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On May 27" 2005, the global non-
proliferation regime suffered a serious set-
back. The Review Conference of the Nu-
clear Non-proliferation Treaty, the NPT,
failed after four long weeks of negotiations.
No consensus was achieved on how to re-
new and strengthen the underlying bargain
of the regime since it entered into force:
The non-nuclear weapon state parties to the
treaty have promised to permanently give up
the nuclear weapons option. In return the
nuclear weapons states promised to pursue
nuclear disarmament.

After the conference failed, UN Secretary-
General Kofi Annan warned that this could
seriously risk a weakening of the regime. He
urged the heads of state and government
intending to convene for a UN-Summit in
September to take action. “If multilateral
forum falter, leaders must lead. This Sep-
tember, more than 170 heads of state and
government will convene in New York (...)
I challenge them to break the deadlock on
the most pressing challenges in the field of
nuclear non-proliferation and disarma-

s51

ment.

Long before September NATO’s Nuclear
Planning Group (NPG) is scheduled to

meet at the defence ministers level on June
9" 2005. It will be the first meeting after a
break of eighteen months. The NPG is the
main body of NATO for consultations and
decision-making on nuclear issues. It is re-
sponsible for discussing the nuclear posture
of the Alliance, its requirements for nuclear
weapon systems, delivery systems, readiness
and strategy as well as the potential use or
non-use of nuclear weapons. But aside from
the military dimension the NPG is also
NATO’s forum for consultations on issues
of nuclear arms control and non-
proliferation.

This paper argues that the present NPG
meeting offers an urgently needed opportu-
nity to make a substantial contribution to
remove the deadlock on both nuclear non-
proliferation and nuclear arms control.
Above all it should make the decision to
remove all remaining sub-strategic nuclear
weapons from FEurope. Thus the NPG
could help to create early incentives which
may assist the UN Secretary-General in
building up momentum for the September
UN Summit.
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Withdrawing Stumbling-Blocks

The time is right to decide to remove the
remaining sub-strategic U.S. nuclear weap-
ons from Europe. A continuation of their
deployment in Europe could only be justi-
fied if this would serve a clear, obvious and
Alliance-wide agreed military purpose,
which could not be achieved by any other
means. But such a purpose does no longer
exist. Presently, there is neither an agree-
ment on a specific set of targets for these
weapons nor on the specific role which can
only accomplished with these weapons. All
potential roles could be realised either with
submarine launched ballistic missiles or sub-
strategic weapons deployed in the U.S.. To
quote from a statement of the Pentagon’s
influential Defense Science Board on Non-
strategic  nuclear  systems:  "O(ffice of the)
S(ecretary of) D(enfence) Policy should con-
sider eliminating the nuclear role for Toma-
hawk cruise missiles and for forward-based,
tactical, dual-capable aircraft. There is no
obvious military need for these systems, and
eliminating the nuclear role would free
resources that could be used to fund strate-
gic strike programs of higher priority. To a
great extent, their continuation is a policy
decision."

Indeed, eliminating the nuclear role for dual-
capable aircraft could free substantial re-
sources. It would allow each of the Euro-
pean nations to decide to either substantially
strengthen its capabilities for conducting
conventional air force missions or to use the
substantial resources spent on providing
nuclear delivery systems for other tasks of
transformation and modernization.” In addi-
tion, USAFE and European air forces could
save the resources presently allocated for
special personnel required solely for the
nuclear role.

During the foreseeable future the military
requirement for deploying U.S. nuclear
weapons in Europe is likely to be further
reduced. Some FEuropean air forces cur-
rently providing aircrafts and pilots for
NATO’s nuclear missions have already de-
cided to concur with the Defense Science
Boards suggestion and will phase out their

nuclear-capable aircraft. Italy and Germany
both plan to replace their nuclear-capable
Tornado-aircraft with non-nuclear FEu-
rofighters. Thus two of the larger NATO
countries will also eliminate their require-
ment for U.S. nuclear weapons to be pro-
vided to them. * Additionally, so far none of
the other NATO states presently operating
aircraft in a nuclear role has publicly an-
nounced a requirement for a future nuclear-
capable version of the Joint Strike Fighter.

Moreover, signals emerging from several
European NATO members indicate that
European deployed sub-strategic nuclear
weapons are no longer perceived to be an
absolute necessity. The Belgian Senate
unanimously passed a resolution to pursue
the withdrawal of all remaining sub-strategic
weapons. German Foreign Minister Joschka
Fischer on May 2™ referred to a similar de-
mand from various German politicians as a
“reasonable initiative”, which the govern-
ment will "seriously”" take into considera-
tion.” German Defence Minister Peter
Struck announced on May 6™ “that we will
mention this issue in the relevant NATO
bodies”, and stated: “Together with those
other allies, on whose territory nuclear
weapons are deployed, we will deliberate
this". Furthermore, Kurt Beck (SPD), Prime
Minister of the State of Rhineland-
Palatinate, which is the sole remaining fed-
eral state still housing nuclear weapons,
added: “I completely share the view of the
Federal Government that we no longer have
a threat situation which justifies in any way
maintaining this storage permanently. And
therefore I endeavour to achieve a with-
drawal of these weapons in concert with
NATO”.® Even though in the short term no
practical steps might follow these state-
ments, since Germany is heading for early
elections, they clearly indicate growing po-
litical will to support a possible withdrawal
of these weapons.

Aside from the developments and argu-
ments described above a number of impor-
tant other reasons to support a decision on
the withdrawal of these weapons exist:
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First, despite longstanding promises, still no
progress has been made to include the issue
of sub-strategic nuclear weapons in the
arms-control agenda. Furthermore, these
weapons are at the core of growing world-
wide concerns about nuclear weapons vul-
nerability in regard to proliferation and ter-
rorist threats.” By taking a decision to re-
move the sub-strategic nuclear weapons
from BEurope the NATO states could con-
tribute to making sub-strategic weapons part
of the arms-control agenda for the first
time. Russia’s Defence Minister Sergel
Ivanov has stated on June 2 2005, that his
country is prepared to discuss sub-strategic
nuclear weapons once they all are deployed
on the territory of those countries owning
them.® This clear reference to NATO’s sub-
strategic nuclear weapons deployed in
Europe indicates, that their withdrawal
would create a strong incentive for Russia to
overcome a longstanding impasse and to
participate in discussions on sub-strategic
nuclear weapons. Russia’s own operational
arsenal of sub-strategic nuclear weapons is
diminishing continuously.

Second: During the NPT-Review Confer-
ence the Non-Aligned Movement repeatedly
questioned whether NATO nuclear sharing
was legal under the NPT and recommended,
that all nations should refrain from nuclear
sharing under any kind of security arrange-
ment. The Non-Aligned Movement per-
ceives nuclear sharing as a violation of
commitments under both Article I and 1T of
the Treaty (for details see attached back-
ground information). Taking a decision to
remove NATO’s sub-strategic nuclear
weapons thus could strengthen the non-
proliferation regime. NATO would simply
take the problem off the table.

Finally, from an U.S. point of view a deci-
sion on a withdrawal now would be ideal
timing. The U.S. is currently preparing for a
major reduction of its European deployed
forces under the Base Realignment and Clo-
sure Process (BRAC 2005). NATO’s deci-
sion should be taken in context of this proc-
ess. Deactivating the Munitions Special
Support Squadrons and freeing the USAFE
forces from nuclear weapons related tasks

will reduce the requirement for forces to be
deployed in Europe. It will free capacities
for conventional tasks and ease the burden
for the limited number of USAFE squad-
rons remaining in Burope. Another factor
which should be taken into account is, that
at the moment fewer nuclear weapons are
deployed in Europe than usual. About 130
weapons’ from Ramstein have already been
evacuated for safety and security reasons.
Thus deciding on a removal before the
weapons are due to be returned from the
U.S. could reduce expenditures as well as
transportation risks. There is simply no
point in returning these weapons to Europe,
if there are no convincing military argu-
ments for a long-term requirement for these
weapons at Ramstein. Therefore, all in-
volved decision-makers should place the
burden of providing these arguments on the
proponents for re-deployment. Taking the
decision now also may eliminate the costs
associated with exercising the option to de-
velop a nuclear capable version of the Joint
Strike Fighter.

Breaking the Habit of Old Convictions

Many of the arguments which have been
fielded throughout 50 years of NATO nu-
clear history in favour of maintaining sub-
strategic nuclear weapons deployed in
Europe and in support of European air
forces retaining the capability to deliver such
weapons have either become obsolete or are
of marginal relevance. The following exam-
ples illustrate this :

For many years already, providing nuclear
capable delivery systems has ceased to be a
prerequisite for full membership and full say
of non-nuclear states in the Nuclear Plan-
ning Group. Both Canada and Greece, two
non-nuclear states, which previously oper-
ated nuclear capable delivery systems, are
still fully involved in the NPG. All new
NATO-member states possess uncondi-
tional access to and a full say in the NPG
even though none maintains nuclear delivery
systems. Indeed, these states were assured
explicitly before their accession that they
would not become second-class members
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because of not owning such systems. Thus,
an old conviction has obviously lost its va-
lidity: The leverage of a single nation in
NATO nuclear consultations does no longer
depend on how deeply it has involved itself
in providing the capabilities to carry out
nuclear missions. Otherwise the assurances
given to the new NATO-states could be
regarded as worthless and they would be
second-class members. In future NATO
nuclear consultations on the use or non-use
of nuclear weapons, special weight is given
to the views of those states whose territories
or armed forces would be most directly af-
fected by a use of nuclear weapons. How-
ever, these consultations could never pre-
empt the national decision reached by the
nuclear powers and, in principle, these con-
sultations would only be held, if time and
circumstances would permit this .

Second: Withdrawing sub-strategic nuclear
weapons from FEurope neither implies a
complete de-nuclearisation of NATO’s stra-
tegic options nor an end of the concept of
extended deterrence. Sub-strategic nuclear
weapons could still be deployed by strategic
aircraft and - in an emergency - both British
and U.S. submarines carrying nuclear weap-
ons could be assigned to NATO.

Even the argument, that only the deploy-
ment of nuclear weapons in Europe and
European nations delivery systems can sig-
nal their willingness to carry their fair share
of nuclear risks, roles and responsibilities
has lost much of its former weight just as
the role of nuclear weapons in NATO’s
strategy has diminished. This is revealed by
various facts. By now the Nuclear Planning
Group meets only once a year. Apparently
few topics require regular consultations.
While the number of sub-strategic nuclear
weapons in Europe did remain constant for
most of the last decade, the number of ait-
craft earmarked for nuclear roles, the num-
ber of bases and the number of NATO
states participating in nuclear sharing have
declined. The same can be said for nuclear
readiness. Today it takes months rather than
weeks or minutes to achieve full mission
readiness for nuclear delivery systems."’ All
this indicates, that the Pentagon’s Defense

Science Board was right in concluding: “To
a great extent, their continuation is a policy
decision.” The same holds true for their
discontinuation.

The NPG meeting in June 2005 calls for a
demonstration of political will. It is up to
NATO’s most senior consultation and deci-
sion-making body on nuclear issues, to agree
on a withdrawal of the remaining sub-
strategic nuclear weapons and to turn that
decision into an incentive to strengthen
both, nuclear non-proliferation and nuclear
disarmament — in time for the UN Summit
in September.
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Background 1
U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Europe

Roughly 15 years after the end of the cold
war there still are roughly 480 U.S. nuclear
weapons deployed in Europe. This number
remained unchanged for the past ten years.
The outgoing U.S. President Clinton again
authorized it in Presidential Decision Direc-
tive 74 in November 2000." All weapons
are free-fall nuclear B61-bombs. However
there are three different models, B-61 Mod
3, B-61 Mod 4 and the B-61 Mod 10. All of
them do have a variable yield. Users can
choose from a selection of four yields, start-
ing at 0.3 kilotons (KT) and going up to 170
KT for Model 3, 45 KT for Model 4 and 80
KT for Model 10. The Mod 10 bomb repre-
sents a redesigned Pershing-II-warhead.
About 300 of these weapons are assigned to
U.S. Airforce F-16 and F-15E aircraft de-

ployed throughout Europe. The remaining
weapons are deployed for potential wartime
use with several Allied nations’ F-16 or
Tornado aircraft under NATO nuclear shar-
ing arrangements. At non-U.S. NATO bases
weapons custody, safety and security is pro-
vided by U.S. Munitions Special Support
Squadrons (MUNSS), all of which now op-
erate under the 38" Munitions Maintenance
Group at Spangdahlem AB, Germany. Be-
sides the U.S. five NATO nations still oper-
ate dual-capable aircraft (DCA): Belgium,
Germany, Italy, the Netherlands and Tur-
key. Weapons for USAFE-aircraft are de-
ployed in Germany, Italy, Turkey and the
UK. Details on the deployments as author-

ized in 2000 are contained in the following
table.

Airbase Unit Vaults Ca?;{ Weapons | Remarks

Biichel AB, GE JaboG 33 11 44 20 GEAF-Tornado IDS; 7027 (formerly
8520d) MUNSS

Ramstein AB, GE 86th AW 54 216 max.130 |86t Operational Group; 37% AS,
probably serving as a European
PNAF; one additional training vault

Spangdahlem AB, GE 520d TEW 0 0 0 38" MMG, wunit superior to all
MUNSS units; home of USAF F-16’s

Noérvenich AB, GE * JaboG 31 11 44 0 604t MUNSS deactivated in 1996;
weapons removed in late 1995

Ghedi Torre AB, IT 6™ Wing 11 44 40 ITAF Tornado-IDS; 704% (formerly

Stormo 83159 MUNSS

Aviano AB, IT 31t FW 18 72 50 USAF-F16’s

Kleine Brogel AB, BE 10t Wing 11 44 20 BEAF F-16 aircraft; 701t (formerly
52nrd) MUNSS

Volkel AB, NL 311 & 312 11 44 20 NLAF F-16 aircraft; 703t (formetly

Sq 752rd) MUNSS

Lakenheath AB, UK 48 FW 33 132 110 USAF-F15E aircraft

Araxos AB, GR* 116 Wing 6 24 0 7315t MUNSS deactivated in 2001; A-
7 Corsair aircraft

Incirlik AB, TR 39t Wing 25 100 90 USAF F-16 aircraft

Akinci / Murted AB, | 4" Wing 6 24 0 739t MUNSS deactivated in 1996;

TR* vaults never became active; TRAF F-
16 aircraft

Balikeshir AB, TR * 9% Wing 6 24 0 39th MUNSS deactivated in 1996;
vaults never became active; TRAF F-
16 aircraft

Total 203 812 480

* Operated under caretaker status.
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Since President Clinton’s authorization
Greece withdrew its A-7 aircraft from their
nuclear role in NATO during 2001, proba-
bly for reasons of their age. Consequently

the deployment of nuclear weapons and a
MUNSS at Araxos AB was ended in 2001.

On May 22™ 2005 ‘Der Spiegel” reported
that all nuclear weapons had been temporar-
ily removed from Ramstein-Airbase for
safety and security reasons.'” Indeed, Ram-
stein AB is currently undergoing major con-
struction work, since all USAF functions at
Rhein-Main AB are to be relocated to Ram-
stein and Spangdahlem. The article assumes,
that the nuclear weapons at Ramstein were
relocated to the U.S. and are scheduled to
return once the construction at Ramstein
will be finished by the end of 2005. This is
likely to be correct, although a final proof is
still missing. During spring 2004 Ramstein
AB hosted visits by significant numbers of
C-17A aircraft from the USAF’s Primary
Nuclear Airlift Force, which during peace-
time is responsible for airlifting nuclear
weapons. Moreover, during June 2003, a
joint UK-U.S. nuclear weapons accident
exercise (Dimming Sun 2003) was held in
England. The exercise simulated the crash
of a C-17A aircraft en route from Ramstein
AB to Kirtland AFB in New Mexico, which
hosts one of the two continental U.S. B-61
storage sites. The aircraft was loaded with
four (unarmed) B-61 nuclear bombs. The
purpose of the exercise was to test emer-
gency response capabilities and proce-
dures.”

The assumption, that the Ramstein weapons
were moved to the U.S., is probably also
correct. No other single European base
would have had sufficient storage space in
its WS3 vaults to accommodate the weapons
from Ramstein, which is Europe’s largest
depot. Even if relocated to all other existing
operational nuclear weapons storage sites in
Europe the Ramstein weapons would have
occupied nearly all the free space still avail-
able in their WS3-vaults.

WS3 vaults are underground safety maga-
zines, which have been built into the floor
of Protective Aircraft Shelters on all the

European airbases listed. Each vault can
hold up to four weapons and serves as a
“safe heaven” for them, even allowing for
remote monitoring of the weapons. All nu-
clear weapons permanently deployed outside
of the U.S. are deployed in WS3 vaults. In
Europe no other nuclear weapons storage
sites have been kept operational after the
end of the Cold War.

Thus, as an interim solution, while the Ram-
stein weapons are awaiting their return,
about 350 nuclear free-fall bombs are likely
to be actually deployed in Europe these
days. However, in May 2004 U.S. President
Georg W. Bush signed the National Security
Presidential Decision NSPD 35", which
authorizes the details of future nuclear
weapons deployments in Europe. Nothing
is yet known about the content of this
document or any changes it may have initi-
ated. While theoretically changes to the
numbers authorized for Europe might have
been ordered, NATO’s most recent descrip-
tion of the Alliance’s nuclear posture does
not indicate any change."

Background 2
Criticism of NATO Nuclear Sharing

The majority of the NPT signatories regards
the concept of nuclear sharing as a violation
of the treaty. Since 1998 more than hundred
states co-operating in the Non-Aligned
Movement (NAM) repeatedly have called on
the NATO states to give up this policy. In a
working paper from 1998 they proposed for
the first time, that the state parties to the
NPT should reaffirm their commitments to
implement Article I and II of the treaty to
the fullest:

"Nuclear-weapon states parties to the NPT
reaffirm their commitment to the fullest
implementation of this Article and to refrain
from, among themselves, with non-nuclear-
weapon states, and with states not party to
the Treaty, nuclear sharing for military pur-
poses under any kind of security arrange-
ments."'® During the NPT Review Confer-
ence which ended on May 27, 2005 in New
York they reiterated this position. "Nuclear-
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weapon States, in cooperation among them-
selves and with non-nuclear weapon States,
and with States not Parties to the Treaty,
must refrain from nuclear sharing for mili-
tary purposes under any kind of security
arrangements", said Syed Hamid Albar, the
Minister of Foreign Affairs of Malaysia on
behalf of the Non-Aligned States. Ahmed
Fathalla, the Head of the Egyptian Delega-
tion added that "(...) assessing compliance
with articles I & II compels us during this
conference to review the policies and doc-
trines of some military alliances, such as
"nuclear sharing" in order to determine
whether they conform with the obligations
of states under the NPT or not.”

Article I and II of the NPT reads:

"Article I

Each nuclear-weapon State Party to the
Treaty undertakes not to transfer to any
recipient whatsoever nuclear weapons or
other nuclear explosive devices or control
over such weapons or explosive devices
directly, or indirectly; and not in any way to
assist, encourage, or induce any non-
nuclear-weapon State to manufacture or
otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other
nuclear explosive devices, or control over
such weapons or explosive devices.

Article II

Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the
Treaty undertakes not to receive the transfer
from any transferor whatsoever of nuclear
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices
or of control over such weapons or explo-
sive devices directly, or indirectly; not to
manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear
weapons or other nuclear explosive devices;
and not to seek or receive any assistance in
the manufacture of nuclear weapons or
other nuclear explosive devices.""’

Despite the NAM criticism, NATO still
believes its nuclear sharing arrangements to
be in full compliance with the treaty. In an
outspoken statement, U.S. Secretary of State
Albright argued in 1997, that neither the
technical dimension of nuclear sharing nor
nuclear consultations in NATO violate the
rules of the NPT in any way.

"This question of NPT Article I and its im-
pact on NATO nuclear forces was debated
at length during the negotiation of the NPT.
All concerned accepted that the final lan-
guage of Article I would not preclude the
type of nuclear planning, basing, and consul-
tative arrangements that have taken place in
NATO since NPT entry-into-force in
1970." '8

This position, stating that the practice of
nuclear sharing is entirely in compliance
with the NPT and — even more - that this
was accepted by all state parties during the
negotiations leading to the NPT, raises seri-
ous doubts. Most members of the NPT
have probably signed the treaty without
knowing exactly what NATO meant by nu-
clear sharing, or at least without knowing,
how NATO interpreted the relation be-
tween the NPT and the technical dimen-
sions of NATO’s concept of nuclear shar-
ing.

During the treaty negotiations Washington
dug deep into its Machiavellian toolbox to
bring nuclear sharing and NPT into a seem-
ing compliance and possibly even negotiated
under false pretenses.'

The thesis of NPT and nuclear sharing be-
ing in compliance rests on the unilateral
interpretation of Article I and II by the U.S,,
disseminated in a document titled “Questions
on the Draft Non-Proliferation Treaty asked by
US Allies together with Answers given by the
United States”. Attached to the ratification
documents for the NPT this document was
handed over to the U.S. Senate as a letter
from then U.S. Secretary of State, Dean
Rusk. It explained, why the United States
regarded the existing design of nuclear shar-
ing not as a violation of the treaty. It is fre-
quently referred to as the Rusk-Letter.

Starting point of its reasoning is the assump-
tion that everything not explicitly forbidden
by the NPT is allowed. It goes on to declare
the various elements of nuclear sharing as
being permitted: The procedures on consul-
tations and participation in the framework
of the Nuclear Planning Group, the de-
ployment of U.S. weapons on the territories
of non-nuclear states in Europe and the
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arming of non-nuclear states with delivery
systems for nuclear weapons which belong
to the U.S. At its core the line of argument
always stays the same: Since only the U.S.
President can authorise their use, control
over them remains with the U.S. in peace-
time and thereby guarantees observance of
the NPT. Thus, no phrase of the treaty
would explicitly prohibit any element of
nuclear sharing.

However, the Rusk-Lettet's most delicate
problem concerns the following question:
How should the use of U.S. nuclear weap-
ons by delivery systems of non-nuclear
states, for instance by a German aircraft
with a German crew, during wartime be
treated? Here, the control over a nuclear
weapon is being transferred to citizens of a
non-nuclear state. The Rusk-Letter provides
a perplexing answer: In times of war the
treaty does not apply anymore. The reason-
ing behind the U.S. conclusion is even more
surprising: In case a war has broken out, the
treaty could not fulfil its purpose anymore
to prevent the proliferation of nuclear
weapons and to prevent a war being fought
with these weapons. Therefore the treaty
ceases to be binding.

Indeed: the preamble of the NPT stated
according to U.S. wishes that it is the pur-
pose of the NPT “to prevent such (nuclear)
war”. In the U.S. interpretations this phrase
is used to deduce the position that the NPT
does not apply for times of war.

During the negotiations the legal advisor to
the State Department, Leonard Meeker,
already counselled against utilising such
tricky interpretations and procedural fine
print:

"Should we decide to leave the wartime
exception implicit we would want to make
perfectly clear at Geneva what we were do-
ing, lest we later be accused of having nego-
tiated a treaty under false pretenses.”" *’

But exactly this happened. Meekers warning
was blown in the wind and the number of
people aware of which interpretation the
NATO states were actually intending to
apply was kept to a minimum in a similar
cunning fashion.

The letter with U.S. answers to the ques-
tions of European allies was not — as would
have been usual practice — deposited as a
national reservation which would have been
accessible for all parties to the treaty. In-
stead, it was added only on July 9" 1968,
eight days after more than fifty states had
already signed the treaty, to the documents
sent to the U.S. Senate for discussions on
the national ratification of the NPT.
According to the interpretations of the U.S.
Administration, this procedure ensured, that
the rest of the wotld was made aware of its
content.

That such a situation, in which the vast ma-
jority of parties would sign the treaty in ig-
norance of the U.S. interpretations, was no
accident but actually desired, is revealed in a
letter of the then Undersecretary of De-

fence, Nicholas Katzenbach, written on
April 10", 1968:

"We do not believe it would be in our inter-
est or that of our allies to have a public dis-
cussion of the US interpretations prior to
the time when the NPT is submitted to the
Senate for advice and consent."*'

From this followed logically, that almost no
party to the NPT outside of NATO really
knew in detail under which most relevant
interpretations NATO states signed the
NPT. True, most of the NATO states de-
posited some kind of reservations along
with their signature, which did refer indi-
rectly to the interpretation offered by the
Rusk-Letter, but none repeated the content
or substance of the Rusk-letter.

Only at the third NPT Review Conference,
due to a Swedish initiative, a wording coun-
tering the NATO interpretation was
adopted in the final document. Since then ,
the treaty is valid “under all circumstances”
— including times of war.”

Until today, five of the non-nuclear NATO
states possess delivery systems which are
available for nuclear missions in case of wat.
Their crew is taught and trained in peace
time to prepare and carry out nuclear mis-
sions. Nuclear weapons would be provided
by the U.S. and therefore are stored on the
airfields of the European allies. During
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times of peace they remain exclusively under
the control and supervision of the U.S. Air
Force. They could be handed over to the
armed forces of the non-nuclear allies in
times of war. In such a case, assuming that
the U.S. President had authorised the use of
nuclear weapons and proper release codes
for the weapons had been transferred to
Europe, U.S. MUNSS personnel would as-
sist their hosts at the European nations air-
field(s) to move nuclear weapons out of
their vaults, load them onto the European
nations dual capable aircraft and prior to the
aircraft taxiing to the runway enter the re-
lease codes for the weapons’ Permissive
Action Link. Once the aircraft would start
moving down the taxiway, the U.S. nuclear
weapon would be under the control of the
European host nations aircrew. Control
over the weapon would be transferred to
soldiers of a non-nuclear nation. NATO
claims in its own defense that this does not
constitute a transfer of control, since the
mission, which the aircraft is going to con-
duct, would be a NATO mission. However,
the Alliance’s argument clearly contradicts
NATO’s other argument, that the treaty
does no longer apply during wartimes. If the
latter was true, NATO would never had a
need to argue the former. Moreover, it can
not be guaranteed, that all aircrews will al-
ways fly their missions as ordered.”
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