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Ladies and Gentlemen,

In thanking the organizers for their kind invitation to the World Summit of the Nobel Peace Laureates, I also congratulate them for having chosen, this year, the issue of “Atoms for Peace or for War”.

Indeed, I believe it is high time for us to shake off a certain complacency on nuclear matters that has characterized much of the world, especially the rich world, over the last twenty years.
The nuclear weapon tide became in fact to turn about twenty years ago, in 1987, when Presidents Mikhail Gorbachev – who unfortunately was unable to join us today - and Ronald Reagan signed the Treaty that banned the Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces, or INF.
The acronym INF now sounds like a feeble echo from a prehistoric past. But it actually encapsulates the deepest and most divisive debate on nuclear issues Europe has ever had. And the longest: eight long years separate the INF Treaty from the NATO’s decision, in 1979, to counterbalance the Soviet SS-20 missiles by deploying in Europe Pershing 2 and cruise missiles. Throughout those eight long years, nuclear angst was almost palpable in Europe, both among those who had supported NATO’s decision – and I was one of them – and among those who had opposed it.

But then, as I said, the tide turned: the end of the East-West ideological confrontation brought with itself the end of the East-West military confrontation, including in it its nuclear aspects. The end of the cold war largely meant, for us in Europe, peace of mind from the nuclear weapons spectre.

The last twenty years have also marked a period of forgetfulness, in Europe, toward the civilian aspects of nuclear energy – the atoms for peace mentioned in the title of this gathering. 

We forgot because we wanted to. In the immediate aftermath of the Chernobyl disaster of April 1986, Italy went as far as banning nuclear power plants from operating in our territory – even though we do import from nearby France plenty of electricity obtained from nuclear energy. 
And we forgot because we could afford to. Global warming, and the part played in it by the burning of fossil fuels, remained a controversial hypothesis for a good part of the last two decades, while fossil fuels themselves remained relatively cheap.

The last few years, however, forced us to awaken once again to the challenges and the opportunities that nuclear energy keeps bringing to our attention.

First, nuclear arsenals and nuclear proliferation. At about the time of the INF Treaty, the combined tally of American and Soviet nuclear warheads hovered around seventy thousand. A figure ridiculous and tragic at the same time. But how much better are we now, with the cold war just a fading memory? Not much: Russia and the U.S. still have something like 25,000 - perhaps half of which deployed and several thousands on high alert.
These huge numbers raise lots of practical problems, including their safe storage, their command and control, the risk of war by misunderstanding or miscalculation – all things that we thought belonged to a time past. But the biggest problem of all is political: at these levels the repeated disarmament pledges made by the five nuclear powers to help the nuclear non-proliferation regime hold together have zero credibility.
I do not want here to enter the debate on how just and robust this regime can be, based as it is on an arbitrary partition between nuclear haves and have-nots. Nor do I intend to justify in the slightest the choice of those, like the government of North Korea most recently, who have decided to cross the nuclear threshold.

I am only saying that if Russia and U.S. finally managed to pair their arsenals down to the few hundred warheads range - verifiably dismantling all the rest – then their credibility as leading non proliferation actors would tremendously improve, for the benefit of us all. I simply cannot understand why they have not already done it and urge you, Nobel peace laureates, to bring to bear all your prestige to persuade Moscow and Washington to do just that.
Second, nuclear terrorism. I mentioned the word “dismantle”. Even if too many remain, tens of thousands of nukes have been dismantled over the last two decades. What happened, though, to the dismantled weapons’ fissile material? Again, is all this material safely and securely stored? Is there any risk that some terrorists may end up putting together enough fissile material to manufacture a crude nuclear device?
In this respect, Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU) raises the greatest worries. Plutonium, the other raw material for nuclear fission, is hard to manufacture into a bomb unless you have the means available to a state actor. Not so with the HEU, which is easy to transport, manufacture and detonate even at the level of a terrorist group.
To enrich uranium one needs huge and costly machines and this is a very effective barrier against nuclear proliferation by state and non-state actors. But uranium taken from warheads is, unfortunately and by definition, weapon-usable. There are hundreds of tons of HEU from dismantled weapons, whereas a hundred kilos would be enough for a bomb.

This problem, however, has a simple technical fix that would allow us to stop worrying about the safety – indeed the hair-tightness – of many nuclear storage sites: dilute the uranium, turn it from Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU) into Low Enriched Uranium (LEU). A level, the latter, only suited for use in nuclear power plants. The resources needed for this dilution are unlikely to run into the billions of dollars and are in any case well within the means of rich countries.

Also in this case, I simply cannot understand why Moscow and Washington have not already diluted the huge amount of HEU from their dismantled nukes, and I urge you, Nobel peace laureates, to bring to bear all your prestige to persuade them to do just that.

Third and last, the future of nuclear power. Whatever one may think of nuclear energy, it does not burn fossil fuels. On the contrary, the more the latter cost and pollute, the more the former becomes attractive. Signs abound that the number of operational power plants will grow over the coming decades, making the problems of managing the nuclear fuel cycle even more acute than they are today.
Remember that the official reason the Iranian authorities put forward to justify their attempt to muster uranium enrichment is that they intend to be in control of the whole fuel cycle, from beginning to end. Now, nothing in the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) prevents a signatory to acquire such a control – provided the relevant facilities are subject to international safeguards, which is the real and present bone of contention with Iran.

However, once a country has acquired the capability of enriching uranium, safeguards or not it has become a de facto nuclear weapon state – it may for example leave the NPT on a six-month notice. Do we want the list of de facto nuclear powers to lengthen any further? If not, we’ve got to close the fuel-cycle loophole in the NPT. The best way of doing it would be to internationalise the process, meaning some collective management of nuclear fuel giving NPT signatories strong guarantees of access to it in exchange of a renunciation to uranium enrichment or plutonium separation.
But then again, to do these complex things one needs a strong and convincing leadership – which in this particular field the nuclear five (China, France, Russia, the UK and the U.S.) have a special responsibility to provide. But they didn’t so far.

I am very confident that you, ladies and gentlemen, distinguished Nobel Peace Laureates, will use all your vast power of persuasion on the governments of nuclear and non-nuclear states alike, to let the world finally come to terms with the challenges and opportunities of nuclear energy.
In your appeal to world leaders, I am sure you will be able to put to good use the concluding words of the Russell-Einstein manifesto that led to the creation of the Pugwash Conferences, the organization that, together with its President, the physicist Joseph Rotblat, was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 1995.
These words, written in 1955, were: “We appeal as human beings to human beings: Remember your humanity, and forget the rest. If you can do so, the way lies open to a new Paradise; if you cannot, there lies before you the risk of universal death”. In the intervening 50 years the world has managed to prevent universal death. But the dangers of proliferation, rendered more acute by the threat of terrorism, are such that a new effort must be produced to take a step forward to make the world safer. Your commitment is decisive.
Thank You
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