgd 10st

bdmstgxgt roddbg cdiiudgdc 6 Cdbd Badg 1//5-
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sdqBr sgd mddc sn g ud entq an~sr hm ngcdg sn
maintain CASD. The White Paper says that the
fnudgmBdms Wik Shmudrshfsd etkx€ wgdsgdg
CASD could be maintained safely and reliably
with three submarines, but admits that it is not
xds hm ~ onrhsinm 9sn B~ jd ~ sq0 itcfd B dmsE-

Sgd trd ne entg rtall “¢gmdr cndr mns gd&dbs
“mx mdbdrr~gx sdmdsr ne m~uk ok mmhm¥- imcddc+
sgd Qnx“k M~ux B~hms hmr hsr &dds ne “hgbg es
b~ qghdgr whsg nmkx sggdd rghord nmd nm "bshud
ctsx+ nmd m gdrdqud nq gdss “mc nmd hm sq”hmhm¥
ng B “tmsdm™mbd- Etgsgdq B ngd+ sgd M~ uxqr btggdms
Hmutmbhakd class carriers are being replaced
with just two new Future Carrier ships, on the
a“rir sg°s ~cu mbdr m cdrifm “mc N “hmsdm mbd
techniques will eliminate the present need for
qdssr- He rilfk™g “cu mbdr bntic ad B cd eng ~
Sohicdms gqdok™bd B dms+ gdogdrdmsim® ~ bnrs r~uhmf
whilst maintaining CASD, that would clearly
g ud admdssr- Sgd r-ulmfr “qd ~c Bhssdckx kijdkx
snad rB7k D “r sgd Vghsd O odgq mnsdr+ sgdx
“would not be in proportion to the reduction in
sgd mtBadq ne rtall “¢mdr€ D ats sgdx ~qd rshkk
worth pursuing.

@mnsgdgq onsdmsh ™k r~utm®+ “mc nmd Bhrrdc tm sgd
White Paper, is a reduction in the number of
Bhrrikd stadr nm d bg rta eqgn B sgd btggdms kdudk
ne 05- Sgd 37,v qgd c odg an’s ks hBonrdc
ax sgd fnudgmBdms enkknwvimf sgd 0887 RCQ
could in theory be accomplished with just four
Bhrrikdr+ sgntfg sghr wntkc ad msdwhakd- Hs B~ X
not be feasible to reduce the number of tubes
that far, but it would again be desirable for the
LnC “mc sgd Qnx "k M ux sn itrshex vgx “r B~ mx
as 16 tubes are required, with the extra expense
that entails.

Britain should retain its nuclear deterrent. A
unilteral decision to abandon the nuclear capability
vntkc ad deedbshudkx hqgdudgrhakd+ vntkc mns B~ jd
sgd TJ "mx rredgt “mc hr tmkjdix sn g ud “mx
effect on the nuclear programmes or ambitions
ne nsgdq bntmsghdr- Qdok™ bimT Sghcdms Wik ognuhcd
an insurance policy against unknowable future
strategic shocks, and comes at a premium which
is not especially costly. That said, it is important
that a replacement for Trident is commensurate
with our security requirements; there is not a
rsgnmf b rd enq cdudknom® ~ k“qFdg b~ o ahhsx-
The system is operationally independent from
the US, and the decision to procure technology
“mc B sdghkr eqgnl sgd TR hr ™ knfibk Bnud sn
secure insurance at a reasonable premium. But
sgd fnudgmBdms rgntkc rddj sn B~ jd etgsgdg
bnrs r umfr sgogntfg gdctbimf sgd mtBadg ne
submarines, or cutting the number of missile
tubes.






