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receiving the attention of Tactical nuclear weapons (TNW) States (CIS) at the end of 1991 and

politicians and nongovern- are the only part of the nuclear arse-in early 1992 (indirectly codified by
mental experts after several Years,.is of the United States and Russiathe Lisbon Protocol to the START |
on the back burner. Debates havethat is regulated primarily by an in- Treaty) developed this informal re-
been stimulated by the Decemberformal regime—one that is not codi- gime further. These agreements pro-
1996 letter from a distinguished group fied in an international treaty. That vided for the withdrawal to Russia
of retired U.S. and Russian generalsregime was established in 1991 byof TNW from the territories of
calling for the complete elimination reciprocalunilateral obligations of Belarus, Ukraine, and Kazakstan.
of nuclear arm$. The uncertain the United States and the SovietFina”y’ in December 1996, the
START Il ratification process and ;i According to these initia- North Atlantic Council ministerial
potential U.S.-Russian confrontation tives, all ground- and sea-launchegmeeting declared that “NATO coun-
over NATO enlargement add ur- TNW of the United States and the tries have no intention, no plan, and
gency to this task of moving ahead Soviet Union were withdrawn to NO reason” to deploy TNW on the
with further disarmament. territories of the future new mem-

N uclear disarmament is again ons as a desirable first step. the Commonwealth of Independent

storage facilities (along with long- _
An obvious question is where to range sea-launched cruise missile€"S O,f th_e North AtIanUcuTreaty
start? The Canberra Report, which (SLCMs)), while the number of air- Organization (NATO) and “do not"
developed a specific plan of moving launched TNW was also reduced. foresee any future need to do So.
toward complete elimination of Meanwhile, a large number were  The remaining number of deployed
nuclear weapons, singled out mea-slated for elimination. TNW is relatively small. The United
sures related to non-strategic weap- The agreements concluded within States has about 500 nuclear bombs
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in Européet Although Russia has not he would like Russian nuclear weap- sumptions are challenged, serious
disclosed the number of its deployed ons to be redeployed in his courifty. initiatives in the area of TNW will
TNW in Europe officially,The Bul- But there are even more far-reach-always lack the necessary domestic
letin of Atomic Scientistestimates ing proposals. Minister of Atomic support.

that I;Qus_3|a has 2,200 deployedEnergy Viktor Mikhailov has pro- This article is an effort to reassess
TNW, .W'th probably about half of posed development and productiontraditional views of TNW. It seeks

them n Europe. The num_ber ,Of of 10,000 new, fourth generation to demonstrate that TNW do not
TNW In storage, however, IS sl hclear warheads, as well as the abenhance security under any condi-
fglrly large. The United Stgtes IS €S- rogation of the Intermediate-Range tions, that their value for deterrence
“T"ated to h_ave 7’_000Wh'|e Oﬁ"_ Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty of 1987 is grossly overestimated both by
cial _Russw\n figures remain and the redeployment of SS-20 andRussia and by NATO, and that these
cl_assm_ed, warhgads for no_n-strate-SS_ZS missile! His proposal on weapons need to be eliminated, re-
gic delivery vehicles constitute 40 the fourth generation of weapons is gardless of actual or potential imbal-
percent of _the tqtal nuclear WeaP- ot as far-fetched as it might seem:ances in conventional or strategic
ons stockpilé, which puts their ac- ¢ early as 1992, Lieutenant Generahuclear weapons. Consequently,
tual number somewhere brs‘tv"eenEvgeniy Negin announced that Rus- measures to formalize the current
6’00.0 and 13,000 Warhea%_jsAc- sia already had developed a minia-regime could (and should) be under-
cording to scheduled reductions, they, i, a4 nyclear weapdh. taken independently of the issues of

total stockpile should fall to 5,000 to
10,000 warheads by the year 2005.  The possible consequences ofgﬁggaggrl]argement and START I

- _ these proposals are bleak. A new
_The existing, largely |_nformal "~ round of the arms race could follow. ~ This article begins with an over-
gime might become inadequate p preaydown of the existing TNW view of the missions assigned to
falrly soon, howeve_r. A consensus regime also could lead to Russia’s TNW by Russia and NATO and then
IS emerging in Russia rega_rdmg therejection of the START Il Treaty and proceeds with a critical reassessment
value c3f TNW. for ensuring the to new deployments of land-basedof the utility of TNW. Finally, it
country’s secu,nty, espgually in the strategic missiles with multiple war- elaborates on some initial measures
wake of NATO s upcoming enlarge- peags (MIRVed ICBMs), which to create a formal TNW regime and
ment. The_ deC|s_|on_to reverse the START 11 bans. The United States move toward deep reductions in and
199; Soviet obI|gat_|ons is all but is likely to respond in kind, by de- eventual elimination of TNW.
official: reportedly, it has_ _already ploying additional TNW in Europe
been endorsed by the military and and taking other measures. As a reMISSIONS ASSIGNED TO

thefpres(ljdenUal adml_nlstratlon aS gt at least one of the nuclear TNW
preterred response in case R_gss'astates—and more in the case of a . .
perceives the need to adopt military \;aro response—would be seen as Increased attention to TNW in

co_u_ntermeasuré%.A djstinguished reneging on obligations under Article Sussia is_ part r?f E Iarier tr?n;]j, un-
m|I|t_ary expert, retired general \;| ot the Non-Proliferation Treaty 'erway'smcet e breakup o the So-
Viadimir Belous wrote that the new (\pT) if these events were to oc- viet Union, toward reliance upon
deployment should entail the cre- cur, the nonproliferation regime nuclear weapons as the main source
ation of “groupings” of tactical would be seriously weakened. of security. As early as the spring of

nuclear weapon$, which could in- 1992, the military proposed aban-
clude delegation of control over The only way out of the conun- doning the Soviet Union’s no-first-

TNW to local commanders, at least drum is to formalize the current re- use policy. This innovation became
in time of crisis. Reportedly, a new 9ime, make it legally binding, and official in the fall of 1993° The
missile (dubbed SS-X-26 by NATO) broaden its scope to include com-policy shift was justified by the radi-
with a range of 400 kilometers is al- Plete elimination of TNW world-  cal weakening of Russian conven-
ready being flight-testedr. Wwide. However, deeply entrenched tional forces as a result of both the
Belarusian President Aleksandr @ssumptions about the value of disintegration of the Soviet Union and
Lukashenko, in a recent statementTNW for security hinder progress the on-going economic crisis. The
before the Russian Duma, hinted thattoward this solution. Until these as- 1993 doctrine, however, did not
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specify which classes of nuclear forgotten.”? In other words, for the conflict to an early terminatioft.
weapons Russia needed. But theforeseeable future, the imbalance inUnder current international condi-
first-use plank is likely to figure conventional weapons will continue tions, the role of TNW has remained
prominently in the new defense doc-to preoccupy Russian decision- more or less the same, although their
trine. Indeed, Yuri Baturin, the Sec- makers; success in the ongoing ne-war-fighting mission is being de-
retary of the Defense Council, has gotiations might help to postpone theemphasized somewhat. The
complained that the strategic situa-decision until such time as the level “Alliance’s Strategic Concept” of
tion has become even worse sinceof trust becomes sufficient to aban- 1991 states:

1993, ti t thened d | f TNW depl t - The fundamental purpose of
suggesting a strengthened comeéon plans o eployment com the M a PUrRese O

mitment to the first-use doctririé. plete_ly_,_but, in the meantlme, the Allies is political: to pre-
The upcoming enlargement of possibility of deployment will con- serve peaé:e anﬂ_paev?nt co-

NATO has focused attention on de- UNYe Fo exIst. _ _ -?—Lcé?,q,\,%?c_o?ﬂ%ug] to?umﬁl "

veloping means to compensate for Inview of the regional imbalance, an essential role by ensur-

NATO'’s considerable superiority in Russia has adopted the same solu- anﬂncggar'gts%g} ?t?oﬁ]t”%ﬁe
conventional forces, which is ex- tion that NATO developed during the natur)é: Ofgthe Allies’ re-
pected to increase further after theCold War in the face of Soviet supe- sponse to military aggres-
actual enlargement takes place. Inriority in conventional forces. The sion?
1995, for the first time, deployment differences between the past NATO  Officially, they are not targeted
of additional TNW by Russia was and current Russian approaches ar@gainst Russia: a 1996 NATO docu-
proposed as an appropriate means oinsignificant and can be accounted ment stated that nuclear weapons
responsét for by the particulars of Russia’s “are no longer targeted against any-
NATO's statements about its ab- 9€0strategic position. Similarities one.”® The remaining question,
sence of hostile intentions receive Nclude the two policies’ stress on: therefore, is who is the potential tar-
relatively little attention in Russi4, e_ldeswe 1o contain superior conven-get, since the negative guarantees
where few now trust promises from tional forces_ of the other side, deter adopted in connection with the NPT
the West. The points commonly madet€ Other side’s TNW, and deter preclude the United States from
even at the official level are that: 1) “third state_s” (e!ther ”OT"NATO or threatening non-nuclear states with
NATO has not yet transformed it- those not in alliance with Russia). nuclear weapons?

self sufficiently for Russia to be able In addition, V.V'thm NATO' TNW Russia’s new approach proceeds
to discount the alliance as a military played a role n providing a link be- from the same premise. A recent
threat®: and 2) even if NATO is not tween the United States an.d the Eu'book, published by the Russian In-
a threat today, it might change its '°P€an members of NATO; SU(.:h 4 stitute of Strategic Studies, stresses
policies in the future and become arole is not yet relevant for Russia. the effectiveness of TNW as a de-
threat, especially after enlarge- _ _ terrent and specifically points out
ment2: Containment of Superior that their deterrent value depends on
Consequently, the decision on Conventional Forces a demonstrated willingness to use
whether military countermeasures Generally, speaking, the threat of them?” As General Belous writes,
are needed and whether to dep|0y“going nuc!ear" suppq;e_dly _deters TNW which have relatively high
TNW will depend, to a large extent, the other side from utilizing its su- indicators under the cost/effective-
on NATO’s capabilities. As Defense periority and thus helps to prevent ness criteria, might serve as an equal-
Minister Igor Rodionov said in a War But the effectiveness of deter- izer of sorts, depriving NATO of
speech in Brussels on December 18€Nce depends on the technical readimilitary superiority.?® He assesses
1996: “political intentions are an N€SS and political will to actually NATO's superiority as threefold to-
abstract category, but military poten- employ nuclear weapo#s. day and even greater after an en-

tial is a permanent and tangible fac-  In the plans of NATO, TNW were largement that he assumes tq include
tor. [...Jas even the recent experiencesupposed to stop the advancemenf 0land, the Czech Republic, and
of history shows, political intentions of Soviet troops in case of war and Hungary. The inferiority of Russia
change and verbal declarations arepossibly defeat them, bringing the " modern precision-guided conven-
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tional weapons is even greater (four-hostages, provided for a much stron- For Russia, the contradictions and
to-one compared to the United Statesger coupling effect in and of itself. uncertainties of the non-strategic
alone and six-to-one compared t0 i issue is not relevant for Rus- Nuclear balance are the same, if not
NATO as a whol€) and is another sia because there simply is not a cogreater. The presence of U.S. TNW
reason often cited in favor of reli- hesive alliance, and, consequently clearly weakens the equalizing role
ance on TNW. Based on these aSynqre is no need for such a link. ©f Russia’s TNW. Moreover, U.S.
sessments, some experts ConSideWhen (and ~ TNW are capable of something that
proportionate reductions of TNW as Soviet TNW could never achieve
disadvantageous to Russia, if the during the Cold War: reaching the
conventional imbalances are not strategicforces of the other side.
taken care of in advanée. According to General Viadimir
Dvorkin, probably the most authori-

if) an alliance emerges
(Belarus is effectively a military ally
and the Tashkent Treaty Organiza-
tion, established in 1992, is a proto-
type of an allianc®), Russian
guarantees still will not be seriously

TNW as a Link between the doubted, since the territories of its [@iVe source on the issue, up to 50
United States and Its European  jjies would be contiguous. The need!© 60 Percent of facilities that com-
Allies for such a link might surface, how- prise the strategic arsenal of Russia

For NATO during the Cold War, ever, if Russia establishes a perma—and its command and control cen-

the reliability of U.S. security guar- nent military presence in Serbfa. :}:Z? rti\évit:ri]rll;:aaecggfqlzlﬁ}'[](g -I]:IN \lljvr;e
antees represented a serious prob- could reach 70 tgo 80 e’rceaﬁtTh?s
lem: the question was whether the TNW as a Deterrent to the TNW : . ) b :

. . figure will continue to haunt Russian
United States would come to the of the Main Opponent - ) .
defense of Europe if U.S. territory o military planners, since the decision

"~ The deterrent mission of TNW

were not affected by a supposed So- ' of NATO not to move nuclear weap-
viet attacke: y asupp emerged by default, simply becauseons eastward is unilateral and could

| ¢ It was bel(ljlleved that both the Soviet Union and the United pe reversed. It is no wonder, then,
fflrss'/ ;Z(ratic():i;- ;\:i\gvnwizua gﬂ?g?)gt:r? States had TNW in Europe. The So-that U.S. TNW are often classified
war viet Union, despite its superiority In as “strategic® and that the issue of
' conventional forces (which it never NATO enlargement has figured
The “coupling” role of TNW was recognized and the significance of prominently during START I rati-
(and is) somewhat uncertain, how- which is challenged by some ana-fication hearings in the Duma.
ever, since TNW simultaneously lysts’’), sought to balance against
raised the specter of a limited nuclearU.S., British, and French non-stra- peterrence of “Third” States
war in Europe, in which only sub- tegic nuclear weapons. It treated
strategic nuclear weapons would be TNW as an integral part of its con-
used® The possibility of a limited ventional forces, whose mission was
war gave the United States a theo-straightforward support of combat o o
retical ability to stay out of a Euro- operations. This mission was inher- enormous superiority over Russ_la In
pean conflict. This contradiction was ited from the early stages of the conventlonal forces, is an obvious
never solved and, for all practical nuclear age, when nuclear WeaponSObJeCt c_>f nuclear deterren_ce, even
purposes, should have died out withwere thought to be fairly “usablé” th_oggh_ ithas not be_en mentloned ex-
the Soviet Union and the Warsaw As a result, TNW came to play a dual p_I|C|tIy in open publications. A Rus-
Pact (although officially it is still role for NATO—that of an equalizer sian study that attempted to measure
listed as an important mission of and of a counterbalance to the TNWthe Ieve_l of external threat tF’ varl-
U.S. TNW). But, paradoxically, the of the Soviet Union. The second ous regions listed the Russian Far
guestion of whether or not TNW do, mission ostensibly downgraded the East as facing a threat that_was three
in fact, strengthen the commitment relevance of TNW as a deterrent in times grea_ltelr than that facing west-
of the United States to the defenserelation to Soviet conventional su- €1 Russid- It Shoyld be noted,
of Europe, is probably irrelevant: the periority and as a link between the howev"er, that the “danger ,Of the
presence of U.S. troops in Europe,United States and its European al_threat, which denot(_as the immi-
who effectively played the role of lies. nence and the gravity of conse-

Many Russian experts consider
TNW important for missions other
than deterring NATO. China, with its
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guences of possible attack, is theside and, indeed, is likely to increasenot as reliably controlletf. To con-

same for both regions. This meansit. vince the other side of readiness and
that Russian military analysts con- ability to use these weapons, the de-
sider NATO a more immediate mili- THE MISGUIDED terring side must deploy TNW in the
tary threat than China. RATIONALE FOR TNW field in a ready-for-combat mode (or,

at least, to have a proven, demon-
d'strated capability to deploy them
with troops in a crisis period). It must
also predelegate the authority to use

Non-nuclear states bordering on  The “sacred” foundations of
the former Soviet Union are an ob- nuclear deterrence theory, as applie
ject of nuclear deterrence as well,to TNW, merit renewed examina-
even though this appears to contra-tion. No matter what security chal- :
dict Russia’s negative guaranteeslenges might beset a count?g/ or an VW to field commanders. No mat-
under the NPT. A study by the Spiri- alliance that possesses TNW, it cante’ how limited hostile action is,
tual Heritage foundation, a conser- be shown that these weapons would! NW have to be used quickly, or
vative Russian think tank, notes thatbe of little help. Assuming that they might be lost to a first strike by

Russia faces a new threat from thenuclear weapons can be a se(:uri'[ythe other side. Deployment of TNW,

South: “a belt of unstable, and some-guarantee at all, strategic Weaponsthertefore' r(ej:sultsh!nha hal_r-:rll?ger
times unfriendly, states and coun-can provide security without nega- b2 /> % = LT & TR 275 OF
tries, covertly seeking weapons of tive “side effects” of the same mag- & °Veér-reaction by a focat com-

mass destructionf? nitude. This assumption does notmander might start a nuclear war in

_ _ suggest that nuclear weapons need situation where a limited response
There is evidence that the U.S. R or even diplomatic efforts could have
military is considering similar mis- to be retained indefinitely. Rather,
liminati saved the day.
sions. For example, Assistant Sec-&limination of nuclear weapons
retary of Defense Harold Smith Should begin with TNW, whose very _ Even worse, the deployment of
identified the B-61 nuclear bomb as €Xistence is fraught with danger for TNW to combat units in a time of
“a weapon of choice against the Poth the deterred and the deterringCrisis represents, by itself, a move
Libyan chemical weapons pro- Side. Several points are worth elabo-that could be easily misread by the
gram.” In general, there is a grow- rating in detail. other side. Instead of deterring an

ing trend to view TNW as adeterrent 1. TNW promote a hair-trigger attacl:H'I'tl\cle COUItd provokei;:]. But
against potential weapons of massposture, making accidental nuclear e;/e:[n l_e: fodes notrepresen .b.let.c orp-
destruction (WMD) proliferators— war more likely. piete fiSt of dangerous possIDIItEs.

ostensibly under the assumption that Effective deterrence hinaes on anthekvulnerablllty of T_'l\l(W might
the presence of TNW could render g make a preemptive strike an attrac-

. ability and willingness to use nuclear i u
the WMD of proliferators useless y g tive option under the “use them or

. weapons or, at least, upon ther-  |ose them” principle.
before they are actually acquiréd. ceptionof the other side that nuclear

To summarize, both sides haveweapons would be used in case of
certain missions that, admittedly, can attack. This principle applies differ-
be filled only by TNW. For Russia, ently to strategic and non-strategicb the side wh onal
the significance of TNW as an in- nuclear weapons. Strategic weapon y the side whose conventiona
strument of security is greater than are much less vulnerable and thus are_ co> &¢ inferior. Yuri Fedorov, a
for NATO. But NATO, too, seems suitable for a second strike: the de_pr_ofessor at MG'.MO (MOSC.OW In-
to value TNW, even ifthey now have terring side has the luxury of wait- stitute of International Relatlpns) is
only residual value. The question is ing some time after the aggres,siono.ne of the very few experts in Rus-
whether the need for TNW is real or takes place, determining the goals of>'2 who has pointed out that the pres-
perceived. The next section exploresthe attacker and the scale of hostili- <. of TNW_and their high combat
this question and seeks to demon-ties, and only then retaliating. readiness might actually provoke

NATO instead of deterring 1. Para-
strate that the value of TNW may be _ : ;
misperceived. It concludes that the By contrast, because TNW are doxically, this was the view of the

elimination of these weapons will ﬁsglizgd ;IroesEit%rhiglﬂt;rr;l;?éf;?‘rét Soviet m_ilita:jy, WhiCh feaTed NATO
not diminish the security of either ey anly aggression despite Soviet conven-

The ability of nuclear weapons to
be a “great equalizer” makes them
suitable for offensive purposes even
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tional strength; now the Russian mili- within the range of Chinese TNW). influence among the former Soviet
tary denies the same logic to the otherThis means that while Russia can userepublics or accepting membership
side. TNW to fight Chinese troops, it will of the Baltic states in NAT&. TNW
not be able to achieve a level of un-are intended to deprive NATO of its
acceptable damage without usingmilitary leverage and give Russia a
strategic weapons. Why, then, arestronger position in bargaining with

Contrary to beliefs generated by TNW needed at all, if the goal is the West.
Western theoreticians and shared bygeterrence and not war-fighting?

many Russian experts, the capabil-
ity to fight a war does not equal
“pure deterrence”: the latter is en-

2. TNW are better suited for war-
fighting than deterrence.

Underlying this logic is a belief
An increase in war-fighting capa- that the threat of nuclear war is cred-
bility stimulates an equal or greater ible under any circumstances and,
sured by the ability to “punish” the ?ncrease inthe wgr-fighting capab_il- c_o_nsequently, has con_sidera_lble_ po-
aggressor. Hence, deterrence is prolty of_the other side. In a potential litical payoffs. But th|s_ belief is
vided by weapons that possess asecI_?u_ssuan-NATO sta_lndoff, the great_er based on faulty premises. True,
ond-strike capability. r_ellance of Russia upon TNW is NATO may not be willing to r_|_sk
likely to prompt NATO to upgrade nuclear war for the sake of political
TNW, however, are primarily jts own TNW, so the overall level of gains, but neither is Russia likely to
counterforce or “war-fighting”  security would decrease. The samerisk war for the sake of preventing
weapons. By definition, they were |qogic applies to Russian-Chinese re-NATO from achieving political
designed for use primarily against |ations. The process could lead to angains. If NATO were to decide to
troops and other military targets, exact repetition of the situation in the admit the Baltic states, would a rea-
which makes them unsuitable for re|ations between the Soviet Union sonable Russian response be to re-
‘pure” deterrence. Strategic weap- gnd NATO in the late 1970s and sort to an all-out nuclear war? The
ons, on the other hand, while pos-early 1980s, except that the rolesimpermissibility of war is about
sessing counterforce capabilities, would now be reversed. It is well- equal for both sides, but NATO is
can also be used efficiently againstnown that the U.S.-Soviet arms racemuch better positioned in a
civilian targets, which makes their \as on a very dangerous track andbrinkmanship game because the Bal-
deterrent value greater. After all, the a5 reversed only as a result of thetic states want to join the alliance.
level of unacceptable damage to theg|imination of intermediate-range Russia is automatically on the defen-
civilian population is much lower mjssiles. Unfortunately, the opposi- sive, and it is Russia that would have
than that to military personnel: any tjon of NATO did not make it pos- to decide whether to start a war.
country would be less disposed t0 sjple to expand this approach quickly Russia’s decision has to be against
have its civilian population suffer o TNW, and a new Soviet proposal, that option and yielding under threat
than its troops. Consequently, only ynder development in the summer ofwould only further decrease Russia’s
a handful of warheads on strategic 1991, was preempted by the initia- global position and credibility.
delivery vehicles might assure un- tjyes of President George BughAs
accep?Nb{/(\e/ damﬁgea while I?%”Yat the end of the 1980s, a combina-
more warheads would be -
needed for the same effect on thegfr?]soionnl:rc;??;ezgﬂrggr}\s/iugogrig/ploy that TNW cannot neutralize.
battlefield. £ th _ e For example, Russia—or any other
way out of the new security stale- gia1e  \ould not start a nuclear war
The disadvantages for Russia of mate. over economic sanctions, nor the
maintaining a reliance on non-stra- 3 TNW cannot achieve non-mili- West's refusal to invest money.
tegic weapons can best be seen bl’ary goals.
analyzing bilateral nuclear dynam-
ics with China. There are very few
Chinese non-military targets (espe-
cially major cities) within the range
of Russian TNW (by contrast, there
are plenty of Russian civilian targets

In addition, there are other instru-
ments of pressure the West can em-

Such fears about future pressure
A popular line of reasoning by the West may or may not be well-
among more nationalistic experts in founded: but whether such plans
Russia is that the West intends to useexist is entirely beside the point.
its superior economic and military Even if such suspicions are correct,
potential to force Russia into politi- TNW cannot help and, to the con-
cal concessions, such as foregoingtrary, might even aggravate the situ-
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ation. Political stability, economic  Another problem that might mission), these weapons have seri-
prosperity, and multi-faceted inter- emerge if nuclear weapons were ex-ous negative side-effects that can-
dependence are much better meansglicitly assigned a mission of deter- not be discounted. In fact, the very
to avoid inequality and pressure. Thering non-nuclear states is the presence of TNW in the nuclear ar-
problem is, they take time and pa- disappearance of the psychologicalsenals of any side promotes a war-
tience to develop. TNW, however, barrier between nuclear and conven-fighting, trigger-happy military
provide the illusion of a “quick fix,” tional weapons. As Schelling noted posture, weakens central control
which is so appealing to populist and in one of his early writings, if nuclear over nuclear weapons, and leads to
nationalist politicians but is ulti- weapons were used even once (he general deterioration of the strate-
mately counter-productive. referred, specifically, to the experi- gic situation. Under current condi-
ence of the Korean War), this would tions, when U.S. TNW are capable
“open the door” for unrestrained use of reaching Russian strategic weap-
of such weapon®. The logic seems ons, TNW also affect the strategic
applicable to deterrence: if nuclear balance between Russia and the
It is illegal and contrary t0 weapons deter non-nuclear statesUnited States and are capable of se-
Russia’s and NATO's international these states eventually are likely toriously derailing the ongoing efforts
obligations to threaten the use ofyry to obtain such weapons. Obvi- to reduce the strategic arsenals of
nuclear weapons against non-nucleaipysly the acquisition of nuclear the two sides.
states. Russian military doctrine doesweélpons by the “southern flank”
not provide for that possibility either. states would be detrimental to
Nevertheless, as was noted aboveryssia’s security. Strict adherence to
some authors do suggest that TNWneqative guarantees is about the onl

could be employed in deterring po- means to deny non-nuclear states
tential threats from such countries, so|id pretext to go nuclear.

so this option has to be explored as
well.

4. TNW are inapplicable for de-
terring potential threats from non-
nuclear states.

Unless measures to limit, reduce,
and ultimately eliminate TNW are
taken within the next several years,
Ya new arms race could ensue. Elimi-
%hation of TNW will not be an easy

task and will require serious efforts

Similarly, NATO'’s planstorely on by both Russia and the West. The
TNW to prevent “rogue states” from first steps should include: 1) the cre-

To say that large-scale aggressionycquiring nuclear weapons appearation of more favorable conditions
on the part of Iran, Iraq, or Pakistan faylty. First, potential proliferators under which elites of the nuclear
is highly improbable would be a are Jikely to assign their nuclear states can become more amenable to
gross overstatement. Realistically, weapons other missions than con-the idea of parting with their TNW;
that threat can be ruled out com-tainment of nuclear states (e.g., Iragand 2) the development of arms con-
pletely. For other potential threats, might want them against Iran, Israel, trol approaches that would be politi-
TNW are simply inapplicable. But or Saudi Arabia). Second, the merecally acceptable.
how would Russia use TNW if Pa- presence of TNW in nuclear states
kistan were to install a friendly re- makes it more likely that non-nuclear
gime in Afghanistan and acquire states might want to acquire the sam
strong influence over Turkmenistan? weapons as a means of deterrenc

Or if Turkey were o get an upper following standard Schelling-esque
hand in Azerbaijan? Under any pos- |ggjc.

sible scenario not to Russia’s liking, nuclear weapons was reversed by an
TNWwil prove useless and will re- - coNCLUSION: INITIAL initiative of the side that had superi-

main at their storage facilities. A ARMS CONTROL MEASURES . . .
threat of use would not be credible ) ) o_r|ty n _conventlodnal fol_rCQS. the So-
enough, so even the deployment to This article has sought to demon- viet Union agreed to eliminate more

combat units would be of no effect. Strate that regardless of any valueweapons than the United States and
Thus, the “southern flank” cannot be TNW might have as a security guar- to overlook the existence of British

used as a justification for retaining 2ntor (whether against superior con-and French theater nuclear weapons.
TNW. much less for their modern- Ventional forces or as a balance toThe reason is simple: the side that
; the other side’s TNW, or any other enjoys a greater margin of security

The first question is, which side
should take the initiative? We can
Qo0k to the past to find prescriptions
€f how to deal with the emerging
crisis. At the end of the 1980s, the
arms race in intermediate-range

ization.
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can afford greater flexibility, especially tion of the TNW that Russia cur- aircraft, but they are not attached to
regarding steps that are bound to berently has are known and verifiable. the aircraft all the time).
controversial domestically. Russia would benefit from the lower Existing verification techniques,

If this example is followed, then level of nuclear weapons that could particularly those used under the
it is up to NATO, in particular the be targeted against |ts_ terr!t_ory and START | and Il Treaties, as well as
United States, to take the lead. Thisfrom Fhe greater predictability that under the INF and the CFE Treaties,
conclusion also follows from the fact AAMerican TNW would not be de- appropriately amended and strength-
that Russia today is highly unlikely ployed covertly in Easterr_1 Europe (or ened, might also be used for a TNW
to be responsive to the idea of uni- be m0\_/ed _from U.S. terrlt_ory to Eu- regime. Warheads could be corralled
lateral elimination of TNW° The OP€ with little or no warning). at declared facilities and a system of
prevailing mood in Moscow is that  An obvious problem with this pro- perimeter monitoring, not requiring
“the period of material concessions posal is verification. Indeed, difficul- the presence of inspectors (approxi-
for the sake of political gains is ties with developing a reliable mately along the lines of the continu-
over.™Granted, an initiative on verification regime are one of the ous perimeter and portal monitoring
TNW would not be easy, given the reasons why the existing TNW re- procedures at production facilities
current domestic political climate in gime is still informal. For the first under the INF and START | Trea-
the United States, but an initiative time in the history of arms control, ties), might be created to make sure
by Russia is even less likely. verification measures will have to that warheads are not being re-

The key background condition for focus on warheads r_athe_r than deliv-moved. Other measures might ir_1-
successful measures in the area of"Y vehicles al_n_d mlghj[ _|r_1volve ac- clude: exchanges.and perlo_dlc
cess to sensitive facilities where updates of information; extensive
warheads are stored and dismantledbaseline inspections to verify accu-

tions beganin early 1997. The elimi- The task of codification of the racy_of _the |n|t!al exchange of dat_a_;
nation or at least significant reduction 1991-96 regime poses several veri-c?n's'te ms_pectlons at declared facili-
of conventional imbalances in Europe fication challenges. The first task, ties to verify the_ de_clared_numberof
might make Russia more amenableverifying the absence of nuclear v_varheng; on_-3|te Inspections to con-
to the idea of parting with its TNW. warheads in the territories of East- f|_rm elimination Of_ Warhea_ds; on-
Another important step was that ern Europe and Belarus & facto site challengg_ _mspecthns at
taken by NATO at the December non-nuclear zone in the center ofundeclared facilities to verify t_he
1996 North Atlantic Council minis- Europe), is probably the easiest. |tabsence of warheads; and national
terial meeting when it all but ruled would be sufficient to monitor the t_echnlcal means, enhanced by con-
out the possibility of any nuclear de- existing and well-known facilities fidence-building measures.
ployments to new NATO members. that were intended for nuclear war-  Clearly, the easiest task is to verify
Only months before, such a state-heads. The second challenge isthe absence of nuclear warheads: this
ment was commonly considered un-monitoring the central storage facili- could be done without excessively
thinkable. ties outside the non-nuclear zone,intrusive inspections simply by us-
A measure that might help to Wh_ere warheads are being stored.ing rgdiation detection devices. Veri-
jump-start a dialogue would be the Th_ls measure would prpbably have fication of the number of warheads
codification of the 1991-96 informal © include the whole territory of Rus- presents a greater challenge, espe-
d- sia and the whole territory of the cially since during some types of
United States, even if verification inspections it would be necessary to
would be limited to declared facili- distinguish between warheads for
ties. Finally, the storage facilities at tactical delivery systems and war-
NATO, the new regime would en- military bases where “deployed” heads for strategic systems, as well
sure that Russia’s TNW are not in- Warheads are kept must be moni-as between nuclear warheads and
creased or modernized, that they aretored (these weapons are “deployed’other objects that contain fissionable
in the sense that they are close aimaterials. These problems are by no
hand and can be quickly mounted onmeans insurmountable, but would

TNW is a new Conventional Forces
in Europe (CFE) Treaty. Negotia-

TNW regime to make it legally bin
ing and verifiablé? It might also

include an obligation by Russia not
to deploy its TNW in Belarus. For

not deployed to the west of its terri-
tory, and that the numbers and loca-
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require the special attention of ex-
perts.

1 Press Release, “Statement on Nuclear Weap

After that, the two sides can pro- ons by International Generals and Admirals,”
ceed to complete withdrawal of all December 5, 1996; for the full text, see ver-

.. . sion published iMArms Control Today26 (No-
TNW from Europe and elimination yemper/December 1996), pp. 15, 18.

of the withdrawn warheads: this ?“Statement of the Canberra Commission on the

measure would genera”y follow the E||m|_nat|on of NL’JCIear Weapons,” section _ Im-
mediate Steps,Programme for Promoting

guidelines of the Canberra Report. Nuclear Non-Proliferation No. 35 (3rd quarter
As noted above, the “coupling” role 1996), p. 22. _ S
fU.S. TNWiInE | 3 “Final Communiqué,” issued at the Ministerial
Y e In EUrope was aways Meeting of the North Atlantic Council, 10 De-
doubtful; in the absence of an iden- cember 1996, M-NAC-2(96)165, paragraph 5
ifi _ (gopher://marvin.nc3A.nato.int:70/11/
tglablde large-scale thrleat to N.AT?.' natodata/PRESS/COMMUNIQUE/1996).
t €y do not seem to play any JUS“ I- 4 Yaderniy Kontrol; No. 14 (February 1996), p.
able role. British and French tacti- 7; this data is taken from the Nuclear Notebook
cal nuclear weapons might be placedThe Bulletin of Atomic Scientist@November/
under an international verification national estimates the total number of NATO
regime within their national territo- TNW at 520, of which 480 are U.S. warheads
ries. Incidentally, the withdrawal of
would immediately ease the burdensdermine the Non-Proliferation Treaty,”
of the verification regime. The final
step would be complete worldwide
elimination of TNW, including those
of France, Great Britain, and China.

reports/nuclear/520.html).

ber 1996, The Bulletin of Atomic ScientigSep-
tember/October 1996), p. 63. The journal lists

. . . 1,600 warheads on 426 aircraft (presumably, be-
The most pressing Issue tOday ISIonging to the air force) and 600 warheads on 240

to avoid a new nuclear arms race,aircraft, which belong to the navy. Additionally,
and the only available means is

control and disarmament. We no asThe Bulletinnotes, Russian officials say that
. the initiatives are being followed. Indeed, in Sep-

longer have the benefit of preserv-

ing the current situation, as it is likely eign Ministry officially announced that Russia did

to change in the near future. The on|y_continue to implemen_t the 1991 qbligations and
intended to complete implementation by the year

question is whether the Change will 2000. (Interfax, September 26, 1996; in FBIS-
be toward greater numbers and va-SOV-96-189 (26 September 1996) (on-line).

: _ % Yaderniy Kontrol, No. 14 (February 1996), p.
Eety of TNW or toward lower num 8; this data is taken from the “Nuclear Notebook,”
ers.

The Bulletin of Atomic Scientis{dlovember/
. .. . ) December 1995).

Domestic politics in the United 7 nterview of Commander-in-Chief of Russian
States, Russia, European NAT O Strategic Rocket Forces Igor Sergeérasnaya

Zvezda December 5, 1996.
states, and future members of NATO; Yaderniy Kontrol; No. 14 (February 1996), p.

remain a serious obstacle as currents. Some analysts give a higher figure—up to
domestic conditions are not very 20,000: Oleg Bukharin, “Analiz razmerov i

. kachestva uranovykh zapasov Rossii” (An Analy-
conducive for TNW-related arms sis of the Size and Quality of Uranium Stockpile

control measures. But there are twoin Russia), reprinted iivooruzhenie i Voennaia
. Tekhnika December 4, 1996, p. 4.

ways o ap,proaCh (_)bStaCIeS' asareq Bukharin, “Analiz razmerov i kachestva

son for doing nothing or as a reasoNyranovykh zapasov Rosgiip. 4.

for an increased effort. Under the *° “Russia’s Answer to the Expansion of

. NATO,” Power in Russia: Russian Executive
present cwgumstances, the Iatterand Legislative NewsletteNos. 22-28 (June
should be tried.

1996)(www.russia.net/rial.reln/rexIn.html).
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December 1995). A report of Greenpeace Inter-

and the rest British. See Hans Kristensen and
: Joshua Handler, “The 520 Forgotten Bombs: How
U.S. and Russian TNW from Europe U.S. and British Nuclear Weapons in Europe Un-

Greenpeace International, Nuclear Campaign
Report, October 1995 (www.greenpeace.org/~usa/.

5 “Estimated Russian Nuclear Stockpile, Septem-

1,000 nuclear warheads are assigned to other se
” launched systems, but they should have been with:
through renewed attention to arms drawn in accordance with the 1991 initiatives and,

tember 1996, a representative of the Russian For:

The article is based on an interview with Sergei
Kortunov, whose title is given as a representa-
tive of the office of presidential aides (in other

sources he is named advisor to Yuri Baturin,
the secretary of the Defense Council).
Kortunov said that the proposal about revers-
ing the 1991 obligations in case a military
response is needed had been made already by
the military and was being considered by the
administration of the president. An article by
the Minister of Defense Igor Rodionov cor-
roborates that statement: “We might objec-
tively face the task of increasing tactical
nuclear weapons at our borders....” (Igor
Rodionov, “Neobkhodimo reformirovat’ ne
chasti systemy voennoi bezopasnosti
gosudarstva, a vsyu ee v tselom” (It is Neces-
sary To Reform the Whole System of the State’s
Security, Instead of Its PartslNezavisimoe

' Voennoe ObozrenjeNo. 22 (November 1996).

11 Vladimir Belous, “Budet li ratifitsirovan
Dogovor SNV-2?”" (Will the START Il Treaty Be
Ratified?), Yaderniy Kontrol; No. 18-19 (June-
July 1996), p. 35. “Groupings” mean administra-
tively independent groups composed of various
units (for example, several divisions under the
military district commander).

12 The Bulletin of Atomic Scientis{September-
October 1996), p. 62. This missile is mentioned
in a book published by the conservative Spiritual
Heritage FoundationRatifikatsiia Dogovora
SNV-2: Resheniia, Problemy, PerspekiiRati-
fication of START II: Solutions, Problems, Per-
spectives), (Moscow: Spiritual Heritage and
RAU-Corporation, 1996), p. 58. This book spe-
cifically states that the new missile will replace
the Oka (SS-23) missile complex, which the Rus-

a-.

sian military continues to believe was slated for

elimination improperly (the INF Treaty covers the

systems with the range of 500 km and more, while
the Oka complex had the range of 450 km; the
U.S. side insisted during the talks that it had been

tested to the 500 km distance and thus had to be
eliminated; Gorbachev made that decision with-
out consulting with the military).

13 The text was published Bovetskaya Rossiya
November 14, 1996; in FBIS-SOV-96-221 (14
November 1996) (on-line). There exists, of course,
a question of whether such deployment would be
consistent with the obligations of the two coun-
tries under the Lisbon Protocol to START II. The
question is beyond the scope of this article, but a
cursory look suggests that if the deployment is
limited to TNW and if control over weapons re-
mains in Russian hands (similar to the status of
U.S. weapons in Germany), the move might be
legal.

14 Viktor Mikhailov and Aleksandr Chernyshov,
“NATO's Expansion and Russia’s Securitygk
September 20, 1996, p. 5.

15 Mary Fitzgerald, “The Russian Image of Fu-
ture War,” Comparative Strateg¢#3 (1994), p.
173.

16 The doctrine was published Imvestiya No-
vember 18, 1993. However, unpublished drafts
dating from the spring and summer of 1992
already contained a similar provision. A new
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doctrine, which is being developed under the
auspices of the Defense Council, is widely as-
sumed to retain the plank on the first strike
(see “The Second Military Doctrine: the De-
fense Council Draws it for Approval in the
Near Future,”"Nezavisimaya GazetaNovem-
ber 6, 1996, and a press conference of Yuri
Baturin “Russia Needs a Provisional Military
Doctrine,” Power in Russia: Russian Execu-
tive and Legislative NewslettéRIA-Novosti),
No. 46 (November 1996) (www.russia.net/ria/
reln/rexin.html).

17“Russia Needs a Provisional Military Doctrine,”

Power in Russia: Russian Executive and Legis-

lative Newsletter(www.russia.net/ria/reln/
rexin.html).

18 Vladimir Belous, “Takticheskoe yadernoe
oruzhie: poluzabytaia realnost” (Tactical Nuclear
Weapons: A Half-Forgotten Reality$egodnya
June 23, 1995.

Dogovor SNV-2?" (Will the START Il Treaty
Be Ratified?),Yaderniy Kontrol, No. 18-19
(June-July 1996), p. 35. See also Vladimir
Belous, “Means of Political and Military De-
terrence: Evolution of Washington’s Views on
Tactical Nuclear Weapons,Nezavisimoye
Voyennoe ObozrenjeOctober 31, 1996; in
FBIS-SOV-96-212-S (1 November 1996) (on-
line).

2 Lev Rokhlin, “Opinion: A Third Position on
START II: We Need to Ratify the Treaty, but Un-
der the Condition that We Prepare a New One.”
Nezavisimoye Voennoe Obozremeigust 22,
1996; in FBIS-SOV-96-184-S (22 August 1996)
(on-line).

30 Vl]adimir Belous, “Budet li ratifitsirovan
Dogovor SNV-2?”" (Will the START Il Treaty Be
Ratified?),Yaderniy Kontrol, Nos. 18-19 (June-
July 1996), p. 35.

31 See Jane E. Stromseithe Origins of Flexible

36 On the “theoretical” possibility of such pres-
ence see an interview of Yuri Baturin kho
Moskvy November 13, 1996; in FBIS-SOV-
96-211 (13 November 1996) (on-line).
S7Recent reappraisals of the Soviet conventional
forces posture cast doubt upon the common per-
ception of the ability of the Soviet Union to win a
war in Europe. See Matthew Evangelista, “Stalin’s
Postwar Army Reapprisedihternational Secu-
rity 7 (Winter 1982-83) and Richard Ned Lebow,
“The Soviet Offensive in Europelhternational
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aggression (See Christoph Bluffhe Collapse

of Soviet Military Power (Brookfield:
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conventional forces, which the Soviet mili-
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