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Nuclear Reductions After New START:
Obstacles and Opportunities

he New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty
(New START) entered into force in

February. U.S. and Russian policymakers

have indicated that they are preparing for talks on

further reductions. At the same time, it is becoming

more obvious that the list of issues to be discussed

includes more than just strategic offensive arms.

In March 29 remarks prepared for
a nuclear policy conference in Wash-
ington, U.S. national security adviser
Tom Donilon said the next agreement
“should include both non-deployed
and nonstrategic nuclear weapons.”!
The New START resolution of advice
and consent approved by the U.S. Sen-
ate includes a requirement that the
administration seek to initiate negotia-
tions with Russia on an agreement that
“would address the disparity between
the tactical nuclear weapons stockpiles
of the Russian Federation and of the
United States and would secure and
reduce tactical nuclear weapons in a
verifiable manner.”?

Russian official statements have
indicated a willingness to discuss
tactical nuclear weapons, but only in
conjunction with other issues. With
regard to tactical weapons, Russian
Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov said,
“We are ready to discuss this very
complex topic in the framework of a
comprehensive approach to strategic
stability.” He also called for “coordi-
nated effort” on missile defense.?

The ratification statement of the
Russian State Duma says that

questions concerning potential
reductions and limitations of
non-strategic nuclear arms must

be considered in a complex of
other problems of arms control,
including deployment of a ballis-
tic missile defense system, plans
for creation and deployment of
strategic delivery vehicles armed
with non-nuclear weapons, [and]
a risk of space militarization,

as well as existing quantitative
and qualitative disparity in con-
ventional arms, on the basis of
necessity to maintain strategic
stability and strict observance of
a principle of equal and indivis-
ible security for all.*

This article attempts to analyze the
critical factors for making deeper bilateral,
verifiable nuclear reductions possible, as
well as the ways to resolve related prob-
lems. In the view of the authors, the most
important issues are ballistic missile de-
fenses, nonstrategic nuclear weapons, and
conventional strategic arms.

Ballistic missile defenses are the key is-
sue. On one hand, reducing the gap in the
two sides’ attitudes toward missile defense
would promote resolution of the two
other issues. On the other hand, a lack
of progress on missile defense will block
dialogue on tactical weapons and conven-
tional strategic arms as well as on further
reductions of strategic nuclear arms.

Anatoly Diakov is director of the Center for Arms Control, Energy and Environmental Studies at the Moscow Institute of Physics
and Technology, where Eugene Miasnikov is a senior research associate and Timur Kadyshev is a senior research scientist.
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Ballistic Missile Defense

The Russian expert community generally
agrees that missile defenses affect stra-
tegic stability. Ballistic missile defenses
undermine an adversary’s deterrent ca-
pability, giving the adversary incentives
to build up offensive nuclear arsenals

to compensate. Moreover, because mis-
sile defenses work much better against a
limited attack, they create a dynamic in
which a pre-emptive all-out strike would
be an obvious choice for both sides in a
crisis situation.

The Russian military is concerned about
U.S. plans for the development of a global
missile defense system. These concerns are
based partly on the known capabilities of
existing and planned deployments of U.S.
missile defense elements, but even more
on the perspective of the further develop-
ment and augmentation of these elements.
The Obama administration’s approach to
the development of missile defenses pro-
vides for deployment by 2020 of a system
capable of intercepting intermediate-range
and intercontinental ballistic missiles
(ICBMs).5 U.S. sources admit that the new
system will be more effective in counter-
ing individual long-range ballistic missiles.
According to official Russian views, if such
a system is developed, then enhancing it
to the point that it would pose a threat to
Russia’s deterrence capability would be just
a matter of time.

This was the real reason for Russia’s
insistence on keeping the statement on
the existing interrelationship between
strategic offensive and strategic defensive
arms in the preamble to New START. Nev-
ertheless, the two parties understand the
text of the preamble differently. The Sen-
ate’s ratification resolution states that the
preamble does not limit the U.S. missile
defense deployment plans. In contrast,
the Russian law on ratification of this
treaty stresses the importance of the pre-
amble and explicitly stipulates the right
to withdraw from the treaty in the event
of U.S. (or other countries’) deployment
of missile defenses that are capable of sig-
nificantly decreasing the effectiveness of
Russia’s strategic nuclear forces.

Understanding that disagreement on
missile defenses can not only block fur-
ther reductions of nuclear arms, but also
destroy New START, the Obama adminis-
tration invited Russia to participate in the
development of NATO’s missile defense
system, which would be capable of de-
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fending all alliance members. During the
November 2010 NATO summit in Lisbon,
NATO countries reached an agreement to
build such a system. Russia agreed to dis-
cuss possible cooperation.

What kind of cooperation is possible?
Would it help remove Russia’s concerns
about missile defenses, as the Obama ad-
ministration seems to intend?

From Russia’s point of view, the goal of
such cooperation must be to build a joint
missile defense system, in which each
party would have its own zone of respon-
sibility.® The parties would participate
in the project on equal terms by jointly
designing the architecture of the system,
its configuration, and working principles.
Each party would cover its own sector
of responsibility—for Russia, its territory
and neighboring states to the south, and
for NATO, its southern flank—so that
ground-based sensors are not directed
toward the interior of the defended area.
Therefore, each party would rely on the
other in a matter of national security—a
situation that requires trust and confi-
dence between close allies rather than
the kind of partnership currently existing
between Russia and NATO.

The goal of Russia’s offer to build a
sectoral missile defense system is to
avoid deployment in Europe of missile
defenses capable of neutralizing Russia’s
strategic capability. It also expresses Rus-
sia’s readiness to make a commitment

President Barack Obama signs ratification documents for the New Strategic Arms
Reduction Treaty at the White House February 2. Russia and the United States
brought the treaty into force three days later.

to building a working system capable
of defending against intermediate- and
long-range missiles. At the same time,
the most that Russia can offer now and
in foreseeable future for such a system
is ground-based early-warning radars;
detection, tracking, and identification
systems; and relevant technologies. This
is clearly not sufficient for building its
part of sectoral missile defenses.
Because the United States and NATO in-
tend to build a system of their own based
on a phased approach and offer to Russia
only the option of jointly investigating
the possibility of linking existing and
planned systems, their response was quite
predictable: Russia’s offer goes beyond
what they are ready to accept. Judging by
statements of U.S. officials, the planned
NATO missile defense system apparently
will represent the U.S. system supple-
mented and extended by missile defense
elements of European NATO member
states. A similar role evidently is intended
for Russia. By “cooperation,” the United
States apparently means integration of
Russian elements (existing and prospec-
tive ones) into the U.S. system.” However,
the phased approach pursued by the
Obama administration is still under de-
velopment, while the joint NATO system
is even further from deployment. As for
the Russian role in joint missile defense,
the United States and its NATO allies have
not reached a common understanding so
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far. In any case, the parties agreed that the
issue will be studied by technical experts,
who will prepare a comprehensive joint
analysis of the future framework for mis-
sile defense cooperation. The progress of
this analysis will be assessed at the June
2011 meeting of Russian and NATO de-
fense ministers in Brussels.®

If a NATO missile defense system is
created, equipment for missile launch
detection, tracking, and interception
will be deployed in Europe. At the same
time, taking into account the growing gap
between Russian and U.S. capabilities in
high-tech weapons, a realistic scenario to
consider would be that Russian participa-
tion in such a system is limited to sen-
sors. This system, designed to cope with
individual missile launches, would not be
capable of affecting Russia’s strategic de-
terrence capability. However, the Russian
military is concerned that the U.S.-NATO
missile defense system will be improved
significantly and that the improvement,
combined with the reduction in Russian
nuclear forces, will significantly weaken
Russia’s nuclear deterrent capability.®

Thus, the approaches of the parties
to the missile defense problem are radi-
cally different, making the problem dif-
ficult to solve in the near future. How-
ever, it is possible and essential to un-

dertake steps that would help to reduce
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the acuteness of the problem gradually.

First of all, it is necessary to renew the
confidence-building measures and efforts
to develop cooperation in missile defenses
that were declared several times during
the last 10 years. An important step in this
direction would be the joint work on as-
sessment of capabilities of third countries
in the area of missile defenses in order
to develop a common understanding of
emerging threats. In particular, implemen-
tation of the Joint Data Exchange Center
(JDEC) for the exchange of data from
early-warning systems and notifications
of missile launches agreed in 2000 or even
of two centers (in Moscow and Brussels),
as was proposed by President Vladimir
Putin during his meeting with President
George W. Bush in 2007, would facilitate
that. Using these centers, the parties could
exchange data on missile launches by third
countries. In the future, JDECs and detec-
tion and analyses elements linked with
them could form the basis of a common
information subsystem of the joint missile
defense systems that also would include
independent command and control and
interception systems.

Certain steps already are being taken.
The United States proposed possible coop-
eration with Moscow that could include
exchanging launch information, setting
up a joint data-fusion center, allowing
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Russian President Dmitry Medvedev speaks at a press conference on November 20, 2010,
during NATO’s summit in Lisbon. At the summit, Russia and NATO agreed to discuss
possible cooperation on missile defense.

greater transparency with respect to
NATO’s missile defense plans and exer-
cises, and conducting a joint analysis to
determine areas of future cooperation.'?
The joint data-fusion center would allow
Russian and NATO officers to have simul-
taneous access to missile launch data from
sensors in NATO countries and Russia,
giving both sides a full, real-time picture
of potential threats. These centers would
combine data from fixed and mobile radar
sites, as well as from satellites.!!

These steps, if implemented, could al-
leviate Russian concerns about U.S.-NATO
missile defenses in Europe, help develop
a common view on potential threats, and
serve as a basis for further, closer coop-
eration on missile defenses and possibly
other areas.

Russian military experts also propose
the following possible areas of coopera-
tion in missile defenses:

e Renewal of joint computer tests of
theater missile defenses, expanding
their scope beyond theater missile
defense to practical tests of real mis-
sile defense systems at test ranges

e Use of Russian test ranges and
related infrastructure, as well as
experience in the design of target
detection and identification systems
(and in some other areas) for devel-
opment of interception systems

e Use of Russian space-launch
capabilities, including converted
ICBMs, for putting in orbit U.S.
space tracking and surveillance
system satellites'2

Along with military cooperation, the
parties should undertake joint diplomatic
efforts on the limitation and elimination
of missile threats within the framework
of international regimes, such as the Mis-
sile Technology Control Regime, and by
working directly with countries that could
pose a threat.

Confidence-building measures in mis-
sile defense could include the search for
points of common understanding, which
is being conducted within the NATO-
Russia Council and in Russian-U.S. dia-
logue. Work on missile defense projects
that may not be ambitious but are mu-
tually profitable, such as the examples
listed above, could reduce existing ten-
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sions significantly and open even wider
possibilities for cooperation.

Nonstrategic Nuclear Weapons
One may find different definitions in the
literature describing the class of nonstra-
tegic nuclear weapons—tactical, substra-
tegic, or short-range nuclear weapons. In
this paper, the term “nonstrategic nuclear

has not received adequate support; in ac-
cordance with the new Strategic Concept
approved by NATO at its Lisbon summit,
the alliance remains nuclear, and U.S.
nuclear weapons continue to be stationed
in Europe.!®

According to Russian officials, the
number of Russian nonstrategic weapons
currently is less than 25 percent of what it

lieve that Russia has increased its reliance
on nuclear weapons, especially nonstra-
tegic ones, because of its geostrategic and
economic situation. Russia has to take
into account that its territory is within
the range of nuclear weapons of other
nuclear-weapon states located along its
perimeter. The expansion of NATO, the
approach of its military structure toward

[Tlhe Russian political and military leadership is inclined to

consider nonstrategic weapons as a means to compensate

for the weakness of Russian conventional forces, a tool that

plays a vital role in ensuring national security.

weapons” refers to U.S. and Russian nucle-
ar weapons associated with delivery sys-
tems that are not covered by New START.
Although nonstrategic weapons are not
covered by arms control agreements, the
unilateral and reciprocal initiatives ad-
opted by Presidents George H.-W. Bush and
Mikhail Gorbachev in 1991, known as the
Presidential Nuclear Initiatives, led to a
significant reduction of U.S. and Russian
nonstrategic stockpiles. Because these ini-
tiatives are not legally binding, however,
each party carried out the reductions on a
voluntary basis, without applying bilateral
transparency and verification measures.
The United States and Russia have nev-
er declared their holdings of nonstrategic
weapons. According to estimates of non-
governmental experts, the United States
currently has about 500 such weapons in
its active arsenal, of which about 200 are
deployed on the territories of U.S. allies
in Europe.'® During the Cold War, the
principal mission of U.S. nuclear weap-
ons stationed in Europe was providing
nuclear assurance for European allies and
extended nuclear deterrence against the
threat from the superior conventional
forces of the Soviet Union and its allies.
With the end of the Cold War and the
collapse of the Soviet Union, this mis-
sion of U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe
has lost its significance. As a result, a
number of European countries (Belgium,
Germany, Luxembourg, the Netherlands,
and Norway) attempted to raise the issue
of withdrawal of U.S. nuclear weapons
from Europe.!* However, this initiative

was in 1991.1 Unofficial estimates of Rus-
sia’s nonstrategic arsenal vary from 2,000
to 5,000, but the most reliable sources
agree that Russia currently has about
2,000 such weapons in its active stockpile.
According to official information, all Rus-
sian nonstrategic weapons were removed
from their delivery vehicles and placed

at central storage facilities located within
Russian national territory so that adequate
measures to ensure their safety and secu-
rity are implemented.!”

The principal U.S. interest in negotia-
tions on nonstrategic weapons is linked
to Russia’s numerical superiority in this
area.!8 Such a disparity is also worrisome
for U.S. allies in Europe. In view of this
disparity, even before the conclusion of
New START, several official U.S. docu-
ments stated that the United States needs
to pursue significant numerical reduc-
tions of Russian nonstrategic weapons.'?
Some nongovernmental experts and
official representatives of certain states
expressed concerns with regard to the
safety of these weapons and tried to ex-
ploit such concerns by referring to the
possibility that nonstrategic weapons
will be stolen and will fall into terrorists’
hands. This scenario is used to strength-
en the argument for adding these weap-
ons to the agenda for negotiations, but
such allegations are groundless.

Although the new Russian military
doctrine, adopted on February 5, 2010,
does not provide any specific informa-
tion on missions and roles for nonstrate-
gic weapons, many Russian experts be-

Russian borders, and the technological
and numerical superiority of the alliance
in conventional forces also are noted.?’
In this context, the Russian political and
military leadership is inclined to consider
nonstrategic weapons as a means to com-
pensate for the weakness of Russian con-
ventional forces, a tool that plays a vital
role in ensuring national security.

Russia’s current approach to establish-
ing control over nonstrategic nuclear
weapons is shaped by several factors. First,
U.S. nuclear arms deployed in Europe are
considered by Moscow as strategic because
they have the potential to threaten Rus-
sian strategic assets. NATO’s eastward
expansion exacerbates the concerns
generated by this point of view. For this
reason, Moscow considers consolidation
of nonstrategic nuclear weapons within
national territories to be a precondition
for any discussions on the issue of these
weapons.?! This precondition is equiva-
lent to requiring the withdrawal of U.S.
nuclear weapons from Europe.

Second, in Moscow’s view, the roles
and missions of nonstrategic nuclear
weapons make it impossible to consid-
er them in isolation from other types
of arms, including conventional arms.
Moscow insists that possible further
steps with respect to nonstrategic
nuclear weapons, including develop-
ment of transparency measures, can
be taken only in the context of the
general military-strategic situation
and the factors that directly affect the
maintenance of the balance of power

Reproduced with the permission of the Arms Control Association.



in the world, including the nuclear
weapons capabilities of other states.

Third, Moscow reasonably believes that
Washington is unlikely to abandon the
principle of parity in possible future ne-
gotiations on these types of nuclear weap-
ons. Therefore, the U.S. side will likely
insist on equal numbers of nonstrategic
weapons for the two sides.

Given these factors, and the recent
NATO decision to preserve U.S. nuclear
weapons in Europe, Moscow has no moti-
vation to start negotiations on nonstrate-
gic nuclear weapons.

There is a belief in the nongovernmen-
tal community that including nonde-
ployed strategic weapons on the agenda
of negotiations could induce Russia to
enter negotiations on nonstrategic weap-
ons.?? The United States has more than
2,000 nondeployed strategic weapons,
many more than Russia has. In the past,
the inventory of U.S. nondeployed weap-
ons was regarded by Russian experts as
giving the United States the capability for
a rapid buildup of its strategic forces and
thus a significant advantage. However,
bringing nondeployed strategic weapons
into negotiations may not be attractive
enough for Russia to agree to negotia-
tions on nonstrategic nuclear weapons
for political and technical reasons.
Among the political reasons, the most
important are NATO’s unwillingness to
discuss the Russian proposal for creating
a new security system in Europe and the
alliance’s recent decision to continue bas-
ing U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe.

Technical reasons are linked to the
fact that establishing control over non-
strategic nuclear weapons as well as
nondeployed strategic weapons means
application of transparency and verifica-
tions measures over nuclear warheads
themselves. However, the United States
and Russia have no experience yet in
warhead monitoring. Moreover, the
development and use of an inspection
mechanism for nuclear warheads is
prevented by the fact that their design,
manufacturing, and maintenance are
among the most tightly guarded secrets
in any nuclear-weapon state. In addition,
asymmetries in the Russian and U.S. nu-
clear weapons production infrastructures
and the sensitivity of questions regard-
ing transportation and storage of nuclear
weapons should be taken into account.
For these reasons, development and im-

plementation of control and verification
measures with regard to nuclear war-
heads is an extremely difficult task from
a technical point of view. Its solution
will require significant efforts of experts
in both countries and can be achieved
only if a sufficient level of mutual confi-
dence between the states is established.
Therefore, taking the foregoing into
consideration, attempts to include non-
strategic nuclear weapons in Russian-
U.S./NATO negotiations do not look
promising. Under such circumstances,
coordinated unilateral initiatives with
regard to nuclear weapons seem prefer-
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able, although such initiatives would
not be legally binding. First of all, such
unilateral initiatives could be aimed at
the introduction and development of
transparency measures in Russia, the
United States, and NATO.

Transparency measures could be imple-
mented in two phases. First, arsenals of
U.S. and Russian nondeployed nuclear
weapons could be divided into two cat-
egories. The first category would include
nuclear weapons assigned to deployed
delivery systems but placed at storage sites
as a hedge (active arsenal). The second
category would include nuclear weapons

Senator Mark Begich (D-Alaska), center left, and Secretary of Defense Robert Gates,

center right, listen to a briefing while viewing a ground-based interceptor missile silo

at Fort Greely, Alaska, on June 1, 2009.
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with expired lifetimes and slated for disas-
sembly and disposal.

In the first stage of implementing
transparency measures, Russia, the United
States, and NATO could voluntarily

e share information about the total
number of nondeployed nuclear
weapons eliminated since 1992;

e share information about the
number of nuclear weapons as-
sociated with different types of
delivery systems that were com-
pletely eliminated in accordance
with the unilateral commitments
in 1991 (e.g., land mines and
artillery shells);

e share information annually
on the total number of nuclear
weapons in the first category
(active arsenal) and on the loca-
tions at which the weapons are
stored, with each side undertak-
ing commitments that weapons
of this category will stay only in
declared storage sites; and

e declare that they have no plans to
transfer weapons from the second
(to-be-eliminated) category to the
first category.

This exchange of information could
be implemented confidentially, in ac-
cordance with the national legislation of
each side.

Another initiative that could greatly
facilitate progress on establishing a veri-
fication regime over nonstrategic nuclear
weapons would be unilateral commit-
ments by Russia and the United States not
to research, develop, and manufacture
new types of such weapons.

In the second stage, the sides could

e exchange information on the
number of nondeployed nuclear
weapons associated with each type
of delivery system;

e permit visits to the facilities where
weapons of the first category are
stored, the purpose being to con-
firm that the number of weapons
stored does not exceed the declared
number;
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Moscow during a parade rehearsal on May 6, 2010.

e provide evidence of elimination of
weapons of the second category; and

e permit visits to weapons storage
facilities of the second category on
completion of weapons elimination
procedures.

The implementation of the second
phase will require an agreement on the
protection of sensitive information pro-
vided by the sides, for example, location
of storage facilities.

In parallel with the implementation
of the above initiatives, Russian and U.S.
experts jointly could develop techni-
cal means and procedures for nuclear
weapons verification. It should be noted
that Russian and U.S. specialists already
have carried out a joint effort in the mid-
1990s aimed at developing verification
methods for monitoring nuclear warhead
inventories and eliminating them while
protecting sensitive information. It had
been assumed that the sides would have
verification means and procedures at their
disposal if Russia and the United States
could agree to negotiate monitoring of
nondeployed nuclear weapons.

Strategic Conventional Arms
Over the last several years, the Russian
side has suggested more than once that
further steps in U.S. and Russian nuclear
arms reductions cannot be made without
taking into account existing U.S. pro-

grams to develop strategic systems armed
with non-nuclear weapons.?? Russian
officials also emphasized the existence

of a strong link between the Pentagon’s
prompt global-strike concept, which
serves as a framework for development

of strategic non-nuclear arms, and bal-
listic missile defense programs.?* Linked
together, these developments are seen in
Russia as a threat to the survivability of its
future strategic forces.

Over the last few years, these types
of risks have been accentuated in docu-
ments reflecting views of the Russian
military-political leadership. Both “The
National Security Strategy of the Russian
Federation Until 2020” and “The Mili-
tary Doctrine of the Russian Federation,”
adopted in 2009 and 2010, respectively,
list deployment of strategic conventional
precision-guided weapons systems as one
of the main risks for Russia, along with
the development and deployment of stra-
tegic missile defense and the militariza-
tion of space.

The views on the U.S. side regarding
strategic conventional arms fundamen-
tally differ from the Russian views. The
U.S. side gives a high priority to devel-
opment of conventional systems with
strategic range as well as ballistic missile
defenses, while objecting to any limita-
tion in these areas.

Although the Russian military indus-
try was given the task of developing pre-
cision-guided munitions, the relevant
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budget allocations are not comparable
to those assigned to U.S. development
programs. Therefore, the existing gap
between the United States and Russia
will only widen in the future. For this
reason, development of strategic con-
ventional arms likely will be one of the

Obama administration submitted New
START to Congress, it made clear that it
does not contain any constraints on test-
ing, development, and deployment of cur-
rent or planned prompt global-strike sys-
tems. Perhaps to reinforce this argument,
the Department of Defense has decided

Negotiations on limiting strategic non-
nuclear arms, which seem possible only
within the framework of a wider bilateral
dialogue on further nuclear arms reduc-
tions, could be an additional mechanism
for overcoming disagreements. Although
the current U.S. administration’s hands

[Dlevelopment of strategic conventional arms likely

will be one of the major obstacles on the way to

deep reductions of nuclear weapons.

major obstacles on the way to deep re-
ductions of nuclear weapons.

The Russian side insisted that the issue
of strategic conventional arms become a
topic of the New START negotiations. The
treaty contains the following measures:

e Numerical limits on ICBMs, sub-
marine-launched ballistic missiles
(SLBMs), ICBM and SLBM launchers,
and deployed warheads on conven-
tional ICBMs and SLBMs

e Transparency measures with re-
spect to strategic delivery systems
equipped for conventional arma-
ments if similar systems equipped
for nuclear armaments exist
(ICBMs, ballistic missile subma-
rines, heavy bombers)

e Limited transparency measures
with respect to strategic delivery
systems equipped for conven-
tional armaments if similar systems
equipped for nuclear armaments
have been eliminated or converted
to systems equipped for conven-
tional armaments (cruise-missile
submarines, heavy bombers)>

One should underscore that New START
limits strategic conventional arms to a
much lesser extent than did the original
START, which expired in 2009. Moreover,
the new treaty does not prohibit develop-
ment of some types of strategic arms that
were banned by the previous treaty.

In spite of the agreement reached, the
problem of strategic conventional arms
may become a sticking point even for
implementation of New START. When the

not to develop systems for conventional
prompt global-strike missions based on
traditional ballistic missiles and instead to
explore boost-glide concepts that have a
nonballistic flight trajectory.?® According
to the article-by-article analysis of New
START by the U.S. Department of State,
it is the view of the U.S. side that not all
new kinds of weapons systems of strategic
range would be new kinds of strategic
offensive arms subject to New START.
Specifically, the Obama administration
stated that it would not consider future
strategic-range non-nuclear systems that
do not otherwise meet the definitions of
the treaty to be new kinds of strategic of-
fensive arms for purposes of the treaty.?’
A similar understanding was expressed in
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee’s
and full Senate’s resolutions of advice and
consent to ratification.?®

The Russian side adheres to an entirely
different interpretation. The federal law
on New START ratification states that all
strategic offensive arms, including new
types of offensive arms with strategic
range, are subject to the treaty provisions.

The question of applicability of the
provisions of New START to any new
kind of strategic-range offensive arms
should be resolved within the frame-
work of the Bilateral Consultative
Commission prior to the deployment
of such new kinds of arms. Existing dif-
ferences could be resolved, provided that
the sides demonstrate openness and a
readiness to build mutual confidence.
In particular, transparency in the U.S.
programs for development of strategic
non-nuclear arms and restraint in the
deployment of these weapons would
help to alleviate Russian concerns.

are tied by the Senate resolution, which
prohibits making the prompt global-strike
programs a bargaining chip in future ne-
gotiations, it seems that a bilateral discus-
sion of this issue is necessary.

At the same time, one should acknowl-
edge that Moscow has not yet articulated
unambiguously what kind of arms, along
with conventional ICBMs and SLBMs, it
regards as strategic conventional arms.
Its position on the question of whether
other existing conventional offensive
arms (heavy bombers and long-range air-
and sea-launched cruise missiles) also
should fall into this category is not de-
fined yet. Some Russian military experts
consider these types of arms to be a sub-
stantial destabilizing factor because of
their covertness and capability to reach
targets relatively quickly.

It also is unclear whether Russia
would insist that some other destabiliz-
ing conventional high-precision arms
not covered by arms control measures be
a subject of the discussions. In particu-
lar, should there be limits on basing tac-
tical strike aircraft on territories of new
NATO members? Because they are armed
with high-precision weapons and have a
short flight time, such aircraft could be
seen as a potential threat to Russian stra-
tegic forces. Moreover, one cannot rule
out the possibility that Russia will pro-
pose limiting patrol areas of submarines
carrying long-range sea-launched cruise
missiles in order to prevent potential de-
ployment of significant numbers of U.S.
submarines close to Russian territory.
Such a measure also could help in re-
solving some other problems that Russia
has raised in the past—banning covert
anti-submarine activity in strategic sub-
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marine deployment areas and prevent-
ing collisions of nuclear submarines.

Because such problems can only be
solved in a context of a broader bilateral
dialogue on further nuclear reductions,
progress in this direction also depends on
Russia’s readiness to discuss the issues of
most interest to the United States, in par-
ticular, the issue of nonstrategic nuclear
arms reduction.

Conclusion

U.S.-Russian cooperation on the search
for complex solutions to the problems
identified above can be possible only if
each side takes into account the other’s
security concerns. If such concerns are
taken into consideration and the two
sides succeed in resolving the issues
discussed above, one may be able to
speak about the development of more
confident relations between the United
States and Russia and about the appear-
ance of conditions for further reduction
of their nuclear arsenals. The suggested
approach also could help to move the
two countries away from relations
framed by a model of mutual assured
destruction, which continues to prevail
in the U.S.-Russian dialogue in spite of
frequently repeated declarations that
the Cold War has ended and the sides
have reset their relations. ACT
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