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IntroducƟon 
The very first resoluƟon of the UN established the objecƟve to achieve the global eliminaƟon of nuclear weapons 
and other Weapons of Mass DestrucƟon (WMD). This objecƟve was affirmed as an obligaƟon in the Non-
ProliferaƟon Treaty adopted in 1970. Commitments to implement this objecƟve have been made by States ParƟes to 
the NPT in successive Review Conferences. However, this objecƟve remains unfulfilled.  

Campaigns to highlight the humanitarian impact of nuclear weapons and the illegality of their threat and use have 
helped to develop restraint on actual use - nuclear weapons have not been detonated in armed conflict since 1945. 
But these campaigns have had liƩle if any impact on the producƟon, possession and deployment of nuclear 
weapons – which conƟnues today fueled by a $100 Billion per year global budget.  

Indeed, there are currently nine nuclear armed countries and another 37 countries that rely on nuclear deterrence. 
Although a numerical minority amongst UN member states, these countries together comprise most of the northern 
hemisphere and nearly 2/3rds of the world’s populaƟon.  

The primary reason for the reliance on nuclear weapons by such a significant number of countries is because nuclear 
deterrence is perceived by them as providing security, especially from acts of aggression. Nuclear weapons will 
therefore conƟnue to be a part of security doctrines unƟl the nuclear armed and allied states can be confident that 
the security provided by nuclear weapons is no longer necessary, or that nuclear deterrence can be replaced by 
alternaƟves which are credible. Common Security could provide such credible alternaƟves, and therefore make a 
vital contribuƟon to building the framework for the peace and security of a nuclear-weapon-free world.  

Common security  
Common security is an approach to achieving naƟonal security by taking into account one’s own security needs and 
also the security of other naƟons, including one’s adversaries. It is based on the assumpƟon that sustainable 
naƟonal security cannot be obtained by undermining or threatening the security of others, but rather on resolving 
conflicts with one’s adversaries and ensuring that the security of all is upheld. It relies on diplomacy, negoƟaƟon, 
mediaƟon, arbitraƟon and on the applicaƟon of internaƟonal law to ensure fairness and security for all. 

Common security does not rule out naƟonal defence and some reliance on military power for security. However, a 
common security framework places a much greater emphasis on conflict resoluƟon and internaƟonal law, reserving 
military approaches to the last resort in response to aggression if all other methods fail and in strict adherence to 
the UN Charter.  

 
1 Argentina, Armenia, Australia, Austria, Bangladesh, Canada, Chile, DRC, Egypt, Fiji, Finland, France, Georgia, Germany, Haiti, Iraq, Italy, Japan, 
Malaysia, Mali, Mexico, Mongolia, New Zealand, Nigeria, Philippines, South Korea, Spain, Sri Lanka, Switzerland, Turkey, Uganda, UK, USA. 



The United NaƟons and the OrganizaƟon for Security and CooperaƟon in Europe are examples of two internaƟonal 
organizaƟons established on common security principles. The UN Charter, for example, prohibits the threat or use of 
force by UN member states and requires internaƟonal conflicts to be resolved peacefully through “negoƟaƟon, 
enquiry, mediaƟon, conciliaƟon, arbitraƟon, judicial seƩlement, resort to regional agencies or arrangements or other 
peaceful means of their own choice.” The Helsinki Act (1975) upon which the OSCE was established, includes similar 
obligaƟons. The Lisbon DeclaraƟon on a Common and Comprehensive Security Model for Europe for the twenty-first 
century, adopted by the OSCE in 1996, elaborates further on the Common Security framework of the OSCE.  

 

Common security, aggression and nuclear deterrence 
The common security approaches and mechanisms outlined in the UN Charter, Helsinki Final Act and Lisbon 
DeclaraƟon can be used to resolve internaƟonal conflicts before they escalate to the level of armed conflict. They 
can also be used instead of nuclear deterrence to address aggression, the threat of aggression and other threats to 
the peace and serious violaƟons of internaƟonal law. BeƩer uƟlizaƟon of common security approaches could 
therefore assist the transiƟon from nuclear deterrence to non-nuclear security.  

However, there are many challenges, unanswered quesƟons and issues of confidence in making such a transiƟon.  

In order to facilitate the replacement of nuclear deterrence with common security, we recommend the NPT 
establish a subsidiary body to outline the full range of theoreƟcal and actual security threats which nuclear 
deterrence is designed to address, explore common security and convenƟonal military alternaƟves to nuclear 
deterrence to address these threats, and make recommendaƟons on the transiƟon from nuclear deterrence to 
non-nuclear security.  

Non-nuclear states already rely for their security on common security (and convenƟonal military forces).  Their 
experience could be useful to nuclear-armed and allied states in making the transiƟon to non-nuclear security. Of 
parƟcular value could be the experience of States which relied on nuclear weapons and have already made the 
transiƟon to non-nuclear security (such as Kazakhstan, New Zealand and South Africa).  

Building confidence in Common Security – the UN General Assembly and the 
InternaƟonal Court of JusƟce 
Unfortunately, the credibility of Common Security is challenged by the veto power of the Five Permanent members 
in the UN Security Council (P5) which provides each of them with a tool to block acƟon in response to acts of 
aggression or threats to peace arising from them. However, the P5 do not generally have veto power to block acƟon 
of other UN bodies, in parƟcular the UN General Assembly and the InternaƟonal Court of JusƟce.  

The adopƟon in April 2022 of the UNGA resoluƟon “Standing mandate for a General Assembly debate when a veto is 
cast in the Security Council”, has strengthened the process for the UNGA to act in the face of aggression or threats to 
the peace. This authority of the UNGA to act when the Security Council is blocked was first used in the UniƟng for 
Peace ResoluƟon during the Korea War and has more recently been exercised in response to the Russian invasion of 
Ukraine. The UNGA has taken a number of acƟons including declaring the invasion to be an act of aggression in 
violaƟon of the UN Charter and declaring that the annexaƟon by Russia of Ukrainian territories is invalid and illegal. 

The InternaƟonal Court of JusƟce has demonstrated in numerous contenƟous cases and advisory opinions that it can 
address aggression (including the threat or use of nuclear weapons), territorial conflicts and other threats to the 
peace. Increased use of the court in such cases – and increased acceptance of the jurisdicƟon of the ICJ – would 
build confidence in the capacity of common security to replace nuclear deterrence.  

 

We encourage all States that have not done so to declare their acceptance of ICJ jurisdicƟon. We welcome the 
DeclaraƟon on promoƟng the jurisdicƟon of the InternaƟonal Court of JusƟce which 33 countries have endorsed, 
and we welcome also the civil society iniƟaƟve enƟtled Legal AlternaƟves to War, Towards universal jurisdicƟon 
of the InternaƟonal Court of JusƟce. 



Common security, nuclear deterrence and the Russian invasion of Ukraine 
The Russia/Ukraine conflict has demonstrated that nuclear deterrence, while potenƟally raƟonal on paper, can fail or be 
rendered useless in real life situaƟons. President PuƟn tried to use nuclear deterrence as a coercive tool to prevent 
Western military support for Ukraine. This failed. Military aid has poured into Ukraine, undeterred by the nuclear 
threats, and has been a major reason for the failure of Russia to subjugate Ukraine. From the other side, the United 
States government realized that making counter nuclear threats against Russia would be escalatory and dangerous. This 
sƟmulated the United States to explore and implement non-nuclear responses to the Russian nuclear threats.  

These realizaƟons also led to the remarkable statement in the G20 Leaders Bali DeclaraƟon that ‘The threat or use of 
nuclear weapons is inadmissible’. This statement should be affirmed and implemented by the 11th NPT Review 
Conference.  

These developments provide ferƟle ground for the NPT to take up our recommendaƟon to establish a subsidiary body 
to undertake a situaƟon-specific evaluaƟon of the roles of nuclear weapons in conflicts and the common 
security/convenƟonal alternaƟves to nuclear weapons in each of these situaƟons. Indeed, in an increasingly inter-
connected and globalized world, nuclear deterrence already has much less uƟlity - combined with very high risks - 
whereas Common Security has much greater potenƟal and relevance to meet current and emerging security issues, 
reduce tensions, resolve internaƟonal conflicts and ensure sustainable peace.  
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Endorsing organizaƟons:  
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 AcƟons communautaires pour le Développement de la 
Femme (DemocraƟc Republic of Congo) 

 The Åland Islands Peace InsƟtute (Åland Islands Finland) 
 All Souls Nuclear Disarmament Task Force (USA) 
 AlternaƟves pour une Culture Républicaine  

et DémocraƟque (France/DRC) 
 Anglican Pacifist Fellowship (USA)  
 Anglican Pacifist Fellowship NZ (New Zealand)  
 Aotearoa Lawyers for Peace (New Zealand) 
 Arab Center for Cyberspace Research (Egypt)  
 Arab Human Security Network  
 Asociación Española para el Derecho Internacional de los 

Derechos Humanos (Spain)  
 AssociaƟon des Medicines Français pour la 

PrevenƟon de la Guerre Nucleaire, IPPNW (France)  
 AssociaƟon of Swiss Lawyers for Nuclear 

Disarmament (Switzerland)  
 AssociaƟon of World CiƟzens  
 BalƟmore Nonviolence Center (USA)  
 Bangladesh NGOs Network for Radio and 

CommunicaƟon (Bangladesh)  
 Basel Peace Office (Switzerland)  
 Blue Banner (Mongolia)  
 Bolcris InternaƟonal  
 Canadian Peace IniƟaƟve (Canada) 
 Canadian Pugwash Group (Canada)  
 Center for Peace and Global Governance (USA)  
 Center for PoliƟcal Ecology (USA) 
 ChrisƟan CND (UK)  
 CiƟzens for Global SoluƟons (USA)  
 Civilian Peace Service Canada (Canada) 
 CND Cymru - Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament Wales 
 Cultural Youth Movement EducaƟon  

FoundaƟon (Nigeria)  

 Democracia Global (ArgenƟna)  
 Democracy Today (Armenia)  
 Democracy Without Borders  
 Disability Peoples Forum (Uganda)  
 Federal Union (UK)  
 Fellowship of ReconciliaƟon Germany 
 Finnish ChrisƟan Peace AssociaƟon (Finland)  
 FoundaƟon for Global Governance & Sustainability  
 G100 Defence and Security Wing  
 Gender, Peace and Security (UK)  
 Genesee Valley CiƟzens for Peace (USA)  
 Global Alliance for Ministries and Infrastructures for Peace 
 Global CoaliƟon for limitaƟon of Armaments  
 Global Peace Alliance BC Society (Canada) 
 Global Rights (Nigeria)  
 Global Security InsƟtute (USA)  
 Green Hope FoundaƟon  
 Group of 78 (Canada) 
 Hawai’i InsƟtute for Human Rights (USA)  
 Health of Mother Earth FoundaƟon (Nigeria) 
 Hitma OrganizaƟon for Cultural and Social Development 

(Kurdistan Region of Iraq)  
 Home for Humanity Movement for Human and Planetary 

RegeneraƟon  
 Human Survival Project (Australia)  
 IniƟaƟves pour le désarmement Nucléaire (France)  
 InsƟtute for Cultural Diplomacy (Germany/USA)  
 InsƟtute of Global Peace and Sustainable Governance 

(Australia)  
 InternaƟonal Affairs and Disarmament Aotearoa 

CommiƩee (New Zealand) 
 InternaƟonal Center for MulƟ-GeneraƟonal Legacies  

of Trauma  



 InternaƟonal Community for Georgia Development and thee 
Progress (Georgia)  

 InternaƟonal Forum for Understanding (UK) 
 InternaƟonal Philosophers for Peace  
 InternaƟonaler Versöhnungsbund Österreichischer  

Zweig/InternaƟonal Fellowship of ReconciliaƟon, Austrian 
branch (Austria)  

 Interfaith CommuniƟes United for JusƟce & Peace (USA)  
 KAIROS Salmon Arm BC (Canada)  
 Keen and Care IniƟaƟve (Nigeria)  
 Long Valley Health Center (USA) 
 Sisters of LoreƩo Community (USA) 
 Maat for Peace, Development and Human Rights (Egypt)  
 Malaysian Youth Diplomacy (Malaysia)  
 Mali Peace and Security Network (Mali)  
 Marrickville Peace Group (Australia)  
 Maryknoll Office for Global Concerns (USA)  
 Minnesota Peace Project (USA)  
 Mouvement pour une alternaƟve non violente (France) 
 Movement for the AboliƟon of War (UK)  
 MulƟfaith Voices for Peace & JusƟce (USA) 
 Mundo sin guerras y sin violencia (Chile) 
 My World Mexico (Mexico)  
 NaƟonal CoaliƟon of Civil Society OrganizaƟons  (Liberia) 
 NaƟonal Council of Turkish Women (Turkey) 
 NaƟonal Forum for Human Rights (Yemen)  
 NGO CommiƩee on Disarmament, Peace and Security (USA)  
 NoFirstUse Global  
 Nonviolence InternaƟonal  
 Nuclear Free Peacemakers (New Zealand)  
 Ohio Nuclear Free Network (USA)  
 Oregon PeaceWorks (USA)  
 Pax ChrisƟ Australia  
 Pax ChrisƟ Korea  
 Pax ChrisƟ Northern California (USA) 
 Pax ChrisƟ-Pilipinas  
 Pax ChrisƟ Scotland  
 Pax ChrisƟ USA  
 Peace AcƟon Wisconsin (USA) 
 Peace and JusƟce Task Force of the Parliament of the World’s 

Religions  
 Peace Child (UK)  
 Peace Culture Village (Japan)  
 Peace Depot (Japan)  
 Peace EducaƟon Center (USA) 
 Peaceworkers San Francisco (USA) 
 Peace Network Korea (South Korea)  
 Peace Union of Finland (Finland)  
 People for Nuclear Disarmament (Australia)  
 Physicians for Social Responsibility/InternaƟonal Physicians for 

the PrevenƟon of Nuclear War Switzerland (Switzerland)  
 Physicians for Social Responsibility,  

Western North Carolina chapter (USA) 
 ProposiƟon One Campaign for a Nuclear-Free Future 
 Pugwash-France (France)  
 Religions for Peace Canada  
 Religions pour la Paix – Québec (Canada)  
 Rideau InsƟtute (Canada)  
 Roots AcƟon (USA) 
 Saving Humanity and Planet Earth – SHAPE  

 Science for Peace (Canada)  
 Scientists for Global Responsibility (Australia)  
 ScienƟsts for Global Responsibility (UK)  
 The Simons FoundaƟon (Canada)  
 South Asia Peace Alliance 
 South Country Peace Group (USA) 
 Southern AnƟ-Racism Network (USA) 
 Sustainable Common Security (Canada)  
 Tavistock Peace AcƟon Group (UK) 
 Uganda Peace FoundaƟon (Uganda)  
 Ukraine War Environmental Consequences Work Group  
 Union des Amis Socio Culturels d'AcƟon en  

Développement (HaiƟ)  
 UNFOLD ZERO  
 Union of European Federalists (France)  
 Union of Italian ScienƟsts for Disarmament (Italy) 
 Union Pacifiste de France (France) 
 United NaƟons AssociaƟon of Australia 
 United NaƟons AssociaƟon (UNA) of Fiji  
 United NaƟons AssociaƟon of Los Angeles (USA) 
 United NaƟons AssociaƟon (UNA) of New Zealand  
 UNA-USA Davis Chapter (USA) 
 UNA-USA East Bay Chapter (USA) 
 UN-USA Golden Empire - Grass Valley (USA) 
 UNA-USA Silicon Valley (USA) 
 UNA-USA Mid-Peninsula Chapter (USA) 
 UNA-USA Monterey Bay Chapter (USA) 
 UNA-USA Northern California Division (USA) 
 UNA-USA of San Diego (USA) 
 UNA-USA Southern California Division (USA) 
 United Sustainability Group (Germany) 
 UniƟng for Peace (UK)  
 Universal Peace FederaƟon (UK)  
 Utah Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons (USA)  
 Veterans for Peace Hector Black Chapter (USA)  
 Veterans for Peace Linus Pauling Chapter (USA) 
 Washington Physicians for Social Responsibility (USA)  
 Western WA Fellowship of ReconciliaƟon,  

SeaƩle Chapter (USA) 
 Westminster United NaƟons AssociaƟon (UK)  
 WE The World  
 WFM Youth Forum (Japan)  
 Wimbledon Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament-   

Disarmament CoaliƟon (UK) 
 Women Against War (USA) 
 Women's InternaƟonal League for Peace and Freedom (USA) 
 Women’s FederaƟon for World Peace InternaƟonal UN Office 

Vienna (Austria) 
 World Academy of Art and Science  
 World Beyond War Aotearoa (Aotearoa-New Zealand)  
 World CiƟzens AssociaƟon of Australia (Australia)  
 World Federalist Movement Canada (Canada)  
 World Federalist Movement – InsƟtute for Global Policy  
 World Federalist Movement Int. Members OrganizaƟon 
 World Future Council  
 WPC Media Private Limited (Sri Lanka)  
 Yorkshire CND (UK)  
 Young World Federalists  
 Youth Fusion  
 80,000 Voices (UK)


