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PREFACE 
 
The Institute of World Economy and International Relations pre-

sents in this volume the 10th edition of RUSSIA: ARMS CONTROL, 
DISARMAMENT AND INTERNATIONAL SECURITY. This serial 
publication is associated with the Russian edition of the SIPRI Year-
book: Armaments, Disarmament and International Security, which 
contains supplementary materials written by IMEMO researchers. 

Our intention in translating and publishing them in separate vol-
umes has been to inform the international expert community about 
the research work being done at the IMEMO. Our specific target – 
readers of the original, English version of the SIPRI Yearbooks who 
may wish to acquaint themselves with similar studies originating 
from Russia. 

2009 has witnessed the beginnings of new substantial interna-
tional discussion of nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation is-
sues. Critical arms control and disarmament problems are back on the 
international security agenda after a long period of marginalization 
and there is real hope that possible ways forward will be identified 
and pursued. 

Russia and the USA have started serious negotiations for a START 
follow-on treaty to expand major bilateral reductions of their strategic 
weapons arsenals and prepare the ground for a multilateral nuclear 
disarmament process. 

Efforts have also been made to boost the non-proliferation cause. 
The preparatory process for the 2010 NPT Conference succeeded in 
agreeing the agenda for the Conference. In September 2009 the UN 
Security Council passed a wide-ranging consensus Resolution 1887 
on compliance and enforcement matters. 

The themes discussed in this volume include a number of prior-
ity issues. Among them: lessons from the 1991 START and the pros-
pects for further deep reductions of strategic nuclear weapons, paral-
lel security issues that are likely to affect nuclear disarmament 
negotiations; the potential deployment of weapons in outer space, 
particularities of arms control in this environment and prospects for 
limiting and prohibiting space weapons; compliance and enforcement 
processes in the context of the NPT regime and the ways to 
strengthen them. 

Several chapters deal with regional security problems. They in-
clude: the long-needed reform of European security and Russia’s ini-
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tiative to move toward a new Euro-Atlantic security architecture; the 
conflict in Afghanistan and the ways to resolve it; the risks posed by 
nuclear Pakistan. 

The brief summary of key Russian documents on security and 
arms control contains reference to legislative and normative acts 
passed in 2009. This information is useful to specialists looking for 
source material. They could get more details from official documents. 

The book represents a collective effort. I would like to express 
my thanks to Corresponding Member of the Russian Academy of 
Sciences, Dr Alexei Arbatov and Dr Alexandre Kaliadine for com-
piling and editing this volume and providing important contributions 
of their own. Appreciation is also due to the authors of this volume – 
Vladimir Dvorkin, Nadia Alexandrova-Arbatova, Gennady Chufrin, 
Vladimir Moskalenko, Petr Topichkanov and Tamara Farnasova. I 
would like to thank George Bechter, Boris Klimenko and Vladimir 
Svarichovsky for helping to prepare the manuscript for publication. 

I gratefully acknowledge the support of this project by the Swiss 
Federal Department of Defence, Civil Protection and Sports. 

 
 

Academician Alexander Dynkin 
Director 

Institute of World Economy and International Relations 
Russian Academy of Sciences 

February 2010 
 



ACRONYMS 
 
 
AAD –   anti-air defense  
ABM –   anti-ballistic missile  
ABM Treaty –   Antiballistic Missile Treaty 
AFPAK – ‘Afghanistan plus Pakistan strategy’ (the USA) 
ASP –   additional safeguards protocol (IAEA) 
ALCM –   air-launched cruise missile  
ASEAN –   Association of Southeast Asian Nations 
ASAT –   anti-satellite weapon 
ASW –   anti-submarine warfare 
ATT –   arms trade treaty 
BM –   ballistic missile 
BMD –   ballistic missile defense 
CBM –   confidence-building measure 
CD –   Conference on Disarmament (in Geneva) 
CFE Treaty –   Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe 
CIS –   Commonwealth of Independent States 
CSBM –   confidence- and security-building measure 
CST –   Collective Security Treaty (Tashkent Treaty) 
CSTO –   Collective Security Treaty Organization 
CTBT –   Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty 
DIC –   defense-industrial complex 
DP –   defense products 
DPRK –   Democratic People’s Republic of Korea  
FOM –   fractional orbiting missile 
ESDP –   European Security and Defense Policy  
EU –   European Union 
FA –   Federal Assembly (Russia) 
FC –   Federation Council (Russia) 
FBR –   fast-breeder reactor 
FBS –   forward-based system 
FEP –   fuel enrichment plant 
FMCT –   Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty 
FOM –   fractional orbital missile 
FSP –   federal special program (Russia) 
FZ –   Federal Law  
GICNT –   Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism 
GBI –   ground-based interceptor 
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G8 –   Group of Eight  
GDP –   gross domestic product 
GLONASS –   Global Navigation Sputnik System (Russia) 
GMD –   global missile defense (the USA)  
GPS –   Global Positioning System 
HEU –   highly-enriched uranium 
IAEA –   International Atomic Energy Agency 
ICBM –   intercontinental ballistic missile 
INF Treaty –   the Treaty between the Union of Soviet Socialist   
      Republics and the United States of America on the 
      Elimination of their Intermediate-Range and 
      Shorter-Range Missiles 
INP –   Iranian nuclear program 
IRBM –   intermediate-range ballistic missile 
IMEMO –   Institute of World Economy and International  
      Relations 
ISAF –   International Security Assistance Force 
LEU –   low enriched uranium  
LWR –   light-water reactor 
MW –   megawatt 
MIRV –   multiple independently targeted re-entry vehicle 
MSC –   Military Staff Committee (the UNO) 
MTCR –   Missile Technology Control Regime 
MWS –   missile warning system 
NAM –   Non-Aligned Movement 
NATO –   North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
NFC –   nuclear fuel cycle  
NMD –   national missile defense (USA) 
NNWS –   non-nuclear-weapon state 
NPT –   Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear  
      Weapons (Non-Proliferation Treaty) 
NSG –   Nuclear Suppliers Group 
NTMV –   national technical means (of verification) 
NW –   nuclear weapon (warhead) 
NWFP –   North-West Frontier Province (Pakistan) 
NWFZ –   nuclear-weapon-free zone 
NWS –   nuclear-weapon state (as defined by the NPT) 
OSCE –   Organization for Security and Co-operation in 
      Europe 
PAROS –   Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space 
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PPWOS –   Prevention of the Placement of Weapons in Outer  
      Space 
PPWOST –   Treaty on the Prevention of the Placement of   
      Weapons in Outer Space, the Threat or Use of  
      Force against Outer Space Objects  
PSI –   Proliferation Security Initiative 
PTBT –   Partial Test Ban Treaty 
R&D –   research and development 
RAF –   Russian Armed Forces 
RF –   Russian Federation 
RNC –   Russia-NATO Council 
SC –   spacecraft, space apparatus 
SCO –   Shanghai Cooperation Organization 
SD –   State Duma (Russia) 
SDI –   Strategic Defense Initiative (the USA) 
SIPRI –   Stockholm International Peace Research Institute 
SLBM –   submarine/sea-launched ballistic missile 
SLCM –   sea-launched cruise missile 
SNDS –   strategic nuclear delivery system 
SNF –   Strategic nuclear forces 
SRAM –   short-range air missile 
SOA –   strategic offensive arms 
SORT –   the 2002 Moscow Treaty on the Reduction of  
      Strategic Offensive Potentials 
SRF –   Strategic Rocket Forces (Russia) 
SSBN –   ship submersible ballistic nuclear (strategic nuclear  
      submarine) 
SSN –   nuclear-powered submarine  
START –   Treaty on the Reduction and Limitation of Strategic 
      Offensive Arms   
TCBM –   transparency and confidence-building measure 
THAAD –   theater high-altitude area defense 
TNW –   tactical nuclear weapons 
TMD –   theatre missile defense 
TTBT –   Threshold Test Ban Treaty 
UCF –   uranium conversion facility 
UEF –   uranium enrichment facility 
UF6 –   uranium hexafluoride 
UN –   United Nations 
UNDC –   United Nations Disarmament Commission  
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UNGA –   UN General Assembly 
UNSC –   UN Security Council 
UNSCR –   UN Security Council Resolution 
WNA –   World Nuclear Association  
WMD –   weapon of mass destruction 



 
 
 
 
 
PART I. ANALYSES, FORECASTS, DISCUSSIONS 
 

1. The lessons from the 1991 START and the prospects  
 for further reduction of nuclear weapons  
2. Preventing an arms race in outer space  
3. The non-proliferation requirements: practices and 
 prospects of enforcement  
4. Framework of a new European security architecture 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. THE LESSONS FROM THE 1991 START AND 
    THE PROSPECTS FOR FURTHER REDUCTION OF  
    NUCLEAR WEAPONS 
 
 
Vladimir DVORKIN 

 
The strategic dialogue between Russia and the United States 

just as 30 years ago remains focused on the reduction of strategic 
nuclear weapons. 

During the 8-years of the Bush Administration this dialogue 
has been put on the backburner of America’s policy. After the ex-
piry of the 2002 Moscow Treaty on the Reduction of Strategic Of-
fensive Potentials (SORT) the Bush Administration did not consider 
it worthwhile in the foreseeable future to discuss further steps to re-
duce strategic offensive arms (SOA) based on new treaties with 
Russia. 

In 2002 the United States denounced the 1972 Treaty on the 
Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems (ABM Treaty), under-
mining in fact the whole regime of limitation and reduction of nu-
clear weapons. Insignificant changes in US policy occurred in 2008 
under the influence of growing criticism within the Democratic, but 
also the Republican Party. The critics considered it important to re-
start negotiations with Russia on the reduction of SOA in view of 
the approaching expiry of the Treaty on the Reduction and Limita-
tion of Strategic Offensive Arms (START)1, as well as on the need 
to cooperate with Russia on the problems of settling the nuclear cri-
ses in Iran and North Korea and the extremely complex situation in 
Afghanistan. 
                                                           

1 The 1991 START expired on 5 December 2009. 
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In 2008 the State Department sent the Russian Ministry for For-
eign Affaires a document entitled ‘A Treaty between the Russian 
Federation and the United States of America on measures to strengthen 
transparency and confidence-building measures in respect of strate-
gic offensive nuclear potentials’. 

This document did not envisage explicit reduction of SOA on 
the part of the two sides as compared to the 2002 Moscow Treaty. 
This follows from the first two points of Art. 1. Instead, it was pro-
posed to extend it for another 10 years. These points stipulated: 

1. The total quantity of operationally deployed strategic nuclear 
warheads (NW) should not exceed 1700–2200 on each side by 31 
December 2012 for the duration of 10 years after the entry into 
force of the present Treaty. 

2. In accordance with the requirements of the State and the 
commitment to their allies the Sides intend to bring about further re-
ductions in their strategic nuclear warheads to a minimal number. 

The remaining eight articles mainly contained proposals for the 
control systems and confidence-building measures a limited part of 
what was stipulated in the 1991 START with a detailed description 
of the presence of the inspection groups of both sides when carrying 
out inspections. 

As an integral part of the draft of the Treaty a 65-page Protocol 
on strengthening transparency and confidence-building measures 
was submitted. The Protocol contained the order of exchange of 
data, inspections and display of weapons, almost 25 different types 
of reports on the state of the facilities of the nuclear triad and pro-
cedure for the exchange of telemetric data with a detailed descrip-
tion of their contents, terms and definitions as well as of other con-
trol requirements. All these propositions in fact repeat many points 
of the corresponding parts of the 1991 START.  

The greater volume of the Protocol was connected with the 
procedures of the exchange of telemetric data on the launching of 
missiles, the expediency of which is in considerable doubt. 

In this way, the package of the documents submitted by the 
Bush Administration can be looked upon as a belated and fairly 
clumsy attempt to demonstrate positive views on the problems of 
nuclear disarmament and proliferation during the final period of its 
term of office. 

During this period the Russian and American experts studied 
forecasts for the signing before the end of 2009 of a new Treaty on 
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the mutual reduction of SOA and the possibility of prolongation of 
the 1991 START. This project was regarded in official and expert 
circles of the RF and the USA with strong misgivings in as much as 
it restricted in a considerable measure further programs for SOA of 
the Sides. While the 1991 START was in force it was not permitted 
to carry out flight tests of the ICBM ‘Topol-M’ with MIRV without 
modification to give this missile parameters of a new type as well as 
increasing the number of warheads on SLBM ‘Sineva’. Under the 
conditions of the 1991 START the counting rules for warheads and 
missiles in force and the destruction of armaments, the fulfillment 
of the conditions of the 2002 SORT requires the USA to dismantle 
the launching installations of SLBM ‘Trident-2’ at least on four 
SSBN of the ‘Ohio’ class, which are reconstructed as Cruise mis-
siles. Apart from this, the continuation of inspection activities is ex-
tremely burdensome for both sides and does not correspond to the 
new situation. Nevertheless, a final refusal to consider this option in 
case of the failure to sign a new treaty would seem premature. 

At the same time, quite independently of the further develop-
ment of the situation in respect of the prospect for the signing of 
a new treaty, analysis of the application of such a unique document 
as the 1991 START appears not to be sufficiently thought through, 
though quite actual. After all, many of its propositions in one way 
or another will either be retained or modified in the course of the 
negotiations. 

 
 

The 1991 START: the analysis of experience 
 
The 1991 START is the first treaty not only about limitation, 

but also about a twofold reduction of strategic nuclear armaments 
by the two powers if one does not take into account the not less im-
portant Treaty between the USSR and the USA on the Elimination 
of their Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles (INF 
Treaty). These weapons, however, are not considered, under the ex-
isting qualifications, part of the strategic forces. 

In recent years a number of provisions of the 1991 START 
have been from time to time subject to criticism both in Russia and 
the United States. Highly placed Russian officials consider them 
almost scandalous because of the control system which supplies the 
American side with detailed information on the state, the technical 
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characteristics and technical particularities of the national strategic 
armaments. A number of military experts are of the opinion that the 
limitation of areas of permanent deployment and patrolling by mo-
bile missile installations of the Strategic Rocket Forces (SRF) radi-
cally reduces their concealment and survivability2. 

Without for the moment evaluating these grievances, the time 
and the political-military situation in the period when those negotia-
tions took place, should be borne in mind.  

The negotiations lasted about seven years till the middle of 
1991 while they had started during a serious worsening of relations 
between the USSR and the USA as a result of the announcement of 
the 'Strategic Defense Initiative’ (SDI) Program by President Reagan 
on 23 March 1983. 

The threat of an unprecedented military confrontation between 
the two nuclear superpowers became real. This might have resulted 
in militarization of outer space by the putting in orbit of various ar-
maments including those constructed on new physical principles. 

The USSR initiated numerous expensive R&D projects of a 
symmetrical and asymmetrical nature to counteract the SDI. The 
symmetrical measures included the development of multi-force mili-
tary space system and layered anti-missile defense system. As to the 
asymmetrical measures the main effort was focused on the ground-
based groupings of mobile ballistic missiles (BM) which disposed 
of enhanced energetic reserves as compared to the SLBM enabling 
them to overcome all the obstacles of the American BMD. The de-
velopment of a number of new types of ICBM was initiated and the 
increase of ground-based groupings of ICBM from 1398 to 1700 was 
envisaged, including the deployment of more then 1000 of mobile 
launchers of ‘Topol’ ICBM and small-caliber ‘Courier’ ICBM in 
order to considerably enhance the survivability and maintenance of 
the Soviet nuclear deterrence potential. 

In such circumstances the negotiations on SOA were started. 
Although later the tension in relations between the USSR and the 
USA gradually diminished (an important step in this process was 
the meeting between the presidents of the two countries in Reykja-
vik in 1986) the degree of mutual mistrust remained considerable 
which was fully reflected in the final text of the START. 

                                                           
2 Lata, V., Vidanov, M., ‘The USA overdid the USSR during the START-1 

negotiations’, Nezavisimoye voennoye obozrenie, 7 August 2009. 
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It should be borne in mind that the totality of documents which 
includes the Treaty itself consisting of 19 articles and also (forming 
integral part of the arrangement) seven protocols, terms, memo-
randa, 38 agreed statements, two separate agreements, a framework 
agreement, declarations and letters amounts to more than 500 pages. 

One protocol connected with the disintegration of the Soviet 
Union and the emergence of new Parties to the 1991 START (Bela-
rus, Ukraine and Kazakhstan) was signed in May 1992. 

The framework agreement laying down the continuation of ne-
gotiations of the further reduction of strategic nuclear armaments 
fixing the level of SOA at 3000–3500 warheads was signed in June 
1992. It also became an integral part of the 1991 START. 

Let us note only a certain part of the principal provisions of the 
1991 START which are from time to time discussed by officials 
and experts. 

The main conditions for the reduction and limitation of SOA 
are set out in the second article of the Treaty. Apart from the reduc-
tion of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles (SNDV) to a level of 
1600 units and warheads - to a level of 6000 units, by the end of the 
third stage the sides should not possess more than 154 heavy ICBM, 
4900 warheads on ICBM and SLBM, 1100 warheads on mobile 
ICBM. 

The next very important article defines detailed counting rules 
for deployed, serviced and stored, transported warheads, missiles, 
launchers and heavy bombers (HB) which comprised the strategic 
nuclear force (SNF) of the two sides. The number of warheads 
adapted to ICBM and SLBM of each of the existing types was men-
tioned in the Memoranda on the agreement, and for the new type of 
ICBM and SLBM the number of warheads was fixed at the number 
of those which have been flight tested. In order to exclude the pos-
sibility of a retribution potential the so-called 40 percent rule is in-
troduced. Accordingly the number of warheads which will be 
adapted to the new type of ICBM and SLBM with separating war-
heads of the existing construction or of the new type of ICBM and 
SLBM with one warhead should be not less than the result of the 
division of 40 percent of the throw weight of the ICBM or SLBM 
by the weight of the lightest flight tested warhead on missiles of that 
type. 

For this purpose the rules for the reduction of the number of 
warheads were defined in accordance with which each side had the 
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right to reduce the number of warheads adapted to the existing type 
of ICBM and SLBM to a summary number not exceeding 1250 
units at any given time. At the same time the number of warheads 
adapted to ICBM and SLBM was reduced to no more than four 
units of the number of warheads adapted to them on the date of the 
sighing of the Treaty. If the number of warheads adapted to ICBM 
or SLBM of a particular type was reduced by more than two units, 
the platform of the warheads of each of the ICBM or SLBM was to 
be destroyed and replaced by a new one. An exception was made 
for ‘Minuteman-III’, the platform of which when any reduction of 
the number of warheads takes place is destroyed and replaced by 
a new one. This is done in the USA when those missiles are armed 
with one warhead from an ICBM ‘MX’ instead of the three previ-
ous ones. 

It was prohibited to carry out flight testing and the deployment 
of ICBM and SLBM with a number of warheads exceeding ten 
units which corresponded to the number of warheads of Soviet 
heavy missiles and American ICBM ‘MX’. It was also prohibited to 
increase the number of warheads as compared to the number 
adapted to any ICBM and SLBM of each type. 

The counting of nuclear warheads carried by heavy bombers 
was defined conditionally and did not take into account the real 
number. 

For the USSR each heavy bomber with ALCM within a limit of 
a total number of 180 units, is armed with 8 warheads. Each heavy 
bomber which carried more than 180 units was equipped with the 
number of warheads for which it was designed (‘Tu-95’ is equipped 
with 6 and 16 ALCM, ‘Tu-160’ – with 12 ALCM). In this way, the 
increase of the summary number of warheads by more than 1300 
units was allowed for the Russian triad. 

Each American HB with ALCM, within a limit of a total number 
of 150 units, is armed with 10 warheads. Each heavy bomber which 
carried above 150 units was equipped with the number of warheads 
for which it was designed. Each American ‘B-52H’ HB is capable 
of carrying up to 20 ALCM. This made it possible to increase the 
6000 warheads, allowed by the 1991 START, by 1500 units. 

On an American initiative an important place in the text of the 
Treaty is taken up by the limitation of Soviet heavy ICBM (consid-
ered by the USA as a destabilizing element). Accordingly, the So-
viet Union had to reduce their number twofold. It was prohibited to 



                                                                      LESSONS FROM START-1 19

produce, test and deploy such missiles of a new type and increase 
the throw weight of heavy ICBM of existing types. No less impor-
tant place in the Treaty was accorded to various kinds of limitations 
on mobile ICBM and their launchers. In the end the Americans de-
cided to cease to deploy such missiles. 

There are limited areas of 5 km2 where ground-based mobile 
launchers for ICBM are located. In each of these areas there should 
not be more than 10 launchers with ICBM and stationary concealed 
shelters for them. All this applies equally of course to the ‘Topol’ 
missile complexes and subsequently to the ‘Topol-M’ missile com-
plexes. Each missile regiment with these complexes comprises 9 
launchers with missiles. 

The patrol area of these launchers should not exceed 125 000 km2. 

This is considerably more than the area required for 9 launchers to 
provide the necessary concealment and survivability. 

At seven railway stations there should not be more than 35 
points for the permanent location of mobile railway missile com-
plexes (MRMC). In actual fact the USSR and Russia disposed of 12 
echelons (regiments) of 3 ICBM ‘RT-23 UTTX’ each. 

The limits were established for the non-deployed mobile mis-
siles, although these limits were within fairly wide bounds. Thus, 
the non-deployed ICBMs were limited to 250 units and for mobile 
railway-based missiles to not more than 125 units. This, as experi-
ence has shown, considerably exceeded the actually deployed num-
ber of Soviet ICBM on railway launchers (36 ICBM). At the same 
time, the number of launchers for ICBM of all types was limited to 
110 units. For mobile railway launchers this amounts to 18 units. 

For maneuvers with the use of ground-based and mobile 
railway missile complexes and their deployment location the no-
tification of the beginning and the end of the exercises was re-
quired. 

The same conditions were stipulated for large scale strategic 
maneuvers in which heavy bombers participated. These are carried 
out once a year for the duration of 30 days. 

Most important feature of the 1991 START was the unprecedented 
transparency in respect of the state and characteristics of the SNF of 
the USSR and the USA. 

The corresponding articles of the Treaty included provisions on 
the control system of limitations, on the conduct of inspections and 
confidence-building measures including the exchange of informa-
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tion, the display of SOA and of dismantled SOA and the exhibition 
of SOA on demand. 

The control system laid down 16 types of inspections in rela-
tion to the original data, new facilities, on suspicion, in respect of 
warheads of deployed ICBM and SLBM, in connection with re-
equipment of facilities, in connection with displays and others. 

The confidence-building measures comprised 10 groups, which 
consisted of 152 notifications. The exchange of information system 
between the USSR and the USA in accordance with the 1991 
START Treaty included: 

– the exchange of data once every 6 months on SOA and facili-
ties related to them on all the categories of data contained in the 
Memorandum on the definition of original data in respect of the 
1991 START; 

– the transfer of all telemetric data obtained in the course of the 
launching of missiles and the presentation of the magnetic tapes 
with the record of such telemetric data as well as data connected 
with their analysis in accordance with the Protocol on telemetric 
data attached to the 1991 START; 

– notifications should be given in accordance with the 1991 
START containing current information on SOA and related facili-
ties. 

Each country was to display for confirmation the technical 
characteristics of ICBM and SLBM of each type, of all types of 
ICBM launchers, of each type and variety of heavy bombers and 
decommissioned heavy bombers, of each type of ALCM. 

The information transmitted in accordance with the Memoran-
dum should contain: quantitative data on SOA with mention of their 
location; technical data on SOA; plans of the areas of deployment 
of SOA and the facilities servicing them; photographs of the mis-
siles, the launchers, means of transport and installation, heavy bomb-
ers and submarines. 

The country carrying out flight tests should provide the other 
side after each missile launch with magnetic tape recordings of all 
telemetric information obtained in the course of flight testing; mag-
netic tape recordings of all telemetric information in capsule; a short 
description of each magnetic tape. 

Apart from this, the country carrying out flight tests should 
provide the other side after each missile launch data for analysis 
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(description of the format of the telemetric frame and the method of 
encoding in respect of all telemetric information transmitted by air). 

The part of the Treaty entitled ‘Agreed statements’ contained in 
its 39 points various propositions different in their importance and 
themes. These not only defined and explained a number of articles of 
the main text, but also introduce additional requirements and limita-
tions. Below we shall look at the most important of these statements. 

The seventh agreed statement concerned the permission to 
carry out permitted dislocation of ICBM. It sets out the agreement 
of the sides to such dislocation when carried out only for the pur-
pose of national security during a crisis when one side considered it 
essential to take measures providing the survivability of its strategic 
forces. The sides also agreed that, although the number and fre-
quency of such dislocations are not limited, in practice they will not 
be carried out often. 

The nineteenth agreed statement set out that in case either of 
the sides decided to create mobile launchers of missile vehicles for 
space facilities and the missile vehicles connected with these 
launchers, this to be considered by a Joint commission for observa-
tion and inspection. This was permitted on condition that: 

– mobile launchers of missile vehicles for space facilities and the 
missile vehicles for space facilities connected with these launchers 
differed from launchers for ICBM and SLBM in that they were ob-
servable by national control means; 

– mobile launchers of missile vehicles for space facilities did 
not carry any ICBM and SLBM; 

– the number of produced and stored mobile launchers of mis-
sile vehicles for space facilities and the missile vehicles for space 
facilities connected with these launches should not exceed the num-
ber necessary for space launches; 

– mobile launchers of missile vehicles for space facilities and the 
missile vehicles for space facilities connected with these launches 
should not be located on ICBM bases for railway and ground-based 
launchers. 

This provision was successfully used by Russia when launch-
ing space vehicles. 

In accordance with the twenty second agreed statement the in-
terdependence between the INF Treaty and the 1991 START was 
established in respect of the continuing monitoring of the produc-
tion facilities of ICBM. In particular, the two sides agreed that dur-
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ing a period of permanent control of the Votkinsk machine-building 
plant was carried out simultaneously in accordance with the INF 
Treaty, they applied the procedure of permanent monitoring in ac-
cordance with the 1991 START and the procedure for permanent 
control in accordance with the INF Treaty. 

As variants of existing type of ICBM and SLBM may be con-
sidered missiles of the calibers which differ from the calibers of the 
same type by more than three percent but less than the correspond-
ing criteria of a new type.  

ICBM and SLBM were also acceptable as variants if their cali-
bers differed from the calibers of the missiles of the same type by 
less than three percent. The particularity of this agreement consisted 
of the fact that all the limitations on the number of warheads and 
their throw weight apply to the variant of the missile. 

In order to implement the conditions under which the ICBM 
and SLBM may be considered to be of a new type, their throw weight 
should exceed the throw weight of the existing or of the earlier de-
clared new type of ICBM and SLBM by 21 percent or more. Changes 
in the length of the first stage of a type declared to be a new type of 
ICBM and SLBM represent changes in the ICBM and SLBM of an 
existing type or earlier declared new type by five percent or more. 

The throw weight of an ICBM or SLBM of a new type repre-
sents the maximum throw weight achieved in flight tests over 
a distance of not less than 11000 km for ICBM or over a distance of 
not less than 9500 km for SLBM. 

In case the ICBM declared to be a missile of a new type as 
compared to a ‘Topol’ missile when the throw weight is exceeded 
by 21 percent or more in addition to changes in the length of the 
first stage by five percent, its throw weight is the maximum throw 
weight achieved in flight tests over a distance of not less than 11000 
kilometers. 

This represented a radical limitation on the modernization, in 
particular, of the ‘Topol’ missile, which possessed considerable re-
serves of its energy capacities. This was well known by the Ameri-
can experts who tried not to permit to enhance the strike effective-
ness of this missile. Without the transfer to the classification of 
a new type it was prohibited to arm a ‘Topol-M’ with several war-
heads instead of one. The same applied to SLBM. And the transfer 
to a new type required changes in the construction, new tests, which 
costs a great deal of time and money. 
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The final texts of the 1991 START may evoke by the contem-
porary reader a number of contradictory evaluations. This if one 
does not take into account the considerable number of compromises 
on the majority of principal propositions of the Treaty. However, 
for the experts who have taken part in the negotiations or in the 
formulation of the positions at all stages of the negotiating process, 
their former and current opinions and evaluations often become 
contradictory because of the radically different conditions. Thus, for 
instance, the demolition of half of the Soviet heavy missiles ‘P-36 
UTTX’ was at the time extremely difficult to agree on. Today, bear-
ing in mind the disintegration of the Soviet Union and the changes 
in the whole military and political situation, this demolition appears 
not only justified, but without alternative. Not only because these 
missiles were produced in Ukraine, but also because in the structure 
of the SNF stationary ICBM with a great number of warheads on 
each predominate. This became a substantial destabilizing factor. 

In order to differentiate between the evaluations of the START 
provisions depending on the time, attempts will be made below to 
define to which period these evaluations belong. 

In the first place, it should be noted that in the initial stages of 
the negotiations practically every page of the documents was cov-
ered by remarks (proposed by the American and Soviet sides) in 
brackets which contained text which had not been yet agreed upon. 
A number of disagreements could only be overcome at the complet-
ing stage of the negotiations. Thus, the USA for a long time tried to 
prohibit the deployment of ground-based ICBM. 

This type of complexes was in the first place needed by the 
USSR in order to enhance the survivability of the ground-based 
groupings. This is connected with the fact that in the middle of the 
1980s the USA started to deploy high precision ICBM ‘MX’ and 
SLBM warheads with increased strike power and precision. War-
heads of these missiles possessed effective striking power against 
highly survivable Soviet silo-based launchers. This considerably 
diminished the possibility of a retribution strike while the sea-based 
SNF could not sufficiently compensate for this loss because of the 
small share of submarine-based SLBM in the patrol areas. In the 
USA existed projects for the mobile complexes with ICBM ‘MX’ 
‘Midgetman’. The USA gave this up in the first place because of the 
high effectiveness of their sea-based nuclear forces which provided 
the necessary power for a retribution strike. 
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Here can be noted the curious and very open point of view of 
the US military. This opinion was expressed in the routine report of 
the Head of the Soviet delegation, secret at the time, on the results 
of the unofficial talk with his American colleagues during the nego-
tiations in Geneva. To the question why the USA did not want to 
allow the deployment of ground-based mobile missiles, the answer 
was that diplomats did not object to the deployment of this type of 
missile, but that the military strongly objected since it made plan-
ning a nuclear strike against the Soviet facilities of the SNF very 
difficult. At that time this openness was regarded as a sign of the 
determination to deliver a disarming strike and only stimulated the 
efforts to strengthen the mobile groupings of SNF. This can also be 
looked upon as the real state of the military-political relations be-
tween the two countries at the time of the negotiations. Quite inde-
pendently of the position and decisions of the leadership, the mili-
tary of both states were obliged to plan for the use of their forces in 
every possible military contingency. 

Agreement was fairly quickly reached on the prohibition on the 
development and deployment of air-based ballistic missiles, in as 
much as both the USA and the USSR had accumulated enough ex-
perience in the research and testing in regard of this problem. 

The results had shown that this kind of basing in respect of the 
indices of military effectiveness, exploitation and cost is many 
times inferior to all other forms of basing and it was abandoned with-
out regret. However, more recently, individual experts, unaware of 
the earlier history, again started to propose the development of avia-
tion complexes with air-based ballistic missiles. They clearly mis-
takenly suppose that the new technologies are capable of changing 
the previous conclusions. 

In Russia the 1991 START is from time to time criticized from 
the contemporary point of view for the limitations it imposed on the 
mobility of ground-based mobile complexes ‘Topol’ and ‘Topol-
M’, as well as for the detailed control by American inspection 
groups of the facilities of the Russian SNF, the permanent control of 
the Votkinsk plant and a number of other limitations. However, first 
of all, there has never existed any real temporary and area limita-
tions of the patrol routs of ground-based complexes, because the pa-
trol area, as has already been pointed out before, was from the start 
superfluous and in a military crisis situation has no importance at 
all. In these circumstances it is not the patrol area which is of im-
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portance, but the network of routs along which the launchers can 
move and which are not limited by any articles. 

Secondly, the control system of the Treaty was indeed exces-
sively burdensome and superfluous, especially from a contemporary 
point of view. However, it should be borne in mind that this system 
was elaborated in conditions of the Cold War, immediately after the 
sharp deterioration of relations between the USSR and the USA, 
and the degree of mutual distrust was extremely high. That the in-
tensity of the inspection activities by the USA was higher can only 
be explained by the fact that the visits of the inspection teams were 
to be paid for by the monitoring side. The permanent control was 
only carried out at the Votkinsk plant for the reason that this plant 
was defined as a facility for the production of ICBM. 

On the whole it should be admitted that the negotiations with 
the USA were conducted by the USSR which was not inferior to its 
partner in respect of military power and influence on world events. 
That is why the concessions by both sides were practically of equal 
importance. The American experts focused their attention mainly on 
limitations of the Soviet ground-based ICBM and heavy missiles, 
the principal component in respect of the number of warheads.  

The Soviet negotiators succeeded in compensating for the reduc-
tion of heavy ICBM by a considerable reduction of the sea-based 
component of the SOF of the USA and the cessation of the further 
strengthening of the ICBM ‘MX’ grouping which was limited to 50 
units. It should be noted that the ICBM ‘MX’ was in no way inferior 
in counter silo striking power to the Soviet heavy missiles of the ‘P-
36 UTTX’ and ‘P-36M’ type because of the enhanced strike preci-
sion with almost the same trotline equivalent of the warheads. 

As far as the decision-making process is concerned, it should 
be remembered that the 1991 START was signed by the presidents 
of the USA and the USSR, passed through a long stage of elabora-
tion of each article, memoranda, protocols, agreed statement etc. in 
conditions of vehement discussions between the two sides and 
a search for compromise.  

In the USSR the elaboration of the positions on every contro-
versial question was carried out by-now legendary ‘Five’ which 
consisted of professionals of the highest class from the Military-
Industrial Commission of the Council of Ministers, the Ministry of 
Defense, the Ministry for Foreign Affairs, the KGB and the Central 
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Committee of the Communist Party. Any disproportionate conces-
sions were unthinkable. 

The answer to all criticism of the START boils down to the 
fact that if looked at from the position at the time when it was 
signed, with all the reductions in accordance with its conditions, the 
Soviet SNF did not only preserve, but increased its potential of nu-
clear deterrence, that is the effectiveness of the retribution strike, 
because of the diminished power of the disarming strike of the SOF 
of the USA. 

After the disintegration of the Soviet Union positive evalua-
tions of the Treaty became even more justified. In order to under-
stand this it is sufficient to consider the state of SNF of Russia by 
this time. 

In 1992 the nuclear triad of the former USSR amounted to 
10299 warheads among which 6642 of the ground-based grouping, 
2804 of the sea-based grouping, 853 of the air-based grouping. 

The SNF were composed of 308 silo-based heavy ICBM of the 
‘P-36 UTTX’ and ‘P-36M’ type with 10 warheads each in a silo-
based missile; 300 silo-based ICBM of the ‘UR-100 NUTTX’ type 
with 6 warheads each; 56 ICBM of the ‘PT-23 UTTX’ type, 36 
missiles of the same type on railway-based launchers; 288 ‘Topol’ 
ICBM with one warhead each on mobile ground-based launchers 
and 366 ICBM of the silo-based ‘UR-100’ and ‘RT-2P’ type. 

The sea-based component consists of 62 missiles-carrying sub-
marines with eight of projects of 940 SLBM. Five types of SLBM 
(‘R-27’, ‘R-27U’, ‘R-29’, ‘R-29D’, ‘R-31’) armed with one warhead 
and three types of SLBM (‘R-29R’, ‘R-29’, ‘R-29RM’) with inde-
pendently targeted separating warheads. Air-based component 
counts 15 HB ‘Yu-160’, 84 HB of the ‘Tu-95mc’ type with ALCM 
and 61 ‘Tu-95k’ with aviation bombs. 

The particular aspect of the SNF of the USSR which Russia in-
herited consists of the fact that a considerable part of the weapons had 
been in service for a long time. ICBM of the ‘UR-100K’ and ‘RT-2P’ 
type had been deployed since 1971–1972, ICBM of the ‘MRUR-100’ 
and ‘UR-100 NUTTX’ type with independently targeted separating 
warheads – since 1977–1988, heavy ICBM – since 1978. 

In the sea-based component consisting of missiles-carrying 
submarines of 667 projects with SLBM with one warhead were 
commissioned in the period 1968–1974. 
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Secondly, the excessive variety of types of ground-based and 
sea-based missiles (8 types each) required considerable expenses 
which were in no way justified. 

One dramatic episode was connected with the demolition and 
transfer to Russia of part of the strategic armaments deployed in the 
new states of the CIS.  

At the time of the disintegration of the Soviet Union 176 silo-
based ICBM were deployed on the territory of Ukraine among which 
130 ICBM of the ‘UR-100 NUTTX’ type and 46 ICBM of the ‘RT-23 
UTTX’ type, 13 HB ‘Tu-160’ and 21 HB ‘Tu-95mc’. In Kazakhstan 
104 silo-based heavy ICBM and 40 HB ‘Tu-95mc’ were located. In 
Belarus there were 54 launching complexes for ‘Topol’ missiles. 

The disintegration of the USSR disrupted the modernization 
process of these missiles which were to enhance the effectiveness in 
overcoming the US BMD. It proved not possible to replace ‘the P-
36 UTTX’ by the modernized ‘P-36M’ missiles. Work on the repair 
of existing and the building of new missile carrying submarines, the 
improvement of SLBM, the modernization of heavy bombers and 
cruise missiles were considerably retarded. 

That is why the strength of the Russian SNF was reduced in 
this way without the influence of the 1991 START. By the time it 
entered into force in December 1994, the number of warheads in the 
nuclear triad had been reduced from 10299 to 7059 units in 2002. In 
particular, the number of heavy missiles diminished from 308 to 
204 units, the number of missiles-carrying submarines diminished 
from 62 to 47 units. 

By this time the strength of the US SNF remained virtually with-
out change, but was to be reduced in accordance with the START. 
In this way, the 1991 START enabled even in the critical conditions 
for the Russian SNF and the military-industrial complex to preserve 
the strategic nuclear balance with the USA. 
 
 
The prospects for the further reduction of the SNF 

 
‘The Joint understanding’ on the question of further reductions 

and limitations of strategic offensive arms signed at the summit in 
Moscow in July 2009 showed a certain progress in the strategic dia-
log between Russia and the USA as well as considerable problems 
which still have to be resolved. These problems are not only con-
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nected with the known disagreements between Russia and the USA 
on the question of the BMD, but also in respect of the arming of 
strategic carriers with conventional high-precision warheads, the 
presence of retribution potential of the American SNF after the im-
plementation of a follow on arrangement. 

Both in the USA and Russia there are circles which consider 
that substantial strategic dialogue between the two sides is not in the 
interests of national security. It is enough to remember the sharp 
protests in the USA against President Obama decision to reduce the 
expenses on the BMD by 14 percent, to confirm the abandoning the 
R&D program for new warheads, etc. In Russia, too, the opinion 
exists that the USA intends to draw Russian SNF into the disarma-
ment process with the aim of achieving general military pre-
eminence as a result of absolute superiority of conventional forces. 

Quite independently of the general climate in Russian-American 
relations, the two sides have made considerable efforts in the proc-
ess of the negotiations to overcome the differences noted above. 

In accordance with ‘the Joint understanding’ the new START 
is designed for duration of 7–10 years.  

The ceiling of 1500–1675 strategic warheads and 500–1100 
carriers is established. The narrowing of this corridor is to be agreed 
in the course of further negotiations. The agreed range is evidence 
of the considerable differences on the attitude to key propositions in 
the project of the new treaty. More than symbolic cuts in warheads 
as compared with the 2002 SORT (by 25 units in all) after the two 
Presidents had agreed that in the new treaty the ceiling for warheads 
should be lower than 1700–2200 units was noted by the Russian 
delegation and could only be reduced after the solution to the BMD 
problem. 

The prospects for the possibility of finding a solution to the 
BMD problem appear to be real. In the first place, the Obama Ad-
ministration abandoned the plans to build a location area for strate-
gic BMD in Poland and Czech Republic. This decision is in the first 
place due to the criteria of the effectiveness, the cost and the expe-
diency of implementing within the time frame planned by the previ-
ous administration, i.e. to place the missiles in the silos by the year 
2012–2013. At the same time, the BMD system equipped with GBI 
anti-missiles missiles did not pass the necessary number of field 
tests to confirm the required combat capability close to real condi-
tions, even with the equipment with which these missiles are de-
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ployed on the bases in Alaska and California (with a three-stage 
booster engine). It was planned to deploy in Eastern Europe a two-
stage variant of the BMD which passed an even smaller number of 
tests. 

However, the renunciation of the BMD plans of the Bush Ad-
ministration does not mean that work in this field has been stopped 
by the USA. The problem is what configuration of BMD the USA 
will develop instead of the abandoned BMD scheme in Europe. 

As far as is known, Washington does not plan the further de-
ployment of GBI intercept missiles in Alaska and California (apart 
from the already existing 30 launchers) and it halted the program of 
the building of fast KEI intercept missiles. This considerably re-
duces the effectiveness of strategic BMD. 

The Pentagon was instructed to study various types of BMD 
systems as a defense against Iranian and North Korean missiles in-
cluding the use of the sea-based ‘Aegis’ BMD systems with ‘Stan-
dard-3’ anti-missile missiles and the ground-based THAAD system. 

Besides, the prospect of cooperation on the elaboration, de-
ployment and joint use of various BMD boundaries with divided 
zones of responsibility should not be excluded. In this connection 
the words of President Obama said in Moscow should be recalled: 
‘I want to work together with Russia on a new BMD architecture 
which will provide us with more security. But if the threat of the 
Iranian nuclear program disappears, there will be no longer any 
point in building a BMD system in Europe. This answers our mu-
tual interests’.  

At the Moscow meeting the decision of the Presidents of Rus-
sia and the USA taken in 1998 was recalled on the setting up in 
Moscow of a Joint Data Exchange Center for data exchange of mis-
sile launches and missile carrying space vehicles launches. If such 
a center is set up, it would make it easier to solve the problem of 
arming of strategic vehicles with high-precision nuclear warheads. 

It was decided that a Russian-American group would jointly 
evaluate the missile threats. The proposals for the setting up such 
a group were repeatedly put forward by Russia in the past, but these 
efforts were not supported by the American side. It can be supposed 
from the start that there will be a number of differences in respect of 
the estimates. The Russian experts will question the possibility of 
Iran and North Korea being able to build long-range missiles, in as 
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much as the se countries use old Soviet technologies. On the other 
hand, the American estimates are likely to be based on information 
pointing out that these countries use more up-to-date technologies 
obtained from other states. 

In this connection of significant interest is the report prepared 
by the East-West Institute (EWI), with offices both in Moscow and 
Brussels3. 

The report contains an analysis of the characteristics of the 
whole specter of the ballistic missiles of Iran and North Korea. It 
shows substantial progress in the development of missile technolo-
gies, including information on the two launches of an Iranian two-
stage, solid-fuel missile of advanced range. 

New architecture of American BMD in Europe providing for 
four deployment stages till 2020, may lessen Russian concerns for 
some time, since in the first stages this system will not possess a 
strategic potential and will not pose a threat to Russian SNF. 

But the new US plan may (if attempts to agree on the BMD joint 
development and deployment fail) only postpone the BMD problem 
in the US-Russian relations. In 2018–2020 as a result of continuous 
modernization of the naval Aegis BMD equipped with ‘Standard-3’ 
interceptors and of its land-based version the system will possess a 
prominent strategic potential. In that case hundreds of anti-missiles 
will pose a serious challenge to the Russian SNF if by that time bi-
lateral relations are not radically improved (in contrast to a mythical 
threat of ten anti-missiles in Poland and Radar in the Czech Republic). 

Nevertheless, resetting the American BMD has reduced the 
acuteness of the problem on the path to a follow on START. 

The difference in respect of the ranges of which the strategic 
missiles are capable is determined by the considerable distinctions 
between the current and the prospective state of SOA of Russia and 
the USA. 

In Russia at the beginning of 2009 the combat strength of the 
nuclear triad amounted to about 650 vehicles. In the nearest future if 
radical steps are not taken this number will only become less. 

It is clearly not to the advantage of the USA to considerably 
reduce the number of carriers which may still remain part of the 

                                                           
3 Iran’s Nuclear and Missile Potential.  A Joint Treat Assessment by U.S. and 

Russian Technical Experts. East West Institute. May 2009, available at <www. 
ewi.info>. 
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strength for a long time. This is especially true for the ‘Trident-2’ 
SLBM launchers on 14 SSBN of the ‘Ohio’ class which may con-
tain 336 missiles as well as nearly 500 mobile ballistic missiles 
‘Minuteman III’.  

The limit of 1100 carriers, initially proposed by Washington, 
should at this stage be looked at as a too high figure. However, it 
can hardly be expected that the Americans would agree to lower 
this ceiling to less than 800 units. In this case the USA would theo-
retically retain only a sea-based component of about 1500 warheads 
as a retribution potential. 

This would be unacceptable for the Russian side. At an expert 
level various ways of lowering the US retribution potential are be-
ing discussed. Different options are being discussed to lower the 
retribution potential of the USA, for instance, by introducing the no-
tion of operationally deployed means with the exception of two SSBN 
which as a rule are under repair in plants. Another example would 
be modifying part of the launching tubes on the SSBN so that they 
can no longer be used to carry missiles (which can usually be con-
trolled), as well as other means. 

The possibility of dismantling the warheads removed from the 
carriers in order to reduce the retribution potential is being discussed 
from time to time. However, the implementation of proposals of this 
kind seems completely unrealistic for various reasons if only be-
cause of the control problem. As a precedent one may mention the 
controlled destruction of only containers of the warheads of the me-
dium and shorter-range missiles subject to destruction. At that time, 
however, the whole class of these missiles was destroyed, and it 
was not permitted to arm other carriers with the removed warheads. 

Apparently, a solution is found in the US plans to arm part of 
the sea-based ‘Trident-2’ missiles with conventional warheads. If 
the USA plans to have on its submarines not more than 100–200 
warheads, than these warheads could be fully taken into account to-
gether with nuclear warheads without thereby noticeably weakening 
the nuclear forces. The suppositions that the launching of strategic 
missiles with conventional warheads could give rise to inadequate 
Russian reaction to early warning information and provoke the 
launching of retribution nuclear missiles can not be considered well 
founded. The decision to launch missiles based on early warning in-
formation can only be taken for the purpose of removing the mis-
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siles from a massive strike, but can never be taken as a result of the 
launching of a solitary missile. 

One of the difficult questions in the elaboration of the follow 
on arrangement consists in coming to an agreement on the new con-
trol system and confidence-building measures. The basis of the new 
system has already been set out in the 1991 START which could be 
considerably constrained and simplified.  

The American side insisted on a more wide-spread control sys-
tem including the retention of the exchange of telemetric informa-
tion procedures when ICBM and SLBM are launched in order to 
control the parameters of new types of Russian missiles and when 
existing missiles are modernized. The American side also insisted 
on the retention of the permanent control facilities in the Votkinsk 
plant. 

It looks likely that a follow on arrangement might be agreed on 
the first months of 2010. At the same time one may anticipate ratifi-
cation problems in the American Senate with the Republicans pro-
posing a number of conditions, in particular demands related to the 
modernization of warheads and missiles.  

If the follow on treaty is not ratified pending the 2010 NPT 
Conference this situation may negatively impact on the work of the 
Conference. But if the new treaty comes into force in 2010 it will 
open the way to deeper reductions of strategic nuclear arms as well 
on arranging consultations on the limitation and the reduction of 
substrategic nuclear weapons new negotiations in unilateral and bilat-
eral formats. Besides, it is high time to start multilateral consultations 
and involve Great Britain, France and China in the process of verify-
ing the nuclear arms of these states. They should be persuaded to ac-
cept at least partially unprecedented measures of verification and 
confidence-building practiced by the USA and Russia under the 
1991 START. 



 
 
 
 
 
2. PREVENTING AN ARMS RACE IN OUTER SPACE 
 
 
Alexei ARBATOV 
 

The history of negotiations on the prohibition of weapons in 
outer space (including the ones held between the USSR and the USA 
in the late 1980s) demonstrated the enormous complexity of full-
fledged and legally-binding treaties on banning or limiting these types 
of arms. For a number of reasons, the current military strategic and le-
gal environment for such negotiations and agreements is even less fa-
vorable today despite the fact that the Cold War ended nearly two 
decades ago. 

First of all, of particularly an unfavorable affect is the nearly-
complete destruction of the system of international disarmament trea-
ties that began with the United States’ refusal to ratify the Compre-
hensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) and decision to withdraw 
from the ABM Treaty at the start of the current decade. Also quite 
telling is the fact that since 1994 (START), the disarmament area has 
not been joined by a single new agreement that actually entered into 
legal force, unless one counts the 2002 Treaty on the Reduction of Stra-
tegic Offensive Potentials (SORT), whose status is dubious. All of the 
subsequent treaties and agreements were either not signed, or were 
signed but never ratified, or were ratified but remain unsupported by 
a system of counting and verification (see table 1). 

Matters are complicated still further by the fact that some mili-
tary space programs of certain nations – above all, that of the USA – 
are aimed at creating instruments of war in this environment that have 
either the unconcealed objective of winning military dominance, or 
which function under the pretext of the impossibility of such weapon 
systems’ prohibition or limitation. At the same time, outer space in-
formation capabilities and other support (non-weapon) systems are 
turning into an important and irreplaceable component of new types 
of conventional wars – or, potentially, of wars that apply the com-
bined use of nuclear and high-precision-guided conventional arms. 
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Table 1. Degradation of the Nuclear Disarmament System 

Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon 
Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer 
Space and Under Water 
(Partial Test Ban Treaty, PTBT) 

1963 In force, provided with verifi-
cation measures 

Treaty on Principles Governing the 
Activities of States in the Explora-
tion and Use of Outer Space, In-
cluding the Moon and Other Celes-
tial Bodies (Outer Space Treaty) 

1967 In force, not provided with a 
verification system 

Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons 
(Non-Proliferation Treaty, NPT) 

1968 In force, verification system 
insufficient 

Treaty on the Prohibition of the 
Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons 
and Other Weapons of Mass De-
struction on the Seabed and the 
Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil 
thereof (Seabed Treaty) 

1971 In force, not provided with a 
verification system 

Treaty Between the USSR and the 
USA on the Limitation of Anti-
Ballistic Missile Systems  
(ABM Treaty) 

1972 The USA denounced the 
Treaty in 2002 

Interim Agreement Between the 
USSR and the USA on Certain 
Measures with Respect to Limita-
tion of Strategic Offensive Arms 
(SALT-1) 

1972 Became null and void in 1977 

Treaty between the USSR and the 
USA on the Limitation of Under-
ground Nuclear Weapon Tests 
(Threshold Test Ban Treaty, TTBT) 

1974 In force, provided with verifi-
cation measures 

Treaty Between the USSR and the 
USA on Underground Nuclear Ex-
plosions for Peaceful Purposes 
(Peaceful Nuclear Explosions 
Treaty, PNET) 

1976 In force, provided with verifi-
cation measures 
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Treaty between the USSR and the 
USA on the Limitation of Strategic 
Offensive Arms (SALT-II) 

1979 Did not enter into force 

Treaty between the USSR and the 
USA on the Elimination of their In-
termediate-Range and Shorter-
Range Missiles (INF Treaty) 

1987 Executed, provided with veri-
fication measures, Russia 
considers the possibility of 
withdrawal 

Treaty between the USSR and the 
USA on the Reduction and Limita-
tion of Strategic Offensive Arms 
(START-I) 

1991 Expired on 5 Dec. 2009 

Treaty between the USSR and the 
USA on Further Reduction and 
Limitation of Strategic Offensive 
Arms (START-II) 

1993 Did not enter into force 

Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban 
Treaty (CTBT) 

1996 Did not enter into force (not 
ratified by the PRC, the USA 
and other countries) 

Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty  The negotiations that began 
in 1993 have stalled 

Framework between the Russian Fed-
eration and the USA on the Reduction 
of Strategic Arms (START-III) 

1997 Did not enter into force 

Agreement between Russia and the 
USA on the Delimitation of Strate-
gic and Non-Strategic ABM 

1997 Did not enter into force 

Treaty between Russia and the USA 
on the Reduction of Strategic Of-
fensive Potentials (SORT) 

2002 Shall remain in force until 31 
December 2012, at which 
point it may be extended; is 
not in full force: will use 
START verification measures 
until that Treaty expires 

Note: The table does include nuclear-free zone treaties, which relate to general 
politics. 
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This inevitably makes such spacecraft into a tempting target of 
strikes that use space weapons as part of defensive, asymmetrical coun-
termeasures that exceed the likely opponent’s offensive potential1. 

The new US strategic Global Strike concept which provides for 
enemy nations’ objects being taken out of commission by conven-
tionally-armed delivery vehicles (Trident II SLBM) is quite indicative 
in this context: this initiative is hardly possible without a reliance on 
space-based support systems2. Although Russia is not named as one 
of such opponents, Moscow still does not believe that such expensive 
conventionally-armed delivery vehicles could be used against rogue 
nations considering the cost-effectiveness parameters involved. 

Projecting the experience of recent wars in Yugoslavia, Afghani-
stan and Iraq, Russia’s military and political establishments and expert 
community have, for their part, countered with a new military doctrine 
concept that focuses on defeating ‘aerospace’ attacks3. Only a small 
minority of Russian experts questions these newfangled ideas4. 

The concept for defeating ‘aerospace attacks’ obviously gives im-
portant priority to strikes against this threat’s most vulnerable link – 
spacecraft which would, in turn, require a reliance on anti-satellite 
systems. In this vein, the Russian experts write: “Considering the 
growing dependence of modern armed forces’ effectiveness on the 
space component … the threat and actual use of anti-satellite capa-
bilities against the enemy could be viewed as an additional – and, in 
some cases, independent – factor in deterring the aggressor from em-
ploying force. … And it cannot be ruled out that anti-satellite weap-
ons’ creation within the Armed Forces of the Russian Federation 
could become that ‘bridle’ that greatly deters the implementation of 
such ambitious plans of the USA and NATO ‘cowboys’»5. 

                                                           
1 Gallagher, N., Steinbruner, J., Reconsidering the Rules for Space Security // 

American Academy of Arts & Sciences. – [S. I.]. 2008. 
2 Myasnikov, E., ‘The Counterforce Potential of High-Precision Weapons’ 

[Kontrsilovoi Potentsial Vysokotochnogo Orughiya], Nuclear Proliferation: New Tech-
nologies, Weapons and Treaties, ed. by Arbatov A., Dvorkin V.; Moscow: Carnegie 
Moscow Center, Moscow: ROSSPEN, 2009, pp. 109–118. 

3 Sukhanov, S., Grinko, V., Smirnov, V.,’ Space in Combat Affairs’ [Kosmos v Vo-
prosakh Vooruzhonnoi Borby] // National Defense [Nats. Oborona], 2008, July,  no. 7 
(28), pp. 28–42. 

4 Dvorkin, V., ‘What is Aerospace Defense?’ [Chto Takoye Vozdushno-
Kosmicheskaya Oborona?], Nezavisimoye voennoye. obozrenie, 3  March 2007.  

5 Sukhanov, S., Grinko, V., Smirnov. V., op. cit. p. 42. 
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Finally, also playing a negative role is the escalation of tensions 
that developed in the Russian-USA relationship following the South 
Caucasus conflict of August 2008. In addition, the crisis provided an 
outlet for all the latent grievances, mistrust and animosity that the 
powers had accumulated against each other over the preceding dec-
ades. And those grew with the number of problems that remained un-
resolved in the two nations’ relations, being masked instead by cos-
metic declarations of partnership and cooperation. 

Nevertheless, the subject of space will inevitably return to the 
disarmament agenda should political relations between the leading 
powers improve. This is especially true in the context of the serious 
disarmament negotiations – particularly on nuclear arms – that have 
once again returned to the forefront of global politics in response to 
the four respected US analysts’ initiative. These positive develop-
ments are essential to establishing a favorable environment for future 
negotiations. But they by no means eliminate the need for profound 
and substantive study and development of all the aspects involved in 
a process on which the prospects of negotiations just as much depend. 

The subject of the non-militarization and non-armament of outer 
space remains just as relevant today, something confirmed yet again 
by the Chinese anti-satellite system test of 2007 and the US satellite 
destroyer experiment of 2008. That same year, the Geneva Confer-
ence on Disarmament witnessed the presentation of a new joint Rus-
sian-Chinese draft Treaty on the Prevention of the Placement of 
Weapons in Outer Space, the Threat or the Use of Force against 
Outer Space Objects (PPWOST), which while perhaps not resolving 
all of the many problems, at least confirms their pertinence. This is 
also confirmed by the largely-positive response the draft received 
from most of the conference participants 
 
 
Proposals for universal agreements 
 

Contemporary space law prohibits placing nuclear and other types 
of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) in orbit around the Earth, in-
stalling them on celestial bodies, or placing them around these bodies’ 
orbits. In truth, however, this ban is still not supported by a system of 
verification and control. The law also prohibits: testing nuclear weap-
ons in outer space, establishing military bases or conducting military 
tests and maneuvers on celestial bodies or around their orbits, conduct-
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ing hostile actions or using force on celestial bodies or around their or-
bits, and deliberately obstructing orbits in order to disrupt the normal 
operation of spacecraft, SC (provisions of the 1977 Convention). 

But the law does not currently prohibit the placement in outer 
space of any weapons that are not WMD. Neither is there a ban on 
the creation, testing and deployment in outer space of anti-satellite 
weapons. The US withdrawal from the ABM Treaty in 2002 left no 
restrictions in place on the creation, testing and deployment of space-
based ABM systems or their components. The law also tacitly allows: 
anti-ABM systems and weapons as well as active and passive satellite 
defense capabilities; the creation and deployment in outer space of 
optoelectronic (for example, laser) and electronic countermeasures; 
and the conduct of applied military space experiments of any type, 
except for those conducted on hostile environmental modification 
techniques. 

The Russian Federation and the People’s Republic of China pre-
sented the Geneva Conference on Disarmament with a joint draft of 
the Treaty on the Prevention of the Placement of Weapons in Outer 
Space on 12 February 20086. Until then, the subject had remained un-
der Conference discussion for more than five years. 

The initial proposal to assume the development of a universal 
agreement on the non-placement in outer space of any weapons, the 
non-use of force or the threat of force against outer space objects, and 
a moratorium on the placement in outer space of weapons until such 
an agreement is reached, was made by the Russian foreign minister at 
the 56th Session of the UNGA on 24 September 2001. A working pa-
per entitled ‘Possible Elements for a Future International Legal 
Agreement on the Prevention of the Deployment of Weapons in 
Outer Space, the Threat or Use of Use of Force against Outer Space 
Objects’ was further submitted to the Geneva Conference on Disar-
mament on 27 June 2002. And in 2004–2005, Russia and China sup-
plied the Conference with materials about the rules of international 
law that regulate military activity in outer space. 

The draft PPWOST was submitted to the Conference with 
a research mandate in 2008 in the hope that a corresponding commit-

                                                           
6 Zhukov, G.,’ Russian-Chinese Initiative on the Prevention of the Placement of 

Weapons in Outer Space’, Russia: arms control, disarmament and international secu-
rity: IMEMO Supplement to the Russian Edition of the SIPRI Yearbook 2008, compiled 
and edited by Kaliadine A., Arbatov A., Moscow, 2009, pp. 33–39.  
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tee would initiate the draft’s discussion in case of a favorable review. 
The document’s introduction reaffirms that outer space is playing an 
ever-increasing role and that states have the right to explore and use 
outer space freely for peaceful purposes. It notes the positive role 
played by existing agreements on arms control and disarmament in 
outer space, including bilateral ones and the existing legal regimes. 

Turning to specifics, Art. I of the draft defines the term ‘outer 
space’ as ‘space beyond the elevation of 100 km above ocean level of 
the Earth’. The definition is not new and is contained in the laws of 
several nations. The Russian interpretation of international space law 
has accepted the norm of limiting aerospace to 100–110 km above the 
ocean level of the Earth. Also expanding on generally-accepted legal 
practice, the term ‘outer space objects’ is defined as ‘any device de-
signed for functioning in outer space, being launched into an orbit 
around any celestial body, or being in the orbit around any celestial 
body, or on any celestial body except the Earth, or leaving the orbit 
around any celestial body towards this celestial body, or moving from 
any celestial body towards another celestial body, or placed in outer 
space by any other means’. At the same time, it draws a distinction 
between two types of outer space objects: objects that are designed to 
conduct launches and remain under national jurisdiction, and objects 
that are assigned first and second cosmic velocities for entering outer 
space. In case of the latter, the space object falls under the jurisdiction 
of the rules of international space law. 

For the purposes of the Treaty, the term ‘weapons in outer space’ 
is defined as ’any device placed in outer space, based on any physical 
principle, specially produced or converted to eliminate, damage or 
disrupt the normal function of objects in outer space, on the Earth or 
in its air, as well as to eliminate population, components of biosphere 
critical to human existence or inflict damage to them’. At the same 
time, it qualifies that a weapon will be considered as placed in outer 
space if it orbits the Earth at least once, or follows a section of this 
orbit before leaving this orbit, or is stationed on a permanent basis 
somewhere in outer space. It thus excludes various-class ballistic 
missiles whose trajectories cross outer space during military missions 
(including spacecraft interception missions), but which do not enter 
near-Earth orbits. The use of force and threat of force is understood 
as any hostile actions against outer space objects including, inter alia, 
those aimed at their destruction, damage, temporary or permanent 
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disruption of their normal function, the deliberate alteration of their 
orbit parameters, or the threat of these actions. 

According to Art. II, the States Parties undertake not to place in 
orbit around the Earth any objects carrying any kind of weapons, not 
to install such weapons on celestial bodies, and not to station such 
weapons in outer space in any other manner; not to resort to the threat 
or use of force against outer space objects; and not to assist or en-
courage other states, groups of states or international organizations to 
participate in activities prohibited by the PPWOST. 

At the same time, Art. IV proclaims: ‘Nothing in this Treaty 
should be interpreted as impeding the rights of the States Parties to 
explore and use outer space for peaceful purposes in accordance with 
international law, which include but are not limited to the Charter of 
the United Nations and the Treaty on Outer Space’. 

The draft states that the verification of compliance with the Treaty 
may be the subject of an additional protocol. It indicates that ‘with 
a view to facilitate assurance of compliance with the Treaty provisions 
and to promote transparency and confidence-building in outer space 
activities the States Parties shall practice on a voluntary basis, unless 
agreed otherwise, agreed confidence-building measures’ (Art. VI). 

The Executive organization of the PPWOST is seen as one of the 
mechanisms for resolving disputes about the application or interpreta-
tion of the Treaty’s provisions. When a dispute does arise, the States 
Parties are to consult together with a view to settling the dispute by 
negotiation and cooperation. But should the States Parties fail to 
come to an agreement after such consultations, the disputed situation 
may be referred to the Executive organization of the PPWOST along 
with provision of the relevant argumentation (Art. VII). 

The Russian-Chinese PPWOST was generally well-received by 
the international community (with the exception of the Republican 
Administration of the USA). Germany, for example, announced that 
it intended to take a constructive part in a discussion about the draft, 
and that it supported the adoption of a new mandatory document con-
trolling weapons in outer space. At the same time, like the other 
members of the European Union (EU), Germany believes that the 
primary objective should be a discussion and the adoption of a Code 
of Conduct for Outer Space Activity which it considers to be the best 
mechanism for improving security in this sphere. Germany believed 
that the political conditions were not yet ripe for the adoption of 
a full-scale treaty banning space weapons (the Code is being devel-
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oped within the frameworks of the European Union and submitted to 
the Geneva Conference on Disarmament). 

Syria supported the draft on behalf of the Group of 217. Also 
speaking in favor the draft’s review were Kazakhstan and other 
members of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) as well 
as the Netherlands, Romania and several other nations. 

Washington’s negative stance on the Russian-Chinese draft is 
explained by its unwillingness to be constrained in its freedom in 
military space program development. Essentially, the USA is only in-
terested in discussing specific transparency and confidence-building 
issues that could help to resolve individual problems linked to the use 
of space. 

The new Russian-Chinese initiative once again confirmed the 
mutual approach to this strategic issue that existed between the two 
powers. It is evident that this concurrence of interests rests upon con-
cern over the US strategic BMD program which is theoretically capa-
ble of first reducing the nuclear deterrence potential of countries such 
as China – and then, in the future, Russia. 

Also conspicuous here is the fact that this draft treaty only cov-
ers weapons that have been deployed in space and excludes Earth-to-
space class systems which are developing the most rapidly and could 
become operational in the foreseeable future. Instead, it only ad-
dresses ABM and ASAT space systems and space-to-Earth class 
weapons that will emerge in the distant future, if they are created at 
all. This marks a significant departure from the Soviet stance of the 
1980s, which was unrealistic but comprehensive. Apparently, the rea-
son is that China and, possibly, Russia are working on ground-based 
anti-satellite systems that would provide an asymmetrical response to 
the potential space-based BMD of the USA. They also appear intent on 
targeting the space support systems that provide for both the U S BMD 
and the long-range, high-precision conventional weapons that would be 
used in a new type of a highly-technological war. This discriminating 
approach is quite explicable from the military standpoint, but could 
hardly form the basis for practical negotiations. 

Also characteristic is the fact that verification problems – which 
become most difficult but also important when dealing with military 
space systems – are bypassed via reference to an additional protocol 
and voluntary confidence-building measures. In the mean time, veri-
                                                           

7 The group includes nonaligned and neutral nations of various political leanings. 
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fication capabilities (which, by the way, are more easily applied to 
ground-based space weapons) play an absolutely key role in deter-
mining what may or not be banned or restricted during the first stage 
of the negotiations – as was the case, for example, with the negotia-
tions on START. 

The multilateral format of the proposed draft also raises grave 
doubts. The highly-advanced engineering systems covered by the 
draft essentially concern strategic weapons and systems that are only 
accessible to a few states, while the issues involved are exceptionally 
delicate. For this reason, it would hardly be realistic to expect practi-
cal negotiations from this multilateral approach which would assume 
the model of the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, 
Production, Stockpiling and Use of Chemical Weapons, or the Con-
vention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and 
Stockpiling of Bacteriological [Biological] and Toxin Weapons and 
their Destruction – or CWC and BTWC, respectively.  

A bi- or, at the very most – trilateral format (Russia – the USA – 
the PRC) would seem more logical, at least in the initial stage. 

It should be underscored that the non-militarization of outer space is 
a problem impossible to resolve all at once in one comprehensive treaty. 
Outer space is a fundamentally new environment for military conflicts 
and a potential arms race, and the nations’ stakes here are extremely 
high – in military, scientific and commercial terms. All of these weapons 
systems are still undergoing development and their technologies are ex-
ceptionally complex, multifunctional, and expensive and covered by 
a thick veil of secrecy. The monitoring and control methods involved 
are exceptionally difficult. So, if talks on space disarmament and ar-
mament limitations ever are held in a practical format, this will be 
a complicated, drawn-out and multi-stage process that is probably more 
comparable to the negotiation of a strategic arms reduction and limi-
tation agreement than the adoption of the CWC or BTWC. 

On the whole, it could be said that the 2008 Russian-Chinese ini-
tiative has been to a certain extend successful, but only in terms of 
political propaganda rather than practical disarmament. This is not 
entirely futile, especially when the official US position remained 
negative in military terms. But should Washington’s stance shift 
along more constructive lines and the non-militarization of space be-
comes a point of practical negotiations that includes the cardinal 
problem of control, Russia and China could expect many surprises 
and complications on the way. 
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Historical precedent is set here by the experience of United Na-
tions debates on general and complete nuclear disarmament, which 
transformed in the 1960s into negotiations on specific ABM systems 
and strategic ballistic missiles within the frameworks of SALT-I. It is 
instructive to recall here that when the US secretary of defense of the 
time, R. McNamara, after two decades of heated polemics at all in-
ternational forums proposed to the Soviet premier A. Kosygin in 
Glassboro in 1967 that the sides begin the armaments limitation 
process and mutually renounce anti-missile defenses, he was flatly 
turned down. The supporting argument was that ABM was a mor-
ally-justified system for defending people against offensive nuclear 
arms. This was the start of a long journey through successes and 
failures that is far from over today, and the end of which is not yet 
in sight. 
 
 
Defining the subject of negotiations 
 

The experience of years of initiatives and negotiations on this is-
sue testifies first and foremost to the fact the diplomatic and expert 
milieu abounds with enormous ambiguities and misinterpretations 
about the very subject of legal regulation. Consequently, the main and 
fundamental objective – defining the subject of negotiations – re-
mains unresolved. 

Experts have more or less accepted the view that space weapons 
and space armaments are deadly mechanisms that were created and 
tested for striking any target from space objects (in other words, from 
objects that have competed at least one full revolution along a near-
Earth orbit – nothing is being said about other celestial bodies or their 
orbits for now), as well as deadly mechanisms that were created and 
tested for striking space objects (in other words, objects that have 
competed at least one full revolution along a near-Earth orbit). 
a simpler and less-strict definition of space weapons says that they 
are deadly mechanisms that are space objects themselves or which are 
meant to destroy space objects. It was this broad interpretation of 
‘space-strike weapons’ that the Soviet Union used as the subject legal 
prohibition during the treaty negotiations of the mid-1980s, and 
which it used for its campaign against the US SDI program (see ta-
ble 2). In other words, space armaments were defined either accord-
ing to their target location or to the place of their own deployment. 
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Table 2. USSR Proposals on the General Prohibition of Strike Weapons 
 (early 1970s) 

Target location 
Launcher 
location Space 

Object 
Object 
in Space 

Ground- 
based 

Air 
borne 

Sea-
based 

Space 
object 

Space- 
Based 
anti-satellite
system 

Space- 
based 
ABM 

Space-to- 
Earth 
space-strike
weapons 

Space- 
to-Air 
space- 
strike  
weapons

Space-sea 
space- 
strike 
weapons 

Object in 
space 

Sub- 
orbital 
anti-satellite
system 

X-ray 
Laser 
ABM 

Fractional 
Orbital 
missiles 

? ? 

Ground- 
based 
object 

Anti- 
satellite 
system 

Ground-
based 
ABM 

Inter- 
continental 
BM 

Anti- 
aircraft 
defense 

Anti-ship 
and anti- 
subma-
rine 
weapons 

Airborne 
object 

An anti- 
satellite 
complex 
based on an
F-15 air 
craft and 
carrying 
’air-space’ 
SRAM- 
Altair 
Rockets 

Air- 
borne 
ABM 

Heavy 
bombers 

Anti- 
Aircraft
defense 

Anti-ship 
And 
anti- 
subma-
rine 
weapons 

Sea- 
based 
object 

The Aegis-
Standard 
Multifunc- 
tion 
national 
information
and 
navigation 
system 

Sea- 
based 
ABM 

SLBM, 
SLCM 

Anti- 
aircraft 
defense 

Anti-ship 
and anti- 
subma-
rine 
weapons 
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A vital nuance here rests in the clearly-defined distinction be-
tween the terms ‘space object’ and ‘object in space’. The latter pre-
sumes any object that has been either placed in space or which travels 
through space, but which does not complete a single full revolution 
along a near-Earth orbit. Had this distinction not been made, then space 
weapons could have also included all IRBM, ICBM and all ABM sys-
tems with an interception range of more than 100 kilometers, which 
were created by many governments a long time ago and which remain 
the subject of other negotiations, treaties and proposed arrangements. 
However, even this consensus does not alleviate perceptibly the prob-
lem’s solution. 

The problem is that ballistic missiles, anti-ballistic missiles and 
satellites share a wide range of mutual velocities and orbital altitudes 
(the so-called ‘grey area’). For this reason, the technical specifica-
tions of strike systems and the various-weapon deployment systems, 
first and foremost, ABM and ASAT strike systems as well as ABM, 
ASAT and missile warning systems (MWS) may both have a dual 
capability and use. 

A striking example of just how vague these distinctions are is 
provided by the so-called fractional orbital missile (FOM). This sys-
tem was created by the USSR on the technological basis of heavy 
ICBMs, which were meant to strike against the USA from southern 
directional headings. The US targets were covered by radar missile 
warning systems that pointed at the missile-threat directions from the 
North, West and East. This ICBM was meant to avoid the usual bal-
listic trajectory by using a near-Earth orbit to make an incomplete 
revolution along the Antarctic Circle before descending from orbit 
and striking the territory of the USA. This system was banned by the 
1991 START (Art. V, p.18). From the logistic point of view, not be-
ing intended to make a full revolution around the Earth, a FOM is 
neither a space weapon nor becomes one upon its entry into orbit. In 
this sense, it is comparable to any other ICBM or SLBM. But techni-
cally, nothing prevents this missile from completing a full revolution 
upon its launch, or even making several such revolutions, before de-
scending from orbit and striking its target. In this version, the very 
same system will start behaving like a space object and be considered 
a space weapon. 

In other words, two different classes of weapons – a strategic 
missile and a space-to-Earth class space-strike weapon – are distin-
guished not by some technical differences, but by only an extra half-
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hour spent in a near-Earth orbit. Although FOMs are banned by the 
1991 START, the latter expired in December 2009. In addition, this 
treaty only banned nuclear weapon-carrying FOMs (or those carrying 
other WMD), but not the ones carrying conventional warheads. For 
this reason, such a system could theoretically be created and tested 
along an incomplete revolution around the Earth while at the same 
time not falling under the 1991 START – or under any other existing 
definitions of space weapons, including those used in the joint Rus-
sian-Chinese draft of 2008. 

A similar situation is occurring to the US Falcon system – 
a design-stage space bomber that reaches orbit before descending to 
hit its surface targets. For now, this project is raising serious technical 
and financial doubts. But if they are resolved and the system begins 
to undergo tests, making partial circuits around the Earth, it too 
would not fall under any of the current definitions of space weapons 
and, accordingly, not be the subject of treaties. 

There is another special paradox inherent in space weapons. It 
rests in the fact that some of them were created in the past and have 
since been either mothballed or unilaterally eliminated, while others 
are still at the fairly early stage of technical development. On the one 
hand, this brings hope that the new weapons will be banned before 
they are tested, developed and put into commission status, which 
would create tremendous difficulties in both strategic terms (due to 
their variety, asymmetrical nature and difference of the roles they 
play in various nations’ policies) and in terms of control (which will 
be discussed in further detail below). On the other hand, it is also this 
initial stage of military technical development that impairs the defini-
tion of the subject of negotiations, prohibition or limitation. In es-
sence, our current definitions of space weapons are framed in terms 
of their deployment environment (space) and (or) the environment of 
their targets (space), and not by their specific technical characteris-
tics. By analogy, one can well imagine the difficulty of implementing 
disarmament measures if their subject matter was designated as, say, 
‘any sea-based or sea target weapon’. 

Previous successes in disarmament negotiations have always 
been built upon a set of concretely established (or mutually assumed) 
technical characteristics and definitions of these systems’ classes and 
types. For example, the highest achievement of strategic arms reduc-
tion and limitation – START, which was signed in 1991 – defines one 
of the main subjects of agreement as follows: ’for the purpose of 



                               PREVENTING AN ARMS RACE IN OUTER SPACE 47

counting a deployed ICBM and its associated launcher, a silo 
launcher of ICBMs shall be considered to contain a deployed ICBM 
when excavation for that launcher has been completed and the pouring 
of concrete for the silo has been completed, or 12 months after the ex-
cavation begins, whichever occurs earlier, and a mobile launcher of 
ICBMs shall be considered to contain a deployed ICBM when it ar-
rives at a maintenance facility … or when it leaves an ICBM loading 
facility’ (Art. III, p. 6, d). 

And another document of historical importance – the Treaty on 
Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE Treaty), which was 
signed in 1990 – defines one of the most important subjects of agree-
ment, the battle tank, as: ‘a self-propelled armored fighting vehicle, ca-
pable of heavy firepower, primarily of a high muzzle velocity direct 
fire main gun necessary to engage armored and other targets, with high 
cross-country mobility, with a high level of self-protection… Battle 
tanks are tracked armored fighting vehicles which weigh at least 16.5 met-
ric tons unlade weight and which are armored with a 360-degree trav-
erse gun of at least 75 millimeters caliber. In addition, any wheeled 
armored fighting vehicles entering into service which meet all the other 
criteria stated above shall also be deemed battle tanks’ (Art. II, p.1, c.). 

Nothing similar exists for space weapons for reasons that include 
objective ones. 

Quite clearly, the 2008 Russian-Chinese draft does contain 
a stricter interpretation of the term space weapons: it does not include 
ground-based (as well as sea-based and airborne) systems, but covers 
only space-based systems – first and foremost, satellite ones. On the 
one hand, this simplifies matters by sidestepping the complicated is-
sue of their differentiation from existing ABM systems (both strategic 
and theater ABM systems). But, on the other, this definition ignores 
the Earth-to-space class anti-satellite systems that have already been 
created and tested by the USSR and the USA, and pays no heed to 
what will soon become the most attractive – from the military stand-
point – anti-satellite systems that are now being developed by the 
USA, the PRC, and, potentially, Russia and other nations (see Table 3). 

It appears that in the foreseeable future, these particular systems 
will pose the greatest danger to satellites in high orbits of up to 1000 
km and above. 
A substantial part of the various-use satellites and manned craft are 

either being deployed or will soon be deployed in these orbits, with 
their list including electronic intelligence, communications, weather and 
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Table 3. The 2008 Russian-Chinese Draft 

Target Location 
Launcher 
Location Space 

Object 
Object 
in Space 

Ground- 
based 

Air- 
borne 

Sea- 
based 

Space 
object 

Space- 
based 
anti- 
satellite 
system 

Space- 
based 
ABM 

Space-to- 
Earth 
space- 
strike 
weapons 

Space- 
to-air 
space- 
strike 
weapons 

Space- 
to-sea 
space- 
strike 
weapons 

Object in 
space 

Sub-
orbital 
anti- 
satellite 
system 

X-ray 
laser 
ABM 

Fractional 
orbital 
missiles 

? ? 

Ground- 
based 
object 

Anti- 
Satellite 
system 

Ground- 
based 
ABM 

ICBM Anti- 
Aircraft 
defense 

Anti-ship 
and anti- 
submarine 
weapons 

Airborne 
object 

An anti- 
Satellite 
complex 
based on 
an F-15 
aircraft 
and 
carrying 
‘airspace’
SRAM- 
Altair 
rockets 

Air 
Borne 
ABM 

Heavy 
bombers 

Anti- 
Aircraft 
defense 

Anti-ship 
and anti- 
submarine 
weapons 

Sea- 
based 
object 

The Aegis-
Standard 
Multi 
function 
national 
informa- 
tion and 
navigation
system 

Sea- 
based 
ABM 

SLBM, 
SLCM 

Anti- 
Aircraft 
defense 

Anti-ship 
and anti- 
submarine 
weapons 
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anti-missile defense (SBIR-LOW) satellites, as well as high-elliptical 
orbit SC whose perigees pass over the Antarctic (and which are used for 
communications and as part of MWS). It also appears now likely that 
these same high altitudes will soon provide the orbital base for anti-
satellite and anti-missile defense battle platforms (if these do ever ap-
pear), as well as those belonging to the space-to-Earth class of systems. 

To a lesser degree, these ASAT with intercept altitudes of up to 
1000 km will also pose a threat to high-orbit satellites, including the 
geosynchronous and semi-geosynchronous ones used for communica-
tions, MWS and navigations (GPS, GLONASS and Galileo). How-
ever, these satellites may soon also fall victim to systems that either 
launch their ASAT to corresponding orbits from the ground, sea or 
the air, or otherwise plant themselves near their targets in advance 
(the so-called ‘land mines’). Considering the difficulty in verifying 
even its second version, the 2008 draft Treaty does not appear to be 
a very effective mechanism. Its latest version simply leaves ASAT 
out of the subject matter altogether. The same also concerns potential 
airborne, ground- and sea-based laser systems, which should still be 
able to keep destroying and impairing high-orbit satellites with 
a fairly high degree of efficiency. 

In addition to these gaps, the 2008 draft PPWOST contains many 
ambiguities about its definition of ‘weapons in outer space’. As noted 
above, this document identifies these as ‘any device placed in outer 
space, based on any physical principle, specially produced or con-
verted to eliminate, damage or disrupt normal function of objects in 
outer space, on the Earth or in its air, as well as to eliminate popula-
tion, components of biosphere critical to human existence or inflict 
damage to them’. 

This leads us to the following question: what does ‘specially pro-
duced or converted’ mean? How and by using what characteristics 
will this capability be defined? Could, say, a shuttle that in addition to 
other missions also captures, repairs and removes satellites from orbit 
be subject to this agreement? Even less clear – what ‘components of 
biosphere’ and their ‘elimination’ and ‘damage’ imply. Does this, for 
example, refer to the ozone layer damage that is caused by every 
space launch? Or does this instead refer to nations that shoot down 
their outdated satellites or otherwise remove them from orbit and sink 
them in the ocean? 

And just as many ambiguities surround the phrase ‘to eliminate 
damage or disrupt the normal function of objects in outer space’. The 
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normal function of objects can be disrupted in many different ways, 
depending on their environment and actual system characteristics. 
Spacecraft may be simply destroyed using conventional (explosive), 
kinetic (direct contact), nuclear or laser weapons. But for interfer-
ence, this would either require sources of ECM (electronic counter-
measure) equipment, or laser, particle-beam, X-ray and super-high-
frequency weapons. 

Nations do not deliberately create interference for the normal 
function of other states’ SC in times of peace. And in times of war, 
one could hardly expect the observance of a ban on interference with 
systems such as GLONASS, NAVSTAR and Galileo, which served 
as the main support systems for the enemies’ high-precision weapons. 
Neither could one expect nations that are at war refraining from ef-
forts to disrupt the performance of other supporting space systems, as 
well. These efforts would likely focus not only on military, dual-
purpose and commercial space systems, but also on the space-based 
data accumulation and replay (retransmission) centers, as well as the 
land-based flight control centers. Neither does the phrase ‘interfer-
ence with the normal function’ explain if this also refers to the laser 
and radar illumination of satellites, which is done for identification 
purposes from either the ground or space.  

The mutual interests of preventing the uncontrolled escalation of 
conflict make it likely that there could theoretically be an agreement 
on nations not to attack each other’s MWS satellites, but this agree-
ment would be limited to these systems alone (and are similar to 
some nations’ already-existing agreements not to strike against each 
other’s nuclear power stations). 

However, the actual prohibition of the development of these sys-
tems is still extremely hard to agree, even if it were justified by the 
motive of hindering their development and use by other nations. This 
is especially the case because many of them are, as a rule, multipur-
pose, and their development, testing, deployment and use are not re-
stricted by any international treaties or agreements. These, for exam-
ple, include laser, kinetic, electromagnetic, particle-beam and other 
weapons of this type. 

The prohibition of weapons systems that are based on energy 
beaming technologies – first and foremost, lasers – is especially diffi-
cult. These systems are not only capable of striking against aircraft, 
satellites, ballistic missiles and their components while they are in 
flight, but also of discovering, probing and identifying objects on 



                               PREVENTING AN ARMS RACE IN OUTER SPACE 51

Earth, under water and in outer space, targeting other weapons sys-
tems, and, in the future, quickly transmitting vast quantities of infor-
mation – in other words, communications. Theoretically, the effec-
tiveness of lasers could be curbed (thus distinguishing laser-based 
weapons systems from supporting systems) by using the beam-
output-power to cross-section-area correlation which is an indicator 
integrating the laser’s energy and the area of its mirror reflection. 

But this restriction would also be extremely difficult to agree to: 
lasers come in many variations (due to the diversity of laser excita-
tion methods) and pass through environments whose properties di-
verge (outer space, the atmosphere). For example, a laser that lacks 
a destructive potential in the dense atmosphere may become an effec-
tive means of striking far-removed satellites in outer space. It would 
also be capable of hitting ballistic missiles as they enter the boost 
phase upon leaving the atmosphere, although this would have to be 
done over closer distances. It would also be capable of striking mis-
sile warheads at close range. 

The effectiveness of a space-based laser’s anti-satellite capabili-
ties depends on its distance from the target. However, since both bat-
tle platforms and their potential targets not only move along orbits 
but can also change them, such weapons’ performance restrictions are 
extremely difficult to translate into limitations of actual combat capa-
bilities. This is their other distinction from, say, the practice of intro-
ducing limitations on nuclear arms, whose technical characteristics 
closely determine their range of action and make their distinction – 
between strategic systems and intermediate-range and tactical nuclear 
weapons – easier for the purpose of defining the subjects of various 
agreements on the non-deployment of nuclear weapons abroad (thus, 
ICBM were assigned a distance of above 5500 km, IRBM – from 
1000 to 5500 km, tactical missiles – from 500 to 1000 km, SLBM 
and air- and sea-launched cruise missiles – above 600 km, and so on). 

But the development, testing and use of weapons and weapons 
systems – as well as the ability to disrupt the function of ground con-
trol and communications objects – are nearly impossible to ban. After 
all, this could be accomplished by almost any tactical or nuclear of-
fensive weapon system, electronic warfare technology, or system 
based on new physical principles. 

In the mean time, many of the systems that are intended for other 
purposes may also have additional possibilities of striking against 
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space objects: these include various-class offensive ballistic missiles, 
fractional orbit ballistic missiles, and manned spacecraft. 

The most complicated overlapping of this type is created by stra-
tegic ABM systems of any deployment that carry an imminent anti-
satellite potential at orbital latitudes of up to about 1000 km. Besides 
intercepting missiles in their early boost phases and final reentry tra-
jectories, ABM systems target pass through the very same environ-
ment as the orbits of most SC with apogees of up to 1000 km. These 
satellites move somewhat faster than the final-stage missiles and their 
warheads (around 8 and 5–7 km/s, respectively), but they do repre-
sent easier intercept targets in other respects. 

As a rule, SC are not only larger than the missiles and warheads, 
but also represent very delicate forms of equipment (this is especially 
true of solar batteries, communications antennae and optoelectronic 
sensors). And most importantly, satellites travel along predictable or-
bits that may be traced at length, thus greatly simplifying their target-
ing. The satellite’s point of interception may be programmed many 
days or even weeks in advance, while the impact-point times of bal-
listic missiles range between seven and 30 minutes, depending on 
their class, type and trajectory configuration. And finally, unlike bal-
listic missiles, SC are neither multiple-target packages nor combined 
with dummy targets and other means of ABM penetration. 

There are, in fact, various ways for improving these space sys-
tems’ survivability: the protection of both spacecraft and ground cen-
ters against the effects of different physical properties can the raised 
through operational and engineering measures, the duplication of the 
most important SC, the deployment in orbit of ‘dormant’ reserve sat-
ellites, the preparation of delivery vehicles and satellites that can 
quickly replace decommissioned craft, and so on. However, such 
measures often require considerable outlays of resources and time. 
 
 
Particularities of arms control in outer space 
 

Control over the observance of agreements is a fundamental and 
indispensable condition of practical disarmament, rather than that en-
gaged in for political and propaganda ends. Historically, treaties such 
as the 1972 SALT were only reached through the creation of national 
technical means of verification (NTMV). But at the same time, the 
compulsory nature of technical means of verification must also not be 
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seen as a cure-all. As mutual trust and progress toward more radical 
disarmament measures grew, NTMV began to be complemented with 
transparency, confidence-building and assistance measures, as well as 
on-site inspections (including the dismantling of missile fairings and 
the counting of warheads), continuous site monitoring and other 
measures. Treaties such as the 1990 CFE Treaty, the 1992 CWC, and 
the 1991 START and the 1996 CTBT were unprecedented in this re-
spect. The reverse is true as well. The 2002 SORT, for example, is 
not being implemented in full because it lacks both the systems of 
verification and the rules for counting the subjects of limitation (nu-
clear warheads). 

The achievement of dialectical progress in space weapons’ disar-
mament and control is also within reach. However, it would be naïve to 
expect breakthroughs at the first attempt. This is compounded by the 
novelty and particularity of the subject of negotiations. In most of the 
previous and existing disarmament treaties, the center of gravity of 
control rests on the system’s deployment stage and its place in the 
combat system (as is the case with the ABM Treaty, SALT I, START, 
the INF Treaty, the CFE Treaty, and the CWC). The 1967 Outer Space 
Treaty also refers to this stage (in terms of the non-deployment of 
WMD), but is not provided with any control measures. These disar-
mament treaties’ control measures also cover the weapons systems’ 
testing stages, but to a much smaller degree (they do not cover those of 
the CFE Treaty at all). The only exclusions to this case are the 1991 
START, whose missiles tests are strictly controlled (and include the 
prohibition of telemetric encryption), and the CTBT which completely 
applies to tests. As for the creation stage – in other words, the period 
between the start of the weapons system’s development and its testing 
stage – it remains untouched by all the treaties except for the CWC and 
the BTWC, although the latter convention was never provided with 
a system of control. The ABM Treaty does ban the ‘creation’ of several 
ABM systems, but the parties never were able to agree on what this 
term meant – something that was especially-sharply pronounced during 
the USSR-USA debates, and within the USA itself, following the 
early-1980s announcement of the SDI program. 

But the prohibition or restriction of space weapons at their de-
ployment stage or its place in the combat system is especially diffi-
cult for space weapons, especially if this concerns their deployment 
in outer space as is the case with the 2008 draft PPWOST. It would 
be extremely difficult to use NTMV to identify the banned armed sat-
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ellites from among the 700 or so SC that currently travel in various 
orbits. And it is even more difficult to prove their accessory to the 
subject matter without their inspection in space or return to Earth 
(and this is provided that the treaty actually defines the banned sys-
tems’ technical characteristics instead of simply referring to their de-
ployment environments and target locations). 

This also concerns the prospects of using mini-satellites to stage 
SC inspections at all orbits. Such on-site space inspections – or the sat-
ellites’ return to Earth – are often technically impossible, dangerous 
and, most likely, unacceptable to nations because of the classified na-
ture of their military and space programs. In addition, the creation of 
such systems and means of control may, in and of itself, be viewed as 
either a type of anti-satellite weapons or a type of military operation. 

Military and commercial secrecy considerations also make it 
unlikely that nations could, in any foreseeable future, introduce con-
trols over each other’s launch sites. By the way, this issue was in fact 
addressed in the late 1980s when the USSR-USA space weapons ne-
gotiations touched upon the prohibition of satellite ABM systems. 
But it was recognized at the time that such methods of on-site con-
trols were too intrusive and – for technical reason – difficult to im-
plement in practice (since this would require opening the working 
load containers and identifying the cargo prior to its placement on the 
launch vehicle). With time, as disarmament measures become more 
radical and nations step back from their military confrontation, such 
pre-launch inspection methods will become a possible means of im-
plementing space non-armament controls. But they appear unrealistic 
for now – particularly in respect of the 2008 Russian-Chinese draft. 

Neither is the picture clear in respect to ground-, air- and sea-
based space weapons, whose emergence appears most likely in the 
foreseeable future (but is not addressed by the Russian-Chinese 
draft). It would not actually be all that difficult to either prohibit or 
limit such systems which were deployed by the Soviet Union in the 
1970s and 1980s (and whose missile was experimentally tested by 
China in 2007). All this would require an agreement on their techni-
cal characteristics and deployment locations with the methodology 
borrowed from the INF Treaty and START. 

However, these controls would be extremely difficult to imple-
ment for aerial systems such as the ‘F-15 SRAM-Altair’ which the 
USA deployed by the 1980s or the Soviet ASAT pilot project which 
was intended for deployment on the ‘MiG-31’ interceptor jet. This is 
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the case because both jets are dual-use and broadly applied by both 
nations’ air forces. These systems’ interceptor missiles are also small 
enough to make them suitable for almost any AF airfield storage site. 
And of course, these ASAT have special systems of navigation and 
control, although their prohibition would require intrusions into the 
ground infrastructure of the space complex and is therefore unrealis-
tic. The numerical limitation of such systems is within closer reach. 
But this would require broad transparency, agreement on the func-
tional distinctions of the various aircraft and missiles, measures that 
promote controls and permit individual ASAT deployment sites, as 
well as, perhaps, the adoption of the right to stage short-notice on-site 
inspections of other nations’ suspicious AF bases. 

The extreme difficulty of prohibiting and restricting the deploy-
ment of airborne laser systems and sea-based missile systems that are 
currently being developed and improved (such as the Standard-3 mis-
sile, whose 2008 cruiser launch allowed the USA to shoot down one 
of its outdated satellites) rests within the range of technical character-
istics and dual capabilities available to these anti-missile and anti-
satellite weapons and systems (see Table 4). 
 
Table 4. Ability to control space weapons at various stages of their life cycles 
Type of 
armament 

Research
activities 

Tests with
destruction 
of target 

Tests 
without 
destruction 
of target 

Deployment 
in 
commission 
status 

Impact systems: 
Space object 1 3 1 1 
Object 
in space 

1 3 2 3 

Ground- 
Based 

1 3 2 3 

Airborne 
object 

1 3 2 2 

Sea-based 1 3 2 2 
Directed- 
energy 
weapon 

1 3 1 1 

Note: 1 – impossibility of control; 2 – limited controllability; 3 – sufficient control-
lability. 
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Thus, the principal distinction of space weapons – especially 
those based in orbit – from all the other types of armaments that have 
been the subjects of disarmament agreements until now, rests on the 
fact that they are extremely difficult (if not impossible) to either pro-
hibit or restrict once they are deployed in the commission status of 
nations’ corresponding services and branches of the armed forces. 
This is explained both by the difficulty of their control and the diver-
gence of their characteristics and their potential purposes and uses. At 
the same time, the fact that space weapons have these very specific 
points of deployment and target locations also helps to substantially 
limit their development through the restriction of full-scale tests. 
 
 
Prospects for limiting and prohibiting space arms 
 

The absence of good will – with this first and foremost applying 
to the USA – the most advanced of all the space powers – has until 
now prevented nations from even approaching the practical negotia-
tion of this problem. This same state of affairs also frustrated all pro-
posals on the non-militarization and non-armament of space to come 
off sounding like political and propagandist demarches rather than 
real disarmament initiatives. This is also largely true of the 2008 Rus-
sian-Chinese draft PPWOST. 

However, should the US position change and good will prevail 
among other states; such negotiations could become a practical goal of 
nations seeking to revive the entire disarmament system and process. If 
the Obama Administration begins to conduct either a comprehensive or 
partial review of the U. S. military space policy, then a ‘window of op-
portunity’ could open to practical negotiations on these points. And in 
that case, considering the past experience and previously-posed initia-
tives, nations will have to take a completely new approach to the sub-
ject, format and methods of legally regulating today’s and potential 
space powers’ strategic relations in this field. 

It would be advisable for nations to address the subject of nego-
tiations by withdrawing (at least in the initial stage) from the posi-
tions that the USSR held in the 1980s, and the proposal that Russia 
and China recently made in Geneva. Specifically, nations should nar-
row their subject of negotiations and stop trying to institute – as they 
had done for 20 years – the sweeping prohibition of all Earth-to-space, 
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space-to-Earth and space-to-space class systems, whose technical prop-
erties are as unclear as the agreements’ verification potentials. 

Noble calls for the prevention of space militarization can hardly 
serve as the basis of future talks. It is worth recalling that the practical 
basis of strategic disarmament treaties rested not on the peaceful aspi-
rations of powers, but on the balance of the sides’ asymmetrical mili-
tary interests. SALT-I only became possible because the USA was in-
terested in putting a halt to the buildup of Soviet ballistic missiles, 
and the USSR – in the limitation of ABM systems. SALT-II rested on 
the U. S. interest to limit Soviet multiple-warhead missile and the So-
viet drive to restrict US cruise missiles. The 1991 START embodied 
a compromise between the reduction of heavy ICBMs and the limita-
tion of mobile land-based Soviet missiles on the one hand, and the re-
duction and limitation of the superior US strategic sea-based and air-
borne forces, on the other. 

By the same logic, an obvious balance of the parties’ practical in-
terests in outer space could rest between the prohibition or strict restric-
tion of anti-satellite systems, and the foregoing of developing ABM 
space systems that are based on space-based strike systems (in other 
words, interceptors). The former is expedient to the USA, and the lat-
ter – to Russia and the PRC. This treaty format could thus use the tech-
nological overlap between ABM and ASAT, which complicates the 
prohibition of one without the prohibition of the other, to promote 
measures that either limit or prohibit them as one (see Table 5). 

An enormous role in the success of the practical negotiations will 
be played by the nations’ ability to clearly agree on the subject of their 
agreements, and to develop realistic and reliable measures of transpar-
ency and control. The consequence is that the parties properly select 
their sequence of stages and format of the negotiating process. After all, 
the most advanced and ‘tangible’ – in the technical sense – systems be-
fore us today are the anti-satellite defenses. Space-based ABM systems, 
meanwhile, are the subject of a more distant agreement (which rests 10 
or 15 years away) whose prospects remain quite vague today. This espe-
cially concerns the space-to-Earth class systems. It will hardly be possi-
ble to agree on everything in one package considering the nations’ dif-
ferent interpretations of the individual subjects of negotiations. In this 
respect, it would make sense for Moscow and Washington to keep in 
mind the historical experience of how the USSR and the USA engaged 
in such dialogue in the 1970s and 1980s, and to consider various initia-
tives being put forward by independent experts from different countries. 
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Table 5. The Reduction and Prohibition of Anti-Satellite and Space-
 Based ABM Systems 

Target Location 
Launcher 
Location Space 

Object 
Object 
in Space 

Ground- 
based 

Air 
borne 

Sea-
based 

Space 
object 

Space- 
based 
anti- 
satellite 
system 

Space- 
based 
ABM 
system 

Space-to- 
Earth 
space- 
strike 
weapons 

Space- 
to-air 
space- 
strike 
weapons 

Space-
to-sea 
space- 
strike 
weapons 

Object in 
space 

Sub- 
orbital 
anti- 
satellite 
system 

X-ray 
Laser 
ABM 

Fractional 
orbital  
missiles 

? ? 

Ground- 
based 
object 

Anti- 
satellite 
system 

Ground-
based 
ABM 

ICBM Anti- 
Aircraft
defense 

Anti-
ship 
and anti- 
subma-
rine 
weapons 

Airborne 
object 

An anti- 
satellite 
complex 
based on 
an F-15 
aircraft 
and 
carrying 
’air-space’
SRAM- 
Altair 
rockets 

Air 
borne 
ABM 

Heavy 
bombers 

Anti- 
Aircraft
defense 

Anti- 
ship 
and anti- 
subma-
rine 
weapons 

Sea- 
based 
object 

The Aegis-
Standard 
Multifunc-
tiontional 
information
and navi- 
gation sys-
tem 

Sea- 
based 
ABM 

SLBM, 
SLCM 

Anti- 
Aircraft
defense 

Anti- 
ship 
and anti- 
subma-
rine 
weapons 
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The preferred objective, of course, is it to prohibit the deployment 
of all ASAT regardless of their base. But this is elusive and hard to 
achieve. As noted above, the prohibition of ASAT cannot be con-
trolled in outer space through realistically-accessible methods, while 
on Earth; this experimental class of systems probably belongs only to 
China (which may explain why the 2008 joint Russian-Chinese draft 
referred only to space systems and nothing else). Russia and the USA 
have either been mothball or withdrawn their old systems, while new 
ones are either under development or have a dual use (such as the US 
GBI and Aegis-Standard destroyers). 

Instead of prohibiting their deployment, the parties could indi-
rectly achieve this objective by initially agreeing to ban the testing of 
anti-satellite and space-strike ABM systems. This ban would focus on 
tests involving the actual destruction of either target satellites or bal-
listic missiles and their components during flight – the types of tests 
that the USSR conducted between the 1960 and the 1980s and which 
the USA joined in 1980, and China in 2007. The verification of this 
agreement could rest on the parties’ NTMV – preferably, in conjunc-
tion with measures of mutual assistance and well-defined transpar-
ency. For example, the nations should confirm and expand the exist-
ing format of notifying others about all missile launches, including 
those conduced in outer space, and further including all actions or ex-
periments with a destructive effect on space objects. 

The elimination of outdated satellites that threaten to fall to Earth 
should be conducted under the supervision of the other party (parties) 
with the presentation of information that removes all suspicions of 
secret ASAT experiments of the type the USA held in 2008. Peaceful 
satellite docking operations should be regulated according to their 
approach speeds, and conducted after the notification and under the 
supervision of the other party (parties). 

An initial treaty could be limited in duration to perhaps 10 years, 
with its potential expansion. This would be shorter than the expected 
time for the initial emergence of technically-feasible systems of space-
based ABM. As any other such treaty, it would also contain a provision 
on the party’s right to withdraw from the treaty should an extraordinary 
event jeopardizes ‘supreme interests» of the country. Russia (and the 
PRC, if it joins) could issue a unilateral statement notifying that the crea-
tion by the USA of either a space-based or a space-to-Earth class ABM 
system would constitute one such extraordinary event. If exercised in 
a controlled manner, this would provide an added deterrent to the USA 
considering its interest in introducing the utmost limitation of ASAT. 
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This treaty format could initially include the USA, Russia and, 
preferably, the PRC. It would also provide for the future potential 
membership of any other powers. The control and resolution of dis-
putes should be conducted through a specially-created permanent 
joint commission (that could be potentially associated with the Joint 
Missile Exchange Center). 

The advantages of such a treaty include: 
– the prevention of the creation and improvement of the most 

advanced class of space arms – anti-satellite weapons, regardless of 
their physical principles and deployment locations; 

– the relatively simplicity of verification with the emphasis put 
on NTMV in conjunction with minimal measures of transparency and 
assistance; 

– the inhibition of space-based ABM systems’ development of 
their strike components; 

– the prevention of experiments that result in ‘space debris’ that 
threaten the SC of all nations; 

– the early inclusion of the PRC (and, thereafter, other powers) 
in the new stage of the strategic weapons limitation process; 

– the inhibition of the ‘peripheral’ development of ABM systems 
that are capable of striking the most important MWS, navigation, 
communication and monitoring satellites. 

At the same time, the proposed treaty is not without shortcom-
ings, some fairly substantial ones.  

These, in part, include: 
– the capability to conduct the indirect testing and deployment of 

anti-satellite systems, which occurs during the testing and deploy-
ment of other, non-space ABM systems; 

– the capability to preserve (without target tests) the nation’s 
anti-satellite potential, which would be based on ICBMs, SLBMs, 
fractional orbit missiles and IRBMs (for China), and have the guaran-
teed ability to destroy satellites with nuclear detonations (which put 
out of action all SC stationed within the engagement zone including 
the nation’s own); 

– the capability to secretly deploy ‘space mines’ in times of peace or 
a prewar period, with these having first been placed in geostationary orbits 
without their prior testing or guaranteed ability to destroy the satellites; 

– the capability to secretly rehearse low-intensity anti-satellite opera-
tions by using manned and unmanned SC to approach, capture and remove 
spacecraft that have outspent their service time or which require repairs; 
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– the capability to secretly test directed-energy weapons (laser, 
particle-beam) and electronic warfare capabilities that aim to disrupt 
satellite operations without physically destroying them; 

– the capability to create space-to-Earth class space-strike weap-
ons, including those based on fractional orbit missiles, shuttle space-
craft and other still-hypothetical technologies and operational ideas; 

– the incapability to engage in the purposeful creation of anti-
satellite capabilities that provide for an asymmetrical response to the 
development of new systems and means of conducting conventional 
operations – including ones that rely on long-range, high-precision 
weapons which are backed by space information systems; 

– the incapability to directly counteract hypothetical space-to-
Earth class systems, should such ever appear. 

Recognizing these problems, it should simultaneously be under-
scored that the proposed option’s advantages seem to outweigh its 
shortcomings. Furthermore, as a practical first step in preventing the 
militarization of space, this option appears to be relatively more ef-
fective from the standpoints of its mutual strategic acceptability to the 
parties and its grasp of the technical military parameters of the both 
the subject matter and its verifiability and enforcement. 

For both political reason tied to the military and by virtue of ob-
jective technical and physical circumstances (including space being 
a special arena), the proposed arrangement could be partial and selec-
tive, if required. The same was true, by the way, of the 1972 Interim 
SALT-I agreement and the 1979 SALT-II. However, had they failed 
to pass through those natural stages of disarmament, the parties 
would have never reached the unprecedented across-the-board reduc-
tions, restrictions and transparency measures that the 1991 START 
implemented 20 years ago. If the first, even if small, step is made to-
ward the non-armament of space – which would include the verifiable 
prohibition of any ASAT testing – it could be followed by other 
broader and more intrusive verification measures, as was the case 
with the limitation of strategic nuclear arms. 

Just like space-based ABM systems, a nation’s capability to indi-
rectly develop its anti-satellite potential through allied military tech-
nologies will not provide it with the confidence in its abilities it needs 
in case of a real armed conflict. This even more so, if it is not a demon-
strative act but a fast and coordinated strike on the enemy’s entire or-
bital constellation – with the cardinal and irreparable degradation of 
the enemy’s overall military potential at stake. The very same is true 
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of ABM system intercepts of ballistic missiles, which are being re-
hearsed without the orbital deployment or testing of battle platforms – 
such tests will not inspire a nation with confidence in its ability to de-
stroy multiple missiles and warheads in their flight trajectories. 

Without full-scale testing, responsible powers will hardly take 
the step of deploying such expensive and pivotal, in terms of military 
planning, weapons systems. Besides, asymmetrical countermeasures 
can be provided by other means and methods apart the future space-
based ABM systems under discussion here. 

The change of the US Administration in 2009 and the deepening 
global financial and economic crisis are making the prospects of an 
expensive and intricately complex strategic ABM system – especially 
in its space-based version – doubtful. This is especially true in re-
gards to space-to-Earth class systems. 

The issue of anti-satellite systems being used to help deflect 
a so-called aerospace attack is also rather complex. The very threat in 
relation to Russia and the proposed means to combat it both appear 
somewhat far-fetched8. In any case, there are other ways of limiting 
these threats: it can be achieved through legal agreements or counter-
measures that avoid nations from getting dragged into an anti-satellite 
arms race whose outcome is uncertain and whose expense is great. 

Nations could rely on other military means of counteraction, on 
other disarmament treaties and efforts to alter the powers’ military 
and political relations as a whole (including a decision by NATO not 
to expand further east). As for strike systems from the space-to-Earth 
class, these belong to a more distant future whose prospects and char-
acteristics are still unclear and whose negotiated prohibition can af-
ford to be delayed. 

Finally, the main argument for the proposed treaty is the ques-
tion whether there is any realistic alternative to preventing ASAT and 
space-based ABM through the prohibition of their full-scale testing. It 
appears that this alternative could not be implemented by the USSR 
and is unlikely to succeed in the 2008 Russian-Chinese draft, which 
can be seen as a gesture of good will. The alternative means no legal 
restriction of space armament and this environment becoming an 
arena of military rivalry and potential armed conflicts. 

                                                           
8 Dvorkin, V., op. cit. p. 4. 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
3. THE NON-PROLIFERATION REQUIREMENTS: 
 ENFORCEMENT CHALLENGES 

 
 

Alexandre KALIADINE  
 

The proliferation of nuclear weapons and of potentially dan-
gerous nuclear technologies, equipment and materials has posed 
a grave challenge to the security of the global community. Accord-
ing to the World Nuclear Association (WNA), in two decade’s time 
25 additional states will be able to produce weapon-grade pluto-
nium and enriched plutonium and have the know-how to make nu-
clear weapons1. At the same time the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT)2 and the international legal 
regime based on this treaty are under stress. 

Several factors have increased the risks of proliferation: the 
globalization of destabilizing international processes, the expanding 
                                                           

1 According to the World Nuclear Association (WNA), the present total of 
436 nuclear power reactors in the world (operating in 30 states plus Taiwan) is 
expected to grow to as many as 800 by 2030. 25 countries, which do not currently 
have nuclear power reactors, are either considering or have already decided to 
make nuclear energy part of their power generation capacity (some of them are 
situated in zones of domestic and regional instability). The biggest proliferation 
risk in the expansion of nuclear energy is the expansion of sensitive nuclear tech-
nologies – principally enrichment or reprocessing – to non-nuclear-weapon states 
(NNWS). As a result a great deal more fissile material will become potentially 
available for destructive purposes. To ensure properly management of rapid ex-
pansion in civil nuclear energy represents a big challenge. See: International 
Commission on Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament Report, ‘Eliminat-
ing Nuclear Weapons: a Practical Agenda for Global Policy Makers’, Canberra/ 
Tokyo, November 2009, p. 48. Further on: 'Eliminating Nuclear Threats…’. 

2 The NPT concluded in 1968, in force since 1970. Now has 190 members 
assuming that North Korea’s purported withdrawal in 2003 is not accepted at face 
value. The Treaty has served as a cornerstone of the global non-proliferation re-
gime and of the process of international nuclear disarmament.  
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demand for nuclear power, including the expansion of nuclear 
power production facilities in volatile, conflict-prone regions of the 
world; negative impact of the world economic and financial crisis 
on international politics. 

World’s most volatile regions largely coincide with the prolif-
eration-risk zones. 

Issues of compliance with non-proliferation requirements have 
risen to the level of threats to international peace and security in the 
Middle East and the North-East Asia. 

The world community has been confronted with grave breaches 
of non-proliferation obligations and attempts to use the NPT mem-
bership as a political cover for illegitimate nuclear programs and 
easier access to dual-purpose technologies, materials and weapons 
of mass destruction (WMD). 

Furthermore, ‘traditional’ challenges are being complemented 
by the new ones: black market supply networks, smuggling of dan-
gerous nuclear materials and trafficking in enrichment and reproc-
essing technology; the likelihood of weapons and materials falling 
into the hands of terrorist groups. 

The NPT itself has no executive machinery to determine com-
pliance with the treaty. This function is entrusted to the IAEA 
Board of Governors, through the Agency’s conclusions regarding 
compliance with safeguards agreements. 

Non-compliance incidents are to be reported to the IAEA 
Board of Governors, which is empowered to undertake findings of 
non-compliance in relation to the IAEA safeguards agreements and 
make compliance determination. The Board is required to report the 
non-compliance, affecting international peace and security, to the 
UN Security Council, which may then take any action it deems ap-
propriate3. 

                                                           
3 The IAEA Board of Governors consists of 35 states and meets five times 

a year. It is empowered by its Statute to refer breaches of safeguards agreements 
involving diversion of nuclear materials and questions of peace and security to 
the UNSC. Non-proliferation verification is the primary task of the IAEA 
safeguards. Under the NPT, the IAEA is responsible to provide timely warning of 
diversion of nuclear fissile materials and, thus, of weaponization activities. 
Agency’s conclusions regarding non-compliance with the safeguards agreements 
under the NPT amount to a finding that the state is in violation of Art. III of the 
Treaty and, possibly, also of its Art. II on the non–acquisition of nuclear explo-
sive devices.  
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The inadequacy of the non-proliferation enforcement arrange-
ments became apparent in recent years. In 2008–2009 several coun-
tries were investigated for non-compliance with their safeguards or 
NPT obligations. The nuclear programs of Iran and North Korea 
have been subjected to UN sanctions for violations of their non-
proliferation obligations. 

The UN record of antiproliferation sanctions to date has high-
lighted the need to make more effective compliance and enforce-
ment provisions of the current non-proliferation regime and to 
strengthen the associated institutional machinery. 

The NPT parties, both nuclear-weapon states (NWS) and 
overwhelming majority of non-nuclear-weapon states (NNWS) 
faithfully observe their non-proliferation obligations. They do not 
express any wish to withdraw from this treaty and are committed to 
its unconditional implementation by all the parties. The summaries 
from of the third session of the Preparatory Committee of the 2010 
NPT Review Conference, held in May 2009 in Geneva, have indi-
cated that movement toward strengthening the global non-
proliferation regime, including improved safeguards, verification, 
compliance and enforcement measures, enjoy broad international 
support. The Preparatory Committee has laid some useful ground-
work for the 2010 NPT Review Conference. It should be noted that 
the previous NPT Review conferences failed to make significant 
contributions to the non-proliferation enforcement processes. 

 
 

The UN Security Council’s prerogatives to enforce compliance 
 
Possessing broad authorities the UN Security Council is well 

positioned to act expeditiously and convincingly to prevent prolif-
eration. 

Under Art. 39 of the UN Charter, the Council is authorized to 
determine the existence of any threat to the peace, breach of the 
peace, or act of aggression and decide what measures shall be taken 
to maintain or restore international peace and security. 

Chapter VII of the UN Charter ‘Action with Respect to Threats 
to the Peace, Breaches of the Peace, and Acts of Aggression’ pro-
vides for a lucid system of enforcement measures to ensure the 
maintenance of international peace and security. 
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The authority and responsibility in adopting such measures 
within the UN framework are concentrated in the Security Council. 

Member states conferred on this body primary responsibility 
for maintaining international peace and security and empowered it 
to take necessary enforcement measures4. In Art. 25 of the UN 
Charter they agreed to carry out decisions of the Council. 

Acting on behalf of all the member states, the Council may de-
cide on a wide range of coercive measures involving economical, 
financial and political actions (Art. 415) as well as the use of force 
(Art. 426). 

The Council is authorized to take action ‘as it deems necessary’ 
to address the threats posed by the spread of nuclear and other 
WMD, including the situations of non-compliance with non-
proliferation requirements. 

Back to 1992, the Council qualified the spread of all kinds of 
weapons of mass destruction as ‘a threat to international peace and 
security’ and pledged to make efforts to prevent the spread of tech-
nologies related to research into weapons of mass destruction or its 
development7. 

In subsequent years the UNSC acted upon major challenges to 
the NPT regime. On several occasions the UNSC made non-
proliferation sanctions determinations regarding states found in ma-
terial non-compliance with the NPT. 

A Council response has been taken under Chapter VII of the 
UN Charter opening the way to the authorization of coercive meas-

                                                           
4 The Security Council’s powers are set out in chapters VI, VII, VIII, and XII 

of the UN Charter.  
5 Art. 41 says: ‘The Security Council may decide what measures not involv-

ing the use of force are to be employed to give effect to its decisions and it may 
call upon the Members of the United Nations to apply such measures. Those may 
include complete or partial interruption of economic relations and of rail, sea, air, 
postal, telegraphic, radio and other means of communications, and the severance 
of diplomatic relations’. The list of measures enumerated in Art. 41 is not exhaus-
tive. Additional measures may be applied under this article, provided they do not 
involve the use of military force.  

6 Art. 42 says ‘Should the Security Council consider that measures provided 
in Article 41 would be inadequate, it may take such action by air, sea or land 
forces as may be necessary to maintain or restore international peace and security. 
Such action may include demonstrations, blockade, and other operations by air, 
sea, or land forces of Members of the United Nations’.  

7 UN document. S/2350. 31 January 1992.  
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ures. On a number of occasions the Council has resorted to eco-
nomic, financial and other sanctions to enforce compliance with ba-
sic non-proliferation requirements. Its role in addressing compliance 
enforcement issues increased. 

A meeting of the UN Security Council on 24 September 2009, 
held on heads of states and government level, produced the wide-
ranging consensus Resolution 18878. In this resolution the Council 
reaffirmed that proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their 
means of delivery ‘constitutes a threat to international peace and se-
curity’. The resolution articulates more stringent requirements for 
proof of non-proliferation and sets forth a robust non-proliferation 
agenda. 

The focus of the resolution is on strengthening responding to the 
cases of non-compliance in which some states feel they can violate 
their non-proliferation obligations and defy the UNSC with impu-
nity. In fact, Resolution 1887 has pointed out to additional non-
proliferation commitments beyond those in the NPT which the UN 
Security Council assumes to enforce. 

In its first operative paragraph the resolution says that ‘a situa-
tion of non-compliance with non-proliferation obligations shall be 
brought to the attention of the Security Council which will deter-
mine if that situation constitutes a threat to international peace and 
security’. It emphasizes ‘the Security Council’s primary responsibil-
ity in addressing such threats’. The Council declares its resolve to 
monitor closely any situation involving the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons and to take such measures as may be necessary to ensure 
the maintenance of international peace and security. In particular, in 
Resolution 1887 the Council demands that the parties concerned 
comply fully with their non-proliferation obligations under the rele-
vant UNSC resolutions. The resolution outlines major non-prolife-
ration measures complementing the NPT. 

One may conclude from the above-mentioned review that 
much is left to the discretion of the UN Security Council in address-
ing threats to the nuclear non-proliferation regime. 

Regrettably, in the NPT context its members failed to make full 
use of the authority available to the UNSC and to employ sufficiently 
strong instruments and arrangements to ensure full compliance. 
                                                           

8 The full title of the resolution: ‘Maintenance of international peace and 
security. Nuclear non-proliferation and nuclear disarmament’. UN document. 
S/RES/1887 (2009). 24 September 2009. 
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In this respect, the record of the implementation of the UN an-
tiproliferation sanctions imposed on Iran and the Democratic Peo-
ple’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) deserves scrupulous scrutiny. 

 
 

Iran’s case: attempts to enforce compliance by applying  
targeted sanctions 

 
Under the NPT (1970) and Safeguards Agreement with the 

IAEA (1974)9, the Islamic Republic of Iran (IRI) assumed legal ob-
ligations not to acquire nuclear weapons and place its nuclear activi-
ties under international control. 

In 2002 an undeclared and extensive nuclear program in Iran 
going back to nearly two decades has been revealed. The IAEA in-
spection team determined that Iran had been conducting clandestine 
nuclear activities for a period of eighteen years, including various 
sensitive aspects of the nuclear fuel cycle in violation of its obliga-
tions under the NPT and IAEA Safeguards Agreement10.Thus, Iran 
had failed to comply with a number of provisions of its Safeguards 
agreement with the IAEA; in particular, it failed to meet its report-
ing requirements. These violations undermined international confi-
dence in the exclusively peaceful nature of the Iranian nuclear pro-
gram (INP). 

There is evidence of foreign expertise assisting in Iran’s past 
nuclear efforts. It came from the secret nuclear sale network of 
Pakistani nuclear scientist A. Q. Khan 11. 

                                                           
9 The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty grounded in international law the 

mandatory obligation to apply IAEA safeguards to the non-nuclear weapon states 
that are party to the Treaty with respect to ‘all source or special fissionable mate-
rial in all peaceful nuclear activities within the territory of such state, under its 
jurisdiction, or carried under its control anywhere’. The IAEA safeguards are de-
signed to verify the fulfillment of the obligations not to divert nuclear energy 
from peaceful uses to nuclear weapons (Art. III). Safeguards play an essential role 
in deterring diversion through the risk of detection, and through providing timely 
warning of diversion, to enable the international community to intervene. 

10 Iran’s undeclared nuclear sites included facilities for converting natural 
uranium into uranium hexafluoride (UF6) for subsequent enrichment and other 
aspects of nuclear fuel cycle activities, which are not banned under the NPT. But 
they should have been put under IAEA safeguards. 

11 The Khan investigation revealed that a number of European companies de-
fied national and international export controls and aided the Khan network. 
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In February 2006 the IAEA Board of Governors voted to report 
Iran to the UN Security Council. The document lists a number of 
outstanding questions with regard of the past nuclear activities of 
Iran, including the themes which might have a military dimension. 

The IAEA Board of Governors demanded that Iran returns to the 
system of complete and consistent suspension of enrichment and re-
processing activities subject to control by the Agency, including scien-
tific research and design and construction work; that it reconsiders the 
construction of a research reactor with a heavy-water moderator; that 
it immediately ratifies and fully implements the IAEA Additional Pro-
tocol12. In expectation of ratification Iran should continue to act in 
compliance with the provisions of the Additional Protocol and imple-
ment transparency measures (including, in part, access to persons 
and documents related to the acquisition of dual-purpose equip-
ment)13. 

Initially the UN Security Council confined itself to expressions 
of support of the IAEA demands. It called Iran to fulfil the deci-
sions of the IAEA Board of Governors14. 
                                                           
A. Q. Khan, director of a nuclear research center in Kahute, confessed in 2004 to 
having transferred technology and information to Iran between 1989 and 
1991. The well organized clandestine network included scientists, engineers and 
middlemen from Pakistan, Switzerland, Germany, Sri Lanka, and Malaysia. The 
dealers were engaged in proliferation activity selling nuclear weapon designs, 
bomb making material and know-how to North Korea, Iran, and Libya and, pos-
sibly, other nations. The network was broken, but Khan himself avoided any hush 
punishment and most of his foreign accomplices remain free, and there still exist 
gaps in the international framework of export controls.  

12 IAEA GOV/2006/15. Introduced in 1997 The NPT’s Additional Protocol 
to the Safeguards Agreements (APSA) established wider access rights by the 
IAEA inspectors (at nuclear sites and anywhere in a state) to investigate questions 
and inconsistencies, which arise from information analysis. The APSA constitutes 
an essential element of the contemporary IAEA safeguards system. Of the 62 
NNWS NPT parties with significant nuclear activities, 45 have the APSA in force 
and in addition 11 signed and one approved by the IAEA Board – a total uptake 
of 90 per cent of such states. 

Iran signed the Additional Protocol and applied it on a ‘provisional’ basis 
from December 2003 but suspended cooperation under it since 2005. This move 
by the Iranian authorities heightened international suspicions that the IRI had 
something to hide.  

13 IAEA GOV/2006/14. 
14 The initial agreed position of the members of the UNSC regarding the 

Iranian nuclear program was set forth in the Statement of the UNSC Chairman of 
29 March 2006 (UN document. S/PRST/2006 /15) and in UNSCR 1696 of 31 
July 2006 (UN document. S/RES /1696/2006). These documents indicate that the 
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In view of the fact that Teheran failed to take the steps de-
manded of it by the IAEA, the Council moved to punitive enforce-
ment measures. 

On 23 December 2006 the UN Security Council unanimously 
passed a resolution providing for limitations on certain Iranian nu-
clear activities. Acting on Art. 41 of Chapter VII of the UN Charter, 
the Council ordered Iran to suspend without further delay all en-
richment-related and reprocessing activities; work on all heavy wa-
ter-related projects; the construction of a research reactor moderated 
by heavy water. The UNSC also decided that all states should take 
the necessary measures to prevent the supply, sale, or transfer to 
Iran of all items, materials, equipment and technology, which could 
contribute to Iran’s enrichment-related, reprocessing or heavy wa-
ter-related activities or to the development of nuclear weapon deliv-
ery systems15. Resolution 1737 provided also for freezing foreign 
funds and other financial assets of a number of Iranian entities and 
persons, involved in the military program16. To facilitate the imple-
mentation of Resolution 1737 the UNSC established a Committee 
consisting of all members of the Council (the 1737 Committee). 

In two subsequent resolutions on Iran –1747 (24 March 2007) 17 
and 1803 (3 March 2008)18 the Security Council extended the sanc-
tion regime because Teheran refused to comply with its previous 
resolutions. 

The new resolutions expanded the scope of restrictions on nu-
clear-related technology transfers to Iran to include all dual-use 
equipment and materials regulated by the Nuclear Suppliers Group 
(NSG)19. 
                                                           
IAEA can not make a conclusion about the absence of undeclared nuclear mate-
rial. Concern is expressed in connection with the danger of proliferation posed by 
the Iranian nuclear program. Resolution 1696 was adopted on the basis of Art. 40 
of the UN Charter which deals with provisional measures designed to prevent an 
aggravation of the situation. The resolution demanded that Iran should carry out 
measures required by the IAEA but it did not yet authorize sanctions. Iran’s non-
compliance with resolution 1696 was taken into consideration during subsequent 
consideration of enforcement measures by the Security Council.  

15 UN document. S/RES 1737 (2006). 
16 Sanctions are to be lifted as soon as the IAEA Board of Governors 

confirms the fulfillment by Iran of the requirements of the UNSC and IAEA. 
17 UN document. S/RES 1747 (2007). 
18 UN document. S/RES 1803 (2008). 
19 The NSG plays an important role in the international exports control 

regimes addressing non-proliferation issues. The NSG has elaborated two lists of 
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Financial sanctions were extended to additional persons and 
entities, including front companies and contractors, believed to be 
‘engaged in, directly associated with or providing support for Iran’s 
proliferation sensitive nuclear activities or for the development of 
nuclear weapon delivery systems’. In addition, states were author-
ized to carry out inspections ‘at their airports and seaports’ of cargo 
carried on aircraft and vessels owned or operated by certain Iranian 
companies, provided that there were ‘reasonable grounds to believe’ 
that the cargo contained goods prohibited under the sanctions reso-
lutions. 

Nevertheless, the agreed sanctions preserved their targeted and 
limited character. They continued to be linked to those aspects of 
Iran’s activities that threaten the NPT regime. 

The sanctions proved to be insufficient to compel the Teheran 
regime to take the steps demanded by the UNSC resolutions20. 

On 27 September 2008, following a report from the IAEA Di-
rector General, Mohammad ElBaradei, that Iran had made signifi-
cant progress with its centrifuge enrichment program, the UN Secu-
rity Council unanimously passed Resolution 1835 calling on Iran to 
‘comply fully and without delay with its obligations’ set out in the 
earlier resolutions and meet the requirements of the IAEA Board of 
Governors21. 
                                                           
controlled items involving nuclear exports and export of dual-purpose goods. Un-
der the NSG auspices the work is being carried to strengthen control over the 
transfer of nuclear technologies and goods in the sphere of uranium enrichment 
and reprocessing of irradiated nuclear fuel. It is now broadly accepted that 
stronger international supply rules are needed to stem the proliferation dangers of 
an expanded civilian nuclear energy sector, especially to new countries. The NSG 
membership is currently standing at 45.  

20 Iranian authorities profited from the weaknesses of the international sanc-
tions regime, imposed by the UNSC on Iran and from its inconsistent implemen-
tation. The press reported cases when Tehran succeeded in sanction-busting. For 
example, the probe by custom officers in Great Britain identified in 2008 
a number of British dealers trading illegally with Iran. They revealed sanction-
busting, sales of arms, missile technology and nuclear components to Iran. See: 
'British dealers supply arms to Iran', The Observer, 20 April 2008. 

In order to forcefully implement the UN sanction regime against Iran by 
Russian legal and physical persons a special normative act was passed: Decree 
no. 682 of the President of the Russian Federation of 5 May 2008 ‘On the Meas-
ures for the Implementation of Resolution no. 682 of 3 March 2008’.  

21 UN document. S/RES 1835 (2008). Unlike the four prior UNSCR on Iran, 
Resolution 1835 was not adopted under Chapter VII of the UN Charter. 
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While reaffirming its previous resolutions and the dual-track 
approach to the Iranian nuclear issue, the Security Council did not 
impose additional sanctions on Iran. 

The dual-track approach combines sanctions (in order to hamper 
efforts to acquire a military nuclear capability) and ‘positive incen-
tives’ designed to increase Teheran’s interest in cooperation with the 
IAEA and compliance with its non-proliferation obligations22. 

The UNSC members have been of one mind on the need to ad-
vance on Iran’s nuclear issue through a dual-track approach to se-
cure Iran’s compliance with the non-proliferation obligations. Sanc-
tions and the threat of them have been accepted as a vital part of this 
dual track strategy. However, internal differences have diluted the 
Council’s ability to implement the agreed strategy. 

It should be noted that UNSC members have somewhat differ-
ing perceptions on the implementation of the dual-track approach 
toward Iran. 

Russia and China emphasizes diplomatic engagement with Iran 
and positive incentives rather than coercion and punishment al-
though both powers do not exclude sanctions commensurate to the 
risks to the NPT regime. 

At the same time China has closer economic ties with Iran and 
depends on the latter for its imports of energy resources. This factor 
tends to affect the Chinese stance on the INP. 

Great Britain, France, Germany and other EU states generally 
do not deviate from the dual-track strategy but appear to be more 
willing to move to the pressure track. 
                                                           

22 A negotiating mechanism for addressing issues arising from the INP was 
established to engage Iran – the group ’P5 + 1’ comprising five permanent mem-
bers of the UNSC plus Germany. In May 2008 the Group made proposals to Iran 
suggesting a substantive dialogue. It offered Iran political, security and economic 
benefits, if Teheran agrees to comply with UN resolutions on the Iranian nuclear 
program and in particular to manifest restraint in the field of uranium enrichment.  

Iran failed to respond to a deadline for it to agree to halt all nuclear activities 
in exchange for a freeze on further UN sanctions. In Aprill 2009 the group P5 +1 
announced that they would seek direct engagement with Iran to discuss its nuclear 
program. On 9 September the Iranian government submitted a proposal to the P5 
+ 1, in which it offered to hold negotiations on global nuclear disarmament. Talks 
between Iran and the P5 + 1 were held on 1 October 2009 in Geneva. A tentative 
agreement was reached to hold a second round of negotiations in October 2009. 
But the second round did not take place because the Iranian top leadership went 
back on what had been agreed and refused to engage in the discussion of its nu-
clear program.  



            NON-PROLIFERATION ENFORCEMENT CHALLENGES  73

The non-permanent members of the UNSC representing the non-
aligned movement (Brazil, Nigeria and others) generally took 
a cautious stand on using sanctions as a tool to influence Iran’s be-
havior in nuclear matters and consider ‘positive incentives’ as a most 
important instrument to secure Iran’s compliance with the NPT. 

The USA under the Bush Administration made an emphasis on 
coercive options, relying mainly on instruments of isolation and 
punishment in handling the Iranian nuclear challenge. Besides, un-
der the Bush Administration US policy on the NPT compliance was 
subordinated to the broader aims unrelated to the nuclear non-proli-
feration (‘the spread of democracy’, ‘the promotion of regime change’, 
etc.). This policy failed. 

In 2009 the new administration under President Obama re-
viewed the confrontational stance toward Iran and took a more posi-
tive approach to multilateral diplomacy than its predecessor. It em-
braced ‘a dual-track approach’ to Iran, including the offer of diplo-
matic engagement and taking part in nuclear talks. However, the 
military option was not abandoned altogether. 

The positive shifts in the US stance have constituted a new fac-
tor facilitating the search of a diplomatic solution of the INP. 

An objective assessment of the character of the Iranian nuclear 
program as well as of implications of the totality of individual viola-
tions by Iran of the IAEA safeguards for the global non-proliferation 
regime has been of key importance for determining a UN course on 
the Iranian nuclear challenge23. 

Judging from the IAEA documents issued in 2008–2009 one 
can not give a conclusive answer to the question whether Iran’s nu-
clear ambitions are confined to the tasks related to exclusively 
peaceful uses of atomic energy24. 

Emphasizing its rights under the NPT, Iran flouted the UNSC 
resolutions ordering temporary limitations on its nuclear civilian ac-
tivities. The Iranian authorities have not suspended works related to 
heavy water reactor projects25 and to uranium enrichment26, as re-
quired by the UNSCR. 
                                                           

23 In 2007–2009 the majority of outstanding questions related to the past Ira-
nian nuclear activities were resolved through cooperation between the IAEA and 
the IRI. 

24 IAEA GOV/2008/36, 15 September 2008; GOV/2009, 8 June 2009; 
GOV/2009/55, 28 August 2009; GOV/2009/74, 16 November 2009.  

25 The heavy water reactor (IR) being built at Arak may in future be used to 
produce weapon-grade plutonium  
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Moreover, Iran proceeded secretly with the construction of 
a second uranium enrichment plant ‘Fordu’ in the mountains near 
the city of Qum in defiance of several UNSC resolutions27. 

At the same time it should be noted that the first fuel enrichment 
plant (FEP) at Natanz as well as an experimental fuel enrichment fa-
cility (EFEP) are placed under the IAEA safeguards28. In October 
2009 the Iranian government also agreed to allow inspectors from the 
IAEA to visit the facility which is being built near the city of Qum. 
IAEA inspectors found nothing to be worried about this site. 

According to the IAEA, uranium enrichment levels at FEP are 
up to 4.9% U-235 which correspond to the quality of uranium used 
in nuclear power stations29. Iran does not currently possess any nu-
clear explosive devices. Iranian officials deny seeking to build nu-
clear weapons and claim that nuclear weapons have no place in the 
‘defense structure’ of the country. Teheran has professed willing-
                                                           

26 On 12 August 2009, 4592 centrifuges were being fed with UF6 (4920 in 
May 2009) and an additional 3716 centrifuges had been installed at the Fuel 
Enrichment Plant (FEP) in Natanz. See: GOV/2009/55, 28 August 2009.  

The enrichment plant at Natanz operates at a fraction of its capacity. By 
January 2010 the number of the operating centrifuges has dropped by 20 per cent 
since summer 2009. It is believed that a decline is due to technical problems. See: 
International Herald Tribune, 2 January 2010. 

27 The plant is reportedly at a mountain site located on an Iranian military in-
stallation near the city Qum and capable of housing up to 3000 centrifuges of 
a new generation used to enrich uranium. Iran admitted to developing a covert 
uranium enrichment facility only in September 2009. Under the Subsidiary 
Arrangement to is Safeguards Agreement with the IAEA (2003) it should have 
given notice once it had decided to build the enrichment plant about three or five 
years ago. The facility is to go on line in 2011. The delayed declaration of the 
second uranium enrichment plant raised concern about other secret nuclear sites. 
In 2009 the IAEA did not received from Iran clarifications about the purpose of 
the nuclear site near the city of Qum. It should be noted that exposure of the Qum 
site seriously impacted upon Iran’s ability of covertly producing the HEU needed 
to make fuel for nuclear weapons.  

28 All nuclear material at FEP, as well as all installed cascades, remains under 
Agency conservation and surveillance, as well as all uranium in the form of UF6 
(342 t), produced at the uranium conversion facility (UCF). See: IAEA.GOV/ 
2009/35, 8 June 2009; GOV/2009/55, 28 August 2009; GOV/2009/74, 16 Novem-
ber 2009. 

29 The enrichment level of a weapon-grade uranium amounts to 80% of U-
235 or over. It is estimated that Iran has produced about 1700 kg of low enriched 
uranium (LEU). To make it suitable for the fissile core of a nuclear explosive de-
vice (nuclear bomb) the LEU should be enriched to a higher degree. About 1500 
kg LEU would be needed to manufacture a nuclear bomb.  
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ness to resolve the concerns raised by the IAEA through negotia-
tions and said that its nuclear program was designed to produce ci-
vilian energy and medical research. 

Nevertheless, one can not disregard the fact that both in 2008 
and 2009 the IAEA was unable to provide credible assurance about 
the absence of undeclared nuclear material and activities in Iran. 

Intentions are changeable. Iranian plans may be reviewed espe-
cially in an environment beset with domestic political unrest, politi-
cal infighting and turmoil in the streets. 

The data contained in the IAEA reports point out to Iran’s 
growing ability to redirect nuclear fissile material for non-civilian 
purposes and the progress in building up a nuclear technology infra-
structure that can be retrofitted to manufacture a nuclear explosive 
device. Iran may have in future a weapon-making capability if it 
chooses to go down this path. But it appears that Iran has not 
crossed ‘the red line’ in actual weaponization. 

Iran has refused to discontinue nuclear activities which aroused 
suspicions in the world community. Iran’s simultaneous endeavors 
to build up a robust missile capability and its notable advancements 
in long-range ballistic missile technology have added to interna-
tional concern about its nuclear ambitions. According to the IAEA, 
there remain a number of outstanding issues which give rise to con-
cerns and which need to be clarified to exclude the existence of pos-
sible military dimensions to Iran’s nuclear program30. 

It is a matter of fact that the Iranian elite includes politicians 
who tend to rely on the dual potential of the civil nuclear power in-
frastructure to ease the access to nuclear weapons and are disposed 
to let themselves involved in risky military adventures (threats to 
wipe out the state of Israel). On the other hand, one should not dis-
card a potential restraining force of the domestic public opinion op-
posing the hardliners and their irresponsible policies. Polls con-
                                                           

30 Iran failed to resolve questions about the so-called alleged studies, a set of 
documents smuggled from the country that purport to show that up until 2003 the 
nation conducted nuclear experiments and considered bomb design consistent 
with illicit nuclear weapons program. Iran refused to implement arrangements 
with the IAEA on the early provision of design information on nuclear facilities 
which are being constructed. The Agency has complained that it has been unable 
to make a substantial progress in the investigation of possible military dimensions 
of the Iranian nuclear program. See: IAEA GOV/2008/36 15 September 2008; 
GOV/2009, 8 June 2009; GOV/2009/55, 28 August 2009; GOV/2009/55, 28 Au-
gust 2009; GOV/2009/74, 16 November 2009.  
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ducted in the country had shown that 66 percent of Iranians would 
oppose the development of nuclear weapons31. 

All this ought to be taken into account in calibrating enforce-
ment measures contemplated by the UNSC. 

The pressure track has played an important role in deterring 
nuclear adventurism, although specific objectives of the sanctions 
practiced so far have not been achieved. The Iranian authorities 
agreed to take the steps to resolve a number of outstanding issues 
relating to the Iranian past and current nuclear activities. They pro-
vided the IAEA with somewhat broader access to their nuclear fa-
cilities and sites (in Natanz, Arak and Qum) although the level of 
transparency of the Iranian nuclear activities remains insufficient. In 
August 2009 Iran and the IAEA agreed on the improvements to the 
containment and surveillance measures at the Natanz fuel enrich-
ment plant. The improvements were put in place on 12 August. In 
August 2009 Iran provided the IAEA with access to the IR-40 
heavy water reactor at Arak. 

Nevertheless, Tehran seems to underestimate the negative im-
pact of the international mistrust of certain Iranian nuclear activities 
on the country’s reputation and security. 

In 2009 the government missed the opportunity of reducing in-
ternational mistrust of its nuclear ambitions by prevaricating on the 
IAEA scheme providing for shipping part of the Iranian low en-
riched uranium stocks out of the country for processing into a form 
that could be used in a medical nuclear reactor in Tehran32. This 
deal was not embraced by Iran’s leadership although it was consis-
tent with Iran’s own needs and declared aspirations. The IAEA pro-
posal enjoyed the backing of the P5+1 group. 
                                                           

31 British American Security Information Council. Iran Update. No. 117 – 24 
April 2008, available at <http://www.basicint,org/updates/iran.htm>.  

32 Under this proposal Iran was to ship about 1200 kg of its LEU enriched at 
its Natanz facility to Russia by the end of 2009. There it would have been en-
riched to a higher level (about 20%) and then converted into fuel plates in France, 
after which it would have been shipped back to Iran to power the Teheran re-
search reactor which is devoted to producing radioisotopes for medical purposes. 
The deal would have reduced Iran’s available supply of potential bomb fuel and 
bought time for further diplomacy. It gave a chance to defuse international mis-
trust over Iran’s nuclear program. At the meeting with the P5+1 group, which 
took place in Geneva on 1 October 2009 the Iranian representatives tentatively 
agreed to the IAEA project but subsequently the authorities in Tehran went back 
on it.  
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Tehran’s sticking to the foot-dragging tactics over the diplo-
matic track has not helped to dispel the widespread suspicions of 
the long-term nuclear goals of the Iranian leadership. 

Should Iran cross the weaponization red-line, there might be 
efforts to get a ban on international investment in the Iranian oil and 
gas sectors and on financial and insurance dealings, targeting key 
vulnerabilities of the economy. Consideration may be given to stop-
ping the export to the IRI of refined petroleum products. (Iran lacks 
facilities for producing such products). 

However, any additional UN sanctions should be prepared 
carefully and not impair the rising reformist movement in Iran but 
increase the pressure on the Islamic Revolutionary Guards Corps, 
believed to run nuclear activities prescribed by the UNSC. 

In a resolution, passed by the IAEA Board of Governors at its 
meeting on 27 November 2009 in Vienna (the first such resolution 
since February 2006), the Board notes with serious concern that 
Iran continues to defy the requirements and obligations contained in 
the relevant the IAEA Board of Governors and UN Security Coun-
cil resolutions. The Board reiterated its previous demands regarding 
the limitations on the IRI nuclear program and urged Iran to sus-
pend immediately the construction of its second uranium enrich-
ment facility at Qum. The resolution urges Iran to engage with the 
IAEA on resolving all outstanding issues and to confirm that it has 
not taken a decision to construct any other nuclear facility that has 
not yet been declared to the IAEA. 

The Board requested the IAEA Director General to send Iran’s 
case to the UNSC33. 

In defiance of this resolution, Iran’s Cabinet authorized on 29 
November the construction of 10 new enrichment facilities. Iran’s 
official news agency IRNA reported that the IRI will begin con-
struction for five nuclear sites within two months and identify five 
more locations for the future. (Nuclear experts say that the new en-
richment plants if attempted may not materialize for decades). 
                                                           

33 IAEA GOV/2009/82. 27 November 2009. The resolution was adopted with 
25 votes in favor, 6 abstentions, 3 against (Cuba, Malaysia and Venezuela) and 
one not voting (Azerbaijan). The resolution won the support of five permanent 
members of the UN Security Council. The full title of the resolution: Implementa-
tion of the NPT safeguards agreement and relevant provisions of Security Council 
resolutions 1737 (2006), 1747 (2007), 1803 (2008) and 1835 (2008) in the 
Islamic Republic of Iran.  
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Declarations and actions of Tehran’s policy-makers in defiance 
of the UN Security Council and the IAEA have aggravated tensions 
in the region and the world at large and increased pessimism about 
a diplomatic solution. 

The international community is yet to find better ways to en-
gage Iran and address the proliferation dangers arising from its nu-
clear program and to move forward the enforcement process. 
A satisfactory solution lies along the lines providing for the reten-
tion of the Iranian enrichment capability, on the one hand, and 
a very intrusive IAEA inspection regime, which would give the in-
ternational community confidence that the IRI nether has or is 
seeking nuclear arms. 

In any case, preserving political solidarity among the UNSC 
members and particularly among the members of the P5+1 group 
and forging a more effective partnership in addressing the non-
compliance challenges and full implementation of UNSCR 1737, 
1747 and 1803 remain crucial for the success of the UN dual-track 
strategy over Iran. 

 
 

Sanctions regime imposed on the DPRK 
 
The UN Security Council was slow to respond forcefully to the 

violations of the NPT regime by the Democratic People’s Republic 
of Korea (DPRK)34. 

In 2003 the DPRK withdrew from the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Treaty35 and in 2005 it declared itself in the possession of nuclear 

                                                           
34 As far back as 1993 the IAEA Governing Board informed the UNSC on North 

Korea’s non-compliance with its Safeguards Agreement with the IAEA. The IAEA 
conclusions amounted to a finding that the DPRK was in violation of Art. III (on veri-
fication) and of Art. II of the NPT (not to seek to nuclear weapons or explosive 
devices). The UNSC did not take reporting violations seriously and refrained from 
acting on verification findings in the early stages of the DPRK’s confrontation with 
the IAEA. In about 16 years the DPRK moved from the ownership of undeclared 
stocks of plutonium to the possession of nuclear explosive devices.  

35 Many NPT parties questioned the validity of the DPRK’s withdrawal. 
Under Art. X of the NPT a Party may withdraw only if it ‘decides that extraordi-
nary events, related to the subject matter of this treaty have jeopardized the su-
preme interests of the country’. North Korea has not demonstrated satisfactorily 
that there were any such extraordinary events. Thus, a formal withdrawal had not 
in fact been accomplished. The NPT requires that notice of withdrawal be given 
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weapons. The UNSC failed to reach a decision for want of consen-
sus among its permanent members and the matter was referred to 
the Six-Party Talks – a special negotiating mechanism established 
in 2003 comprising the DPRK, the Republic of Korea (South Ko-
rea), China, Russia, the USA and Japan. However, the Six-Party 
Talks were not backed with sufficiently strong collective pressures 
and have not succeeded so far36. 

On 5 July 2006 North Korea carried out serial ballistic missile 
tests and on 6 October tested a nuclear explosive device. 

In Resolution 1695, adopted unanimously on 25 July 2006, the 
UN Security Council ordered the DPRK to suspend all activities re-
lated to its ballistic missile program; return immediately to the Six-
Party Talks without preconditions; abandon all nuclear weapons and 
existing nuclear program and to return at an early date to the NPT 
and IAEA safeguards. 

Following the North Korean test of a nuclear explosive device, 
the UNSC took new steps to bring the DPRK back to the NPT re-
gime. On 14 October 2008 the UN Security Council acting under 
Chapter VII of the UN Charter unanimously adopted Resolution 
1718. The resolution stated that the nuclear test by North Korea rep-
resented ‘a clear threat to international peace and security’ and 
jeopardized peace, stability and security in the region and beyond. 
However, the reference to Chapter VII of the UN Chapter was con-
fined to Art. 41 providing for non-military enforcement measures 
(economic, financial, political, etc.)37. 

Stating that ‘North Korea cannot lay claim to the status of 
a nuclear- weapon state’, the Council urged the North Korean lead-
ership to refrain from conducting any further nuclear tests or ballis-
tic missile launches, renounce completely all nuclear weapons and 
existing WMD and ballistic missile development program and ban 
export of all items related to nuclear weapons, ballistic missiles and 
other types of WMD. 
                                                           
to the UN Security Council. However, the UNSC did not address the legality and 
implications of North Korea’s withdrawal for international security.  

36 In Aprill 2009 the DPRK withdrew from the Six-Party negotiating process. 
At one time (in 2005) North Korea promised to give up its nuclear weapons and 
dismantle the corresponding infrastructure in exchange for diplomatic concessions 
and economic assistance but the subsequent negotiations stalled and finally broke 
out. The North Korean authorities took advantage of the negotiations to mask 
their missile-nuclear build-up.  

37 UN document. S/RES/1718(2006).  
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The resolution provided for a number of specific enforcement 
measures. 

UN member states were required to act to prevent supply, sale 
or transfer to North Korea of any materials, goods or technology 
that could be used in the DPRK’s WMD programs. In addition to 
WMD- and ballistic missile–related goods, the ban on transfer from 
and to North Korea was extended to enumerated categories of con-
ventional weapons and to luxury goods. 

The resolution directed all UN member states to freeze finan-
cial assets of individuals/entities associated with funding North Ko-
rea’s nuclear programs and to deny entry and transit through those 
countries to persons linked to North Korea’s nuclear, ballistic mis-
sile and other WMD development programs. These individu-
als/entities are to be designated by the sanctions committee – the 
1718 Committee. 

UNSCR 1718 contains a call on states to take cooperative ac-
tion, including through inspection of cargoes to/from North Korea 
to ensure compliance with the sanctions. However, the stipulation 
calling for the inspection of vessels suspected of carrying prohibited 
goods from or into North Korea was formulated in the form of 
a recommendation to the states (the states were ‘called upon’) rather 
than as a legally binding commitment under Art. 25 of the UN 
Charter. 

A Committee was established comprising the UNSC members 
to oversee the implementation of the sanctions regime, for example, 
to define additional lists of goods, materials, and technology that 
should be banned from delivery to North Korea. The UNSC re-
solved to continue taking active steps to enforce North Korea’s 
compliance with Resolution 171838. 

On 5 April 2009 the DPRK tested a long-ranged missile 
masked as an artificial Earth satellite. In his statement issued on 13 
April 2009 the UNSC Chairman demanded that the DPRK refrain 
from further launches and comply with UNSCR 1718. 
                                                           

38 The 1718 Committee was established by the UNSC on 14 October 2006. 
On 20 June 2007 the Committee approved the guidelines for its activities. The 
Committee issued four reports about its activities covering the period from 1 
January to 16 July 2009. On the practical plan, the sanctions regime against the 
DPRK, stipulated by Resolution 1718, became fully operational after April 2009, 
when North Korea tested a long-range ballistic missile in defiance of the UN Se-
curity Council.  
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Following this statement North Korea withdrew from the Six-
Party Talks and on 25 May 2009 carried out a second test of nuclear 
weapon. 

On 12 June the UN Security Council responded to the defiant 
behavior of North Korea by unanimously adopting Resolution 
187439. 

This resolution contains a number of provisions which develop 
and reinforce the sanctions regime imposed on DPRK. 

Toughening arms embargo. Resolution 1874 provides for: a to-
tal ban on all arms transfers from the DPRK; a ban on all arms 
transfers to the DPRK, except for small arms and light weapons; 
a requirement that states notify the 1718 Committee (for not later 
than five days) before transferring small arms / light weapons to 
North Korea40. 

The extended inspection regime. Resolution 1874 calls upon 
states to conduct inspections on their territory when there are ‘rea-
sonable grounds’ that banned cargoes are on a ship. States are re-
quested to consent to inspections on the high seas of their flag ves-
sels where such grounds exist. If the flag states refuse to grant 
consent for such an inspection on the high seas they have got to di-
rect their vessels to an appropriate and convenient port for inspec-
tion. Resolution 1874 includes new transparency requirements for 
states to report on their inspections and to report when other states 
deny permission to inspect ships. 

States are authorized (and even obliged) to seize and dispose of 
banned cargo. States are not to provide support (e.g., fuel, water) to 
vessels suspected of carrying banned cargo (unless necessary for 
humanitarian purposes). 

More stringent financial constraints. Resolution 1718 provided 
for the freezing of assets of persons and legal entities designated by 
the Sanctions Committee. 

Resolution 1874 calls on states not to provide grants, assis-
tance, loans or public financial support for trade if such assistance 
could contribute to North Korea’s proliferation efforts. It also calls 
                                                           

39 UN document. S/RES/1874 (2009). The resolution was adopted under Art. 
41 of Chapter VII of the UN Charter. 

40 Resolution 1718 provided for ban on import in and export from the DPRK 
of some categories of conventional armaments (for example, tanks, armored vehi-
cles, artillery systems of big caliber, combat helicopters, etc.) as well as items re-
lated to WMD and ballistic missiles.  
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on states to deny financial services, including by freezing assets, 
where such assets could contribute to prohibited DPRK programs 
(even in the absence of an explicit Committee designation). Ini-
tially, the UNSC sanctions list includes eight legal entities and five 
persons from the DPRK. On 16 June 2009 the Sanctions Committee 
extended this list by adding five military industrial state companies 
and five persons, as well as two commodity items. 

UN states members are requested to submit reports to the 
UNSC (through the 1718 Committee) on the steps they have taken 
to implement sanctions. By 22 June 2009 70 states and the Euro-
pean Union submitted such reports. 

One should mention an interesting development in the en-
forcement technology – the provision for the creation of a group of 
up to seven experts (‘Panel of Experts’) for an initial period of one 
year, acting under the direction of the Sanctions Committee to carry 
out the following tasks: (a) assist the Committee in carrying out its 
mandate; (b) gather, examine and analyze information from states, 
relevant United Nations bodies and other interested parties regard-
ing the implementation of the measures imposed in resolutions 1718 
(2006) and 1874 (2009), in particular incidents of non-compliance; 
(c) make recommendations on actions the Council, or the Commit-
tee or member states, may consider to improve implementation of 
the measures imposed in resolutions 1718 (2006) and 1674 (2009); 
and (d) provide an interim report on its work to the Council no later 
than 90 days after adoption of this resolution, and a final report to 
the Council no later than 30 days prior to the termination of its 
mandate with its findings and recommendations. 

The enforcement regime for North Korea is more inclusive 
than that for Iran. But it is not yet proved sufficiently biting to per-
suade the DPRK leadership to back from its course on nuclear ar-
mament. 

North Korea made it clear that it wants to be accepted as a nu-
clear-weapon state and is not willing to proceed down the road of 
denuclearization. In September 2009 the North Korean government 
announced that it had reached the final stage of enriching uranium 
giving the DPRK a second way of making nuclear bombs, in addi-
tion to its plutonium program. North Korea is likely to have five or 
six nuclear explosive devices. It has tested and deployed MRBMs 
but it has not so far been able to miniaturize its nuclear explosive 
devices sufficiently to allow their delivery by missiles or aircraft. 
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Many experts are of the view that it is premature to describe North 
Korea as a ‘nuclear-armed state’. 

North Korean nuclear tests and attempts at developing long-
range missiles constitute both grave challenges to the global non-
proliferation regime and threats to peace and stability in North and 
East Asia and beyond. In addition, Pyongyang may be willing to 
proliferate anticipating an international market for its bomb tech-
nology, fissile materials and hardware. 

The strict observance by all members of the world community 
of tougher sanctions provided by UNSCR 1874 would substantially 
hold back North Korean attempts at developing its nuclear-missile 
capability. In addition, the tougher sanction regime would hold back 
‘secondary proliferation’, that is North Korean sales of sensitive nu-
clear and missile items to potential proliferators. 

On the whole, one may say that the steps undertaken by the UN 
Security Council in 2009 has become a factor which increases the 
chances of holding back the DPRK nuclear-missile program and 
persuading it to return to the Six-Party Talks and the NPT regime in 
return for security guarantees and economic assistance. 

One cannot but agree with an assessment offered by the Inter-
national Commission on Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarma-
ment that fully deploying both incentives and disincentives (includ-
ing the continued application of all current Security Council 
measures until North Korea’s behavior changes) is the only avail-
able way forward and it is in everyone’s interest41. It is to be hoped 
that North Korea can be persuaded to resume commitments to the 
NPT in return for security guarantees and economic assistance. 

The enhanced enforcement regime for North Korea constitutes 
a significant contribution to the international non-proliferation en-
forcement practices. 

An important precedent has been created: the consequences for 
carrying out nuclear proliferation activities have been made harsher 
Additional enforcement measures are not excluded. 

The NPT enforcement regime for North Korea has created 
a higher standard for responding to situations of violations of non-
proliferation obligations. 

 
 

                                                           
41 ‘Eliminating Nuclear Threats…’, p. 183.  
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PSI: role of informal enforcement arrangements42 
 
Difficult tasks in the field of arms control and non-proliferation 

arose as a result of a developing practice of transfers of mass de-
struction materials and technologies through the channels of illicit 
trade networks comprising suppliers, intermediaries, transport and 
servicing structures and end users43. 

UNSCR 1540 has established legal frameworks to respond to 
the new challenges44. Pursuant to it the monitoring systems were put 
in place. In this resolution the UNSC, acting on Chapter VII of the 
UN Charter, called on all states to take cooperative action to prevent 
trafficking in WMD, their means of delivery, and related materials, 
to develop and maintain appropriate national border control and law 
enforcement. States have been obliged to maintain effective na-
tional export and trans-shipment controls over WMD items; estab-
lish and enforce criminal or civil penalties for violations of such ex-
port control laws and regulations. The resolution has laid out 
principles and mechanisms for trafficking in WMD-related goods. 

The Proliferation Security Initiative was designed to address 
the threats posed by ‘black market’ dealers, terrorists seeking to get 
hold of WMD and states in breach of their non-proliferation obliga-
tions by taking specific actions in support of interdiction efforts. 

The PSI objective is ‘to establish a more coordinated and effec-
tive basis through which to impede and stop shipments of WMD, 
delivery systems, and related materials flowing to and from states 
and non-state actors of proliferation concern’. Targets of interdic-
tion activities are states and non-state entities involved in WMD 
proliferation (through efforts to develop or acquire WMD or trans-
fers of related materials, etc.) 

The PSI arrangement provides for: exchange of information 
concerning suspected proliferation activity; dedication of appropri-
ate resources for interdiction operations; coordination among par-
ticipants in interdiction efforts; the strengthening of relevant na-
tional legislation and international law to support PSI objectives. 
                                                           

42 Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) was launched by the USA in May 
2003.  

43 In 2003 a clandestine network of traffickers in nuclear items originating in 
Pakistan was exposed (and later on broken), see note 11. 

44 The resolution was adopted unanimously on 28 April 2004. UN document. 
S/RES/1540 (2004). 
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The Initiative envisages measures to interdict proliferation ac-
tivities: in particular, providing consent to the boarding and 
searching of a state’s own flag vessels by other states, and to the 
seizure of WMD-related cargoes; actions to stop and/or search any 
vessels in their internal waters and the identified cargoes; enforc-
ing these conditions on vessels entering or leaving state’s ports, 
internal waters or territorial seas; denial of use of states’ territorial 
facilities as transhipment points, including the seizure of WMD-
related cargoes. 

The Initiative is not an international forum or organization. The 
PSI operates without a charter, headquarters, chairman or budget. 

The partnership is oriented to ‘cooperative practical effort’ of 
interested states. The Initiative participants are encouraged to coop-
erate with states outside of the PSI framework. Specific activities 
are implemented by state partnerships based on joint agreements. 
Holding exercises on interdicting illegitimate WMD transfers is an 
important area of the PSI activities. Exercises on interdiction of il-
legitimate WMD trafficking were held regularly. Ongoing is work 
on improving the legal basis of interdiction, including with coun-
tries outside of the PSI. 

Participating states now number 95 (as of November 2009). 
Russia joined the PSI on 31 May 2004. Moscow considers that 

on the whole, PSI strategic ends and tasks meet national interests of 
the Russian Federation. 

Russia bases its PSI participation on a number of principles: 
compatibility with the norms of international law (and in particular 
provisions of international agreements related to non-proliferation 
and export control) and national legislation; cooperative threat as-
sessments and voluntary nature of decision-making; non-
interference with legitimate economic and technical cooperation; 
utilization of non-proliferation potential of the UN and other inter-
national institutions and mechanisms; unbiased treatment of any in-
dividual state. Russia emphasizes a leading role of the UN in 
counter-proliferation efforts. 

Russia is an active participant of the PSI Operational Expert 
Group (OEG) meetings. 

PSI mechanisms, including those for exchange of sensitive in-
formation and combating the proliferation networks can be em-
ployed to disrupt the WMD and related materials trafficking into the 
Russian and post-Soviet territories. 
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Russian efforts in this area are focused on strengthening control 
over the entire territory, territorial waters and air space of the Russian 
Federation. Obviously, Russia has been and will be handling these 
tasks independently and in close cooperation with its neighbors. 

A deeper Russian involvement in the PSI activities could be of 
special significance for the success of this multilateral counter-
proliferation project because Russia is a country possessing both 
nuclear weapons and considerable stocks of fissile nuclear materials 
and thus holding special responsibility for their safety. Besides, 
Russia borders zones of higher WMD proliferation concern (from 
the Middle East to the Korean peninsula) and is capable of provid-
ing major contribution to development and implementation of the 
PSI activities. 

The National Security Strategy of the Russian Federation for 
the Period till 2020, approved on 12 May 2009, provides for Rus-
sia’s closer interaction with other states within the framework of 
multilateral arrangements and informal international institutions45. 

The PSI is increasing its visibility in a variety of international 
formats. It has been mentioned in G-8 documents; and its elements 
have been included in UNSC resolutions. Issues raised by the PSI 
are being discussed in the International Maritime Organization, the 
International Civil Aviation Organization as well as multilateral ex-
port control regimes. 

The PSI has become an element of the global nuclear order and 
a widely accepted enforcement instrument applied under pre-
specified conditions. 

But much has yet to be done to strengthen the potential of PSI 
partnership in the enforcement area, and especially intelligence and 
rapid identification and neutralization of wrong-doers. 

In particular, it is very important to achieve a qualitatively new 
level of cooperation between the intelligence, military, and law en-
forcement agencies of the Russian Federation and the USA. This 
sphere of cooperation is subject to certain restrictions and stands in 
need of further formalization of interaction and clear definition of 
procedures. A positive ‘reset’ of the American-Russian relations 
could bring respective policies of dealing with potential prolifera-
tors closer to each other and activate interaction in this area, which 

                                                           
45 <http://www.mid.ru/ns-osndoc.nsf/0e9272befa34209743256c630042d1aa/ 

8abb3c17eb3d2626c32575b500320ae4?OpenDocument >. 
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could open new possibilities for effective and legitimate (both bilat-
eral and multilateral) activities, including bans, sanctions and pun-
ishments, in countering the WMD development programs. 

Punitive actions against would-be proliferators are essential, 
but such actions should be coupled with the prerogatives of the 
UNSC and carried out in compliance with the norms of interna-
tional law. 

Some states question the legality of interdiction actions under 
the PSI, particularly in cases where the goods being transported 
are dual-use items which have civilian as well as WMD uses. They 
argue that trading in WMD is not directly prohibited by interna-
tional law. 

This matter should be resolved by the UNSC by passing a reso-
lution expressly permitting the interception of WMD shipments in 
international waters or airspace. There should be a formal link be-
tween the PSI partnership and the UNSC (such a link is currently 
absent). This circumstance is an additional factor undermining the 
legal validity of the PSI. The PSI should be brought effectively into 
the UN system. 

It is necessary to work out an appropriate procedure of inform-
ing the UNSC of PSI plans, and coordinate coercive actions under-
taken within this framework with the UNSC prerogatives, bearing 
in mind a significant confrontational potential of such enforcement 
actions. It is essential to strengthen the legal basis of PSI activities 
and ensure a more effective use of these instruments – combined 
with rewards and positive stimuli – in the interests of the NPT re-
gime’s stabilization. This could bolster the international support of 
PSI effort. 

In this connection it is appropriate to draw attention to the rec-
ommendation of the Report of the International Commission on 
Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament: to reconstitute the PSI 
within the UN system as a neutral organization to assess intelli-
gence, coordinate and fund activities and make generic and specific 
recommendations and decisions concerning the interdiction of sus-
pected materials being carried to or from countries of proliferation 
concern46. 

The PSI partnership could bring greater benefits in the context 
of more formalized relations between the PSI and UNSC and in-
                                                           

46 ‘Eliminating Nuclear Threats…’, p. 97. 
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creasing mutual trust between Russia and the USA. It could become 
a more substantive bilateral project and an advanced cooperation 
track. Possibly, then it would be easier to utilize the PSI potential to 
strengthen the UN sanctions regimes, in particular, to support im-
plementation of UNSC antiproliferation resolutions 1718 and 1874 
(on North Korea) and 1803 (on Iran). 

 
 

Promoting the enforcement processes 
 
UNSCR 1887, extending the world’s non-proliferation agenda, 

has made an important contribution to rebuilding the consensus 
among the UNSC members on the non-proliferation enforcement. 
But it is necessary to sustain momentum and achieve a qualitatively 
new level of interaction on these matters in future to create favor-
able enforcement conditions, ensuring that in the event of a serious 
violation adequate enforcement actions would be employed. 

Improvements in the Security Council enforcement operations 
would largely depend on achieving closer alignment of interests be-
tween the lead-players – USA, Russia and China47. 

The need for the UNSC to be prepared to effectively intervene 
in situations of material non-compliance with the international non-
proliferation regime at an early stage has been a major lesson of the 
consideration by the UNSC of the Iranian and North-Korean nu-
clear crises. 

Measures to strengthen the enforcement system proposed be-
low aim at better use of the UNSC’s capability, pending resolving 
various other issues involved in reforming the UNSC, which are 
currently debated in the United Nations. 

The UNSC should be seen by would-be proliferators as willing, 
prepared and capable of employing all measures available to it to 
ensure compliance. To give credibility to it, enforcement arrange-
ments and procedures need to be improved and be in place before 
a next act of proliferation occurs. Specific penalties should be ex-
pressly indicated in advance, as well as procedures for their swift 
implementation. 

                                                           
47 This characterization has been offered by the authors of the Report of the 

International Commission on Nuclear Non-Proliferation referred to above. See: 
‘Eliminating Nuclear Threats…’, p. 207.  
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One way of proceeding with this mission would be to draw the 
‘the red line’ (actual acquiring of nuclear weapon, manufacturing 
and testing a nuclear explosive device, breaking out from the NPT, 
expelling the IAEA inspectors, etc.), crossing of which inevitably 
triggers a range of coercive collective actions under Articles 41 and 
42 of the UN Chapter to thwart and roll back the nuclear weaponi-
zation process. 

If the forewarning is made to look credible, many would-be 
proliferators will be more susceptible to political pressure. 

The intention is not so much to make the existing enforcement 
system look repressive as to enhance its deterrent efficiency, with 
the UN Security Council at its center and capable of powerfully 
demonstrating its authority in addressing material breaches of the 
non-proliferation norm. 

1. UNSCR 1887, which emphasizes the primary responsibility 
of the UN Security Council for addressing threats to international 
peace and security caused by situations of non-compliance of states 
with their non-proliferation obligations, needs to be concreticized 
and backed up by the appropriate follow-on arrangements. 

This task may be facilitated by agreement of UNSC members 
on guidelines for addressing the threats posed by nuclear prolifera-
tion and nuclear terrorism. The guidelines could be supplemented 
by arrangements putting potential perpetrators on notice. 

In particular, there is a need for adequate UNSC contingency 
planning against states in material breach of their international non-
proliferation obligations and believed to be calculating to breakout 
from the NPT constraints with impunity. 

Taking into account the fact that a state remains responsible for 
violations of the NPT committed prior to its withdrawal, it would be 
appropriate for the UNSC to elaborate in advance modalities to re-
spond to the notification of withdrawal which endanger interna-
tional peace and security. 

The option of withdrawing from the NPT of non-complying 
states should be made extremely unattractive and costly with no 
ambiguity left about forceful responding of the international com-
munity to brazen acts of proliferation. 

One way to strengthen collective measures to deal with unjusti-
fied withdrawal from the NPT is advocated by the International 
Commission on Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament. Its 
recommendation: the UN Security Council should severely discour-
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age withdrawal from the NPT by making it clear that this will be 
regarded as prima facie a threat to international peace and security 
with all the punitive consequences that may follow from that under 
Chapter VII of the UN Charter48. 

In view of the nature of the proliferation threat it would be ap-
propriate to work out special procedures for initiating collective co-
ercive actions (including pre-emptive ones) under Chapter VII of 
the UN Charter in a situation of imminent switch of a non-
complying state to actual nuclear weaponization. With this contin-
gency in mind the UNSC might consider it desirable to adopt 
a framework resolution (moving forward the relevant provisions of 
Resolution 1887) which would identify and develop concrete puni-
tive options if a proliferating state does not meet conditions for lim-
iting its nuclear activities). That would help to facilitate operational 
response to extremely dangerous acts of nuclear proliferation. 

In this connection it is also important to strengthen the IAEA 
ability to investigate possible weaponization activity. The Interna-
tional Commission on Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament 
has advanced valuable recommendations in this field by proposing 
to update the Additional Protocol by adding to it specific references 
to dual-use items, reporting on export denials, shorter notice period 
and the right to interview specific individuals49. 

Such measures taken well in advance of anticipated acts of nu-
clear proliferation could become a significant factor in deterring by 
political means nuclear weaponization by would-be proliferators. If 
deterrence fails (in case a would-be proliferator seriously miscalcu-
lates), there should be facilities at hand for timely intervention in 
emergency situations and rolling back the nuclear weaponization 
process. 

Potential proliferators should be left under no illusion about the 
seriousness of the UNSC’s intent (and willingness) to apply a full 
range of coercive measures to thwart nuclear proliferation acts. 

A separate problem should be mentioned – that of elaborating 
agreed rules of engagement in a situation of imminent threats from 
substate actors – groups of extremists, fanatics, terrorists, who 
seized (or are about to seize) nuclear explosive devices. 

                                                           
48 ‘Eliminating nuclear threats…’, p. 90. 
49 ‘Eliminating Nuclear Threats…’, p.252. 
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2. In the context of advancing the non-proliferation enforce-
ment arrangements it seems pertinent to return to the Russian pro-
posal on reviving the dormant UN Military Staff Committee (MSC). 

Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov drew attention of the 
international community to this theme at the UN General Assembly 
61st Session in 2006, by suggesting using the MSC’s potential as 
a coordination mechanism both among the UNSC P5 members and 
between other members of the UNSC and UNO in the whole. 

Incidentally, the Final Document of the UN World Summit 
(September 2005) contains a request addressed to the UNSC to con-
sider the composition, mandate and the working methods of the 
MSC50. Subsequently, in a lecture, delivered in the New York East-
West Institute on 24 October 2008, UN Secretary General Ban Ki-
moon again referred to the desirability of benefiting from the MSC 
potential in the interests of international arms control51. 

Various enforcement functions could be envisaged for the MSC 
making it a workable mechanism in this field. The Committee 
would certainly be well-placed to elaborate specific enforcement 
procedures of responding swiftly and effectively to the moves of 
potential proliferators toward actual nuclear weaponization. 

For example, the MSC could be of special assistance in setting 
up prompt communication between the UN Security Council and 
such international informal partnerships, as the Proliferation Secu-
rity Initiative (PSI) and the Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear 
Terrorism (GICNT)52. 

The MSC would be also well-placed to provide the UNSC with 
appropriate expertise on matters of ‘hard security’ such as early de-
tection, operation planning, logistical support. 

It would be logical to entrust the MSC with the task of working 
out an arrangement involving the placing under international control 
of missile-nuclear assets of a proliferating state that pose threats to 
international peace and security. 
                                                           

50 UN document. 2005 World Summit Outcome. A/RES/60/1. Par. 178. 16 
Sept. 2005.  

51 This theme was mentioned by UN General-Secretary Ban Ki–moon in 
a lecture he delivered on 24 October 2008 in the New-York based East-West In-
stitute, <http://www.acronym.org.uk/textonly/dd/dd89/89news01.htm>.  

52 The GICNT is a partnership of 75 partner-states (as of 16 July 2009) com-
mitted to preventing, protecting against and responding to the threats posed by 
nuclear terrorism. Russia and the U. S.A. are co-chairmen of the GICNT.  
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In case of need, the MSC may be requested to develop plans for 
establishing international naval task groups in dangerous regions in 
order to combat nuclear terrorism at sea successfully. Such counter-
terrorism naval task groups operating under the uniform command 
might include a commander-in chief of the UN naval force and ap-
propriate UN regional naval commanders with proper staffs and 
squadrons of ships capable of implementing aggressive counterter-
rorist missions and inflicting pre-emptive strikes against terrorist as-
sets and in particular to thwart terrorist nuclear ambitions53. 

Vitalizing the MSC and other UN enforcement tools would 
materially help to create enforcement conditions that will enhance 
confidence that any state breaching its obligations under the NPT 
will be effectively penalized, thus providing an added deterrent to 
the violation of the non-proliferation norm. 

 
*** 

Advances along the lines indicated above would strengthen de-
terrence of nuclear weaponization activities by the existing NNWS; 
improve the enforcement system, its ability to deal with cases of the 
NPT violations. More far-ranging and productive international co-
operation under the auspices of the UN Security Council in combat-
ing nuclear proliferation and nuclear terrorism would enhance the 
prestige of this world body and facilitate the long-needed progress 
towards a world free of nuclear weapons. 

                                                           
53 Makeev, B., ‘Naval arms control and countering terrorism at sea’, Russia: 

arms control, disarmament and international security: IMEMO Supplement to 
the Russian Edition of the SIPRI Yearbook 2008, compiled and edited by 
Kaliadine A., Arbatov A., Moscow, 2009, pp. 46–47.  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4. FRAMEWORK FOR A NEW EUROPEAN SECURITY 
 ARCHITECTURE 

 
 

Nadia ALEXANDROVA-ARBATOVA 
 
 

Urgent demand for a reform of European security 
 
The Caucasus crisis of 2008, which raised fears of a new Cold 

War in the Russian-Western relationships and created a risk for 
a direct military confrontation between Russia and the USA in the 
Black Sea, has attracted attention of the international community to 
President Medvedev’s initiative on the urgent need to build a new 
European security architecture based on a legally binding treaty. 

Usually all world wars ended with peace conferences – be it the 
Peace of Westphalia or the Yalta conference – which established 
a new world order and new rules of behavior in the international re-
lations. Unlike the past world wars the end of the Cold War, which 
by its nature differed from ‘the hot wars’, but by the substance was 
an event that brought about tectonic shifts in international relations, 
did not result in reconsideration of these radical changes. As Rus-
sian political analyst Dmitry Trenin has rightly pointed out, the 
processes that were developing throughout the XXth century turned 
out to be deeper than those that followed both world wars, and the 
formation of a new international system was delayed1. 

Russia, which contributed more than any other country to the 
relatively peaceful culmination of the bipolar confrontation, could 
not significantly influence the reform of the international system 
because of its economic and political weakness in the beginning of 
                                                           

1 <www.carnegie.ru/ru/pubs/books/volume/69701intro.pdf>.   
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the 1990s. Political elite of the West was prone to regard Russia as 
the Cold War loser thus giving the logical explanation to its domes-
tic problems and weak international position. 

As a result, the existing system of the international relations in 
Europe still contains a number of rudimentary elements inherited 
from the Cold War period. This system as a whole suits the interests 
of the West but it cannot satisfy Russia which has recovered from 
the crisis. Attempts to transform some of its elements did not bring 
any tangible results. Despite numerous efforts to adjust NATO to 
the existing realities this institution still remains the source of seri-
ous problems in the Russian-Western relationships and maintains 
‘the spheres of influence’ logic in the post-bipolar Europe. Russia’s 
attempts to put the emphasis on the OSCE as a main decision-
making institution for Europe did not meet any understanding by 
Russia’s partners in the early 1990s, which resulted in the gradual 
marginalization of the OSCE structures. In other words, the post 
Cold War hopes about a new common security structure, which 
would replace the old binary construct and embrace the old oppo-
nents, have not materialized. 

During the Russian-Georgian conflict over South Ossetia none 
of the existing international security institutions designed to resolve 
such situations appeared capable of effectively accomplishing their 
missions. The UN Security Council was not able to respond to the 
South Caucasus crisis in a constructive and result-oriented way hav-
ing become enmeshed in futile discussions. NATO under the pres-
sure of the USA has unequivocally taken the part of Georgia in the 
conflict. The OSCE – the key mediator in the conflict resolution 
process – appeared paralyzed. The European Union (EU), strictly 
speaking, not being a security organization and not having security 
space separate from NATO, has become the unique international 
partner of Russia, which under its own initiative took a difficult in-
termediary mission in the conflict. 

The Caucasus crisis, which was triggered by local develop-
ments, as a matter of fact, was an embodiment of fundamental secu-
rity contradictions between Russia and the West. NATO’s eastward 
expansion into the CIS space is the most painful development in 
Moscow’s eyes. In this respect the opinion of the well-known Ital-
ian observer Sergio Romano deserves to be cited: ‘In 2003 the USA 
intruded in Iraq without the UN Security Council’s mandate. In 
2004 NATO absorbed seven countries: Bulgaria, Romania, Slova-
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kia, Slovenia and the Baltic States, namely three former Soviet re-
publics. Besides, the Bush Administration advocated inclusion of 
Ukraine and Georgia into the alliance. The assumption that Russia 
will look at all these developments with indifference and humility is 
unrealistic, and, perhaps, it is dangerous’2. 

It is obvious that one of the major lessons of the Caucasus crisis 
is that security and stability in Europe cannot be achieved against 
Russia’s interests. Unfortunately, the Western partners of Russia 
have realized this obvious reality only after the military conflict. 

At the same time prospects for the replication of the Caucasus 
scenario in the Ukraine prompted NATO to review its plans to ex-
pand into the CIS space. December (2008) NATO summit meeting 
postponed terms for Georgia’s and Ukraine’s membership action 
plan (MAP) for an uncertain time. 

The very threat of a major conflict in respect of Ukraine, which 
could generate a new confrontation in Europe, revived in the West 
discussions about President Medvedev's initiative for a broader 
European-Atlantic security treaty. Aside from this, approaches of 
the European countries to the most urgent problems of European se-
curity were strongly influenced by the Russia-Ukraine gas crisis in 
January 2009. Already existing concerns about the so-called energy 
security in Europe were reinforced by this crisis. Consumers of 
Russian gas which experienced consequences of the energy deficit 
will insist even more persistently than earlier on the inclusion of the 
energy issues in a new treaty on European security. 

In other words, the conflicts of 2008–2009 have highlighted the 
need for Russia’s partners to discuss a number of problems related 
to her initiative. 

The wide spread opinion prior to the conflicts that the existing 
security arrangements in Europe are effective and therefore there is 
no need to revise them is losing support in Europe. Nonetheless, 
there is no definite position in the European countries which gives 
an unequivocal support to the Russian initiative. Politicians in 
a number of these countries are prone not to make loud statements 
on this question. It looks that significant difference in the ap-
proaches of certain countries in the region on the security reform 
will remain topical in future. 

                                                           
2  <www.inosmi.ru/.../240713.html ->.   
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Evolution of Russia’s approach to a new European  
security architecture 

 
Presenting his idea of a new European security architecture in 

Berlin on 5 June 2008, Dmitry Medvedev made an effort to assert 
himself not only as a pragmatic politician but also as a politician-
conceptualist, addressing the most urgent subject of European secu-
rity. He put forward a proposal to hold a European summit and de-
velop a new universally binding international security agreement. 
‘A regional pact based, naturally, on the principles of the UN Char-
ter and clearly defining the importance of force as a factor in rela-
tions within the Euro-Atlantic community could be considered. This 
pact could achieve a comprehensive solution of the security and 
arms control issues in Europe that are of such concern to us all. – 
Dmitry Medvedev said. ‘I also propose, he continued, that we con-
sider holding a general European summit to start the process of 
drafting this agreement… The Euro-Atlantic space should be a sin-
gle one from Vancouver to Vladivostok’3. 

In its substance Medvedev’s initiative should be viewed as 
a message to the West, first and foremost to the US/NATO, which 
calls for formulation of a new agenda for transatlantic cooperation 
and a change in the situation where Russia, the biggest European 
country is excluded from the main regional security structures. 

Medvedev’s proposal has provoked an ambiguous response in 
the West. Some observers compared it with ‘peaceful initiatives of 
the USSR’ of the Gromyko period, or – with Gorbachev’s idea of ‘a 
common European house’, and Kozyrev’s ‘strategic democratic initia-
tive’: ‘say something glamorous first, and worry about implementation 
later’. Some Western politicians and political analysts considered this 
proposal as Moscow’s ‘dagger’s blow at NATO’s heart’. And only very 
few of them have correctly understood motives of the Russian side. 

As the German political scientist Reinhardt Mutz pointed out, 
‘after the end of the Cold War many in Europe hoped that the mili-
tary confrontation of two blocks would be replaced by a common 
structure uniting the former adversaries. But these intentions were 
more and more undermined by a policy of the West, which solved 
problems of the European security without participation of Russia’4. 

                                                           
3 http://news.uaclub.net/10_291548.html .  
4 http://www.dw-world.de/dw/article/0,2144,3400249,00.html .  
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Medvedev’s initiative has been developed in the new ‘Foreign 
Policy Concept of the Russian Federation’ presented on 15 June 2008. 
This document put the emphasis on enhancing the role of international 
law and of the UNO as the supreme international institution and on re-
ducing the role of force as an instrument of resolving international 
disputes and on the need for diplomacy and tools of ‘soft power’. 

A number of positions, which had been advocated by D. Med-
vedev in the past and which were reflected in the ‘Foreign Policy 
Concept of the Russian Federation’, are directed at changing the ex-
isting world order based on a block approach to international prob-
lems. From this document follows that Russia is not going to take 
a revenge for humiliations of the 1990’s, to restore the Soviet Un-
ion, to revive Communist ideology and military parity with NATO5. 

This document reflects the existing foreign policy consensus in 
Russia, first and foremost, on the question of the Ukraine’s and 
Georgia’s membership in NATO as well as on NATO’s military in-
frastructure approaching Russia’s borders, which violates the very 
principle of the indivisibility of European security and creates a risk 
of new dividing lines in Europe. 

These positions have not undergone changes as a result of the 
Caucasian crisis. But as a whole more pragmatic character has been 
given to the Russian official concept.  

It was reflected in President D. Medvedev’s statement contain-
ing five points. First, Russia acknowledges the pre-eminence of the 
fundamental principles of international law, which are to define rela-
tions between civilized nations. Second, the world should be multipo-
lar. a single-polar world is unacceptable. Third, Russia does not seek 
a confrontation with any other country. ‘Russia is not looking for iso-
lation’, he said. ‘We will develop, in as much as is possible, friendly 
ties with Europe, the USA and other countries in the world’. Fourth, 
Russia will protect the lives of its citizens, ‘wherever they are’. The 
fifth point: Moscow will seek to develop ties in regions with which it 
has traditionally had friendly relations. ‘Russia, just like other coun-
tries in the world, has regions where it has its privileged interests’6. It 
is the last point, or to be precise the unusual word-combination – not 
‘special’, but ‘privileged interests’ of Russia – that have caused a 
brisk discussion in the West, and in some CIS countries with regard 
to Russian foreign policy. 
                                                           

5:<http://www.kreml.org/interview/186797975> . 
6  <http://www.kremlin.ru/transcripts/1275>.   
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The idea of a new European security architecture has been de-
veloped in President D. Medvedev’s speech at the World Policy 
Conference on 7 October 2008 in Evian (France) in which it has 
formulated five basic principles for a new treaty. 

Firstly, the commitment to fulfil in good faith obligations under 
international law; respect for sovereignty, territorial integrity and 
political independence of states and respect of all other principles 
set out in the UN Charter. Secondly, the inadmissibility of the use 
of force or threat of its use in international relations. Thirdly, the 
guarantee of equal security. Fourthly, no state (including Russia) 
and no international organization may have exclusive rights with re-
gard to the maintenance of peace and stability in Europe. Fifthly, ba-
sic parameters of arms control and of reasonable sufficiency in the 
military domain should be established. 

The President of France Nicolas Sarkozi proposed to place the 
theme of a new European security architecture firmly on the agenda 
of the OSCE and convene an OSCE summit to move forward the 
discussion of this matter. France’s interest and involvement in the 
discussion of a new security architecture in Europe have contributed 
to a favorable environment for the promotion of this idea in the 
Euro-Atlantic region. 

Germany has on the whole also positively responded to the Rus-
sian initiative. Its own historical experience has prompted the Ger-
man political elite to pay particular attention to security issues in-
cluding Russia’s concerns in this area, first of all, NATO’s eastward 
expansion into the CIS space. 

German Minister for Foreign Affairs Frank-Walter Steinmeier 
in the open letter to US President B. Obama underlined the impor-
tance of D. Medvedev’s initiatives for complete renunciation of the 
Cold War logic and called on the USA to engage in a sincere dia-
logue about a new shape of security architecture7. 

The governments of Italy, Spain, Portugal, Greece, Cyprus and 
Serbia also welcomed the Russian initiative and urged other countries 
to consider it favorably. Cyprus not only supported Medvedev's pro-
posal, but became the first country of the European Union to offi-
cially articulate this position in the joint declaration with Russia8. 

                                                           
7  www.ng.ru/editorial/.../2_red.html .  
8  <www.prime-tass.ru/.../show.asp?>   



              NEW EUROPEAN SECURITY ARCHITECTURE 99

Austria, Belgium, Luxembourg, Finland, Norway and Bulgaria 
view the Russian initiative with reserved optimism. Turkey in prin-
ciple supports the idea of the all European summit. 

The political elite of the mentioned countries as a whole has 
expressed hope that the consideration of the issues related to a new 
European security architecture would help to revive the CFE Treaty 
processes and lead to a break-through in the solution of the frozen 
conflicts and adoption of new rules in the sphere of energy security. 

In other words, many countries are willing to discuss with Rus-
sia reform of European security. Nonetheless, there remains the 
open question of agreeing on a final document which would pass all 
necessary procedures for ratification. 

It is crystal clear why the Bush Administration, whose policy 
generated the majority of problems in the field of European secu-
rity, rejected the idea of reform. The election of Barrack Obama as 
the new US President followed by the review of US foreign policy 
opened a window of opportunity for new approaches towards a post 
Cold War security architecture in Europe. It won’t be an exaggera-
tion to say that Washington’s position on this issue as well as the 
future of the US-Russian relationship will have an important bear-
ing on the shaping of the policies of the ‘countries-sceptics’ – Can-
ada, Great Britain, the Netherlands, Denmark, Sweden, as well as 
the majority of the countries of ‘the new Europe’. In their view Rus-
sia’s initiative was directed primarily at limiting the US presence in 
Europe and defining new spheres of influence in the region. Apart 
from this, they claim that Medvedev’s principles establish only gen-
eral norms of behavior leaving in the dark the substance of a new 
treaty as well as of European security architecture. 

 
 

Substance of a Treaty 
 
On 30 November 2009 the Russian leadership sent a draft 

treaty on European security9 to the leaders of others countries and 
international organizations in the Euro-Atlantic space. President 
D. Medvedev said the draft which should stretch ‘from Vancouver 
to Vladivostok’ will ‘finally do away with the legacy of the Cold 

                                                           
9 See the full text on Russia’s presidential website, http://www.kremlin.ru, 30 

November, 2009. 
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War’. The draft treaty calls for mutual cooperation between signa-
tory countries ‘on the basis of principles of indivisible, equal and 
undiminished security’. The draft treaty would enable any signatory 
to call a summit when it considers its security under threat. The 
document includes collective security clauses, similar to NATO’s; 
giving the signatories wide-ranging rights to object to actions by 
others that it considers contrary to its security interests. 

Many Western diplomats and analysts commented sceptically 
this document. They argued that the USA and other NATO mem-
bers are worried that the new arrangement could be used to under-
mine existing security institutions, NATO in particular.  

Under Art. 1 of the draft treaty, ‘security measures undertaken 
by any participant, whether individually or in the framework of an 
alliance or coalition shall be implemented taking into account secu-
rity interests of all participants in conformity with this treaty’. Art. 2 
stipulates: ‘Treaty participants shall not undertake actions or steps 
that substantially affect the security of other treaty participants’. 
Participants that are members of alliances and coalitions shall 
‘strive to ensure that decisions by those alliances and coalitions 
would not substantially affect the security of other treaty partici-
pants’. Furthermore, ‘no treaty participant shall allow the use of its 
own territory, and shall not itself use another participant’s territory 
… for any actions that substantially impinge on the security of other 
treaty participants’10.  

The opponents to Medvedev’s proposal are fearful that limita-
tions under certain articles would give Russia the possibility to 
claim a ‘droit de regard’ over NATO decisions11. Finally, those 
sceptical of the Russian proposal, point out that the Russian draft 
makes no reference to human rights standards and democratization. 

It looks as if Medvedev’s five principles presented in Evian, 
and the draft of a new Treaty are addressing not so much problems 
of the post Cold War era and approaches to their solution but rather 
rules of behaviour for its signatories. At the same time it is always 
easier to criticize than to advance concrete proposals. If the NATO 
members are concerned about Moscow’s efforts to marginalize the 

                                                           
10 Ibid. 
11 Socor, V., ‘Russian President Medvedev Submits Draft Security Architecture 

Treaty’, Publication: Eurasia Daily Monitor, volume: 6 issue: 223, December 4, 
2009, available at < www.jamestown.org. >.   
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Alliance, they must engage frequently in strategic discussions with 
Russia on key security challenges and present their own views on 
the post Cold War architecture. Their reactive negative position on 
Russia’s initiative will be viewed in Moscow as just new evidence 
of the fact that the West does not want to change anything being 
quite satisfied with the existing security model. Russia has pre-
sented just a draft for a treaty which means that it is to be discussed 
and that other countries can contribute to its final version. 

It is quite obvious that with regard to arms control a new treaty 
can establish only general parameters. Concrete directions should be 
a subject of separate negotiations and agreements. In spite of all the 
complexities of the process of limitation and reduction of armed forces 
(the present deadlock in the follow up CFE Treaty), there exists the 
very subject for negotiations that gives a chance to reach arrangements 
containing clear and unconditional obligations of the participants. 

The Treaty in its substance should address three fundamental 
contradictions of our time. 

First, there is the contradiction between the principle of territo-
rial integrity and the right of nations to self-determination. The Hel-
sinki Final Act recognized in principle nations’ right to self-
determination. It has given clear priority to the principle of territo-
rial integrity, because in the bipolar world the risk of global con-
frontation was very high. Territorial integrity and inviolability of 
borders were perceived in the era of bipolarity exclusively through 
the prism of external aggression. What is the priority of these prin-
ciples today? The disintegration of Yugoslavia and the USSR has 
shown that the most immediate threat to peace and stability is not so 
much external aggression, but rather separatism of ethnic minori-
ties, big enough to contemplate statehood which, in turn, can trigger 
conflicts and wars. Moreover, the problem of armed separatism to-
day is not limited only to the postcommunist space; it is topical for 
many countries of Western Europe. Some surveys estimate that to-
day there are over 200 secessionist movements worldwide12. 

If the principle of territorial integrity is still as important as it 
has been, the question arises: what to do with independence of Kos-
ovo, South Ossetia and Abkhazia. Should they be seen as an excep-
tion from the common rule established by a new treaty, and treated 

                                                           
12 Duridansk Darko, ‘Balkan Earthquake is Felt Far Away’, <balkaninsight. 

com/en/main/analysis/15364/?tpl=299&ST1=Text&ST_T1=Article&ST... - 19k >.   
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as some kind of a creation of ‘the time of troubles’ preceding new 
arrangements? 

While explaining Russia’s position on the recognition of inde-
pendence of South Ossetia and Abkhazia, President D. Medvedev 
called this decision difficult: ‘It was not a step taken lightly or with-
out full consideration of the consequences. But all possible out-
comes had to be weighed against a sober understanding of the situa-
tion: the histories of the Abkhaz and Ossetian peoples, their freely 
expressed desire for independence, the tragic events of the past 
weeks and international precedents for such a move…’ 

Meanwhile, ignoring Russia’s warnings, western countries 
rushed to recognize Kosovo’s illegal declaration of independence 
from Serbia. Russians argued consistently that it would be impossi-
ble, after that, to tell the Abkhazians and Ossetians (and dozens of 
other groups around the world) that what was good for the Kosovo 
Albanians was not good for them. In international relations, one 
cannot have one rule for some and another rule for others13. One 
cannot the fact that the separatists in the North Caucasus as well as 
in Europe – from Ulster to the Basque Country draw courage from 
the cases of Kosovo, South Ossetia and Abkhazia. 

Under what conditions do national minorities have the right of 
self-determination? It is obvious that a policy of genocide of titular 
nations towards national minorities, massive violations of human 
rights can be the reason for independence of the oppressed nations. 
However, a major question remains who will be the arbitrator in 
these disputes and impartially investigate the facts of genocide and 
violations of human rights excluding practice of double standards. 

The Declaration on Principles of International Law, adopted 24 
October 1970 states that ‘the establishment of a sovereign and inde-
pendent State, the free association or integration with an independ-
ent State or the emergence into any other political status freely de-
termined by a people constitutes modes of implementing the right of 
self determination by that people’14. 

However, in practice realization of this principle in the multi-
national state is fraught with serious conflicts. In Moldova in the 
latter part of 1989 appeals of national movement under the slogan 
                                                           

13 <pk.kiev.ua/russia_vs_west/2008/08/27/110052.html - 88k>.    
14 Declaration on Principles of International Law Concerning Friendly Rela-

tions and Co-operation among States in Accordance with the Charter of the United 
Nations. UN General Assembly Resolution 2625 (XXV) 24 October 1970. 
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‘one language – one people!’ served as a trigger for the Trans-
dnestrian conflict. This conflict has not been resolved up to this day; 
the Moldavian nationalists still call for the association with Roma-
nia. What about national minorities in Moldova, which do not want 
this association? Would the self-proclaimed Transdnestrian Moldova 
Republic have the right to statehood and the international recogni-
tion in this case? 

On 16 December 1991 the EU adopted two documents: Declara-
tion on ‘the Guidelines on the Recognition of the New States in East-
ern Europe and former Soviet Union’ and ‘the Declaration on Yugo-
slavia’. In these documents the European Community and its member 
states confirmed their commitment to the principles of the 1975 Hel-
sinki Final Act of 1975 and the 1990 Paris Charter for a new 
Europe. The EC guiding principles on recognition included, in par-
ticular: guarantees for the rights of ethnic and national groups and 
minorities; respect for inviolability of all frontiers, which can only be 
changed by peaceful means and by common agreement. However, in 
practice the EU violated these principles many times during the 
Yugoslav conflict. The best known example – the disregard for the 
opinion of the Bosnian Serbs on the referendum about independence 
of Bosnia on 1 March 1992 which led to the military conflict. 

In this connection one is inevitably faced with another question 
related to the right of the oppressed nations to seek independence 
relying on the use of force? And if so, in what conditions? And if 
the nations have the right to seek their independence exclusively by 
peaceful means, should there be established any time framework for 
achieving this goal? 

Second, this is the contradiction between the right of nations to 
sovereignty (non-interference in the domestic affairs of states) and 
the right of nations to humanitarian intervention. When in 1999  
NATO states justified their military intervention against Yugoslavia 
citing ‘the humanitarian catastrophe’ in Kosovo, they could not even 
imagine that this principle could be applied by other nations as well. 
The conflict around South Ossetia has proved that it is possible. 

In July 2009 The UNGA debated the question of legitimacy of 
international humanitarian intervention in those countries where 
human rights are violated. It is telling that Russia, which qualified 
the conflict in South Ossetia as a humanitarian catastrophe, opposed 
the discussed concept, seeing a linkage between ‘humanitarian in-
tervention’ and the concept of ‘limited sovereignty’, assuming pos-
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sibility of an external intervention, including use of force, in inter-
nal affairs of states under humanitarian pretexts. 

Actually, in its pure form there were few humanitarian inter-
ventions authorized by the UNO (Somalia, 1992). There were 
peace-making and peace-enforcement operations as well as opera-
tions for the prevention of conflicts (Macedonia, 1992) that aimed at 
preventing humanitarian catastrophes. 

The concept of humanitarian catastrophe is much wider, than 
massive violations of human rights. Humanitarian intervention pro-
vides for the use of force for the sake of the rescue of civilians – 
from genocide, ethnic cleanings, and consequences of civil war, 
natural catastrophes and cataclysms. But who is to define parame-
ters of humanitarian catastrophe, decision-making procedures on in-
tervention or the mechanism of military intervention for its preven-
tion and how? It is obvious that only the UN Security Council 
acting in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations has 
such authority. 

Third, there is the contradiction between the right of nations to 
freely choose and join security alliances and the right of nations to 
oppose the expansion of the security alliances when they are per-
ceived as a threat to national security. Nowadays this contradiction 
is viewed through the prism of NATO’s enlargement to the CIS 
space, but in principle it can be applied to the CSTO as well. How-
ever, it is difficult to imagine this scenario at present, when the CIS 
and CSTO are undergoing the deep crisis after the Caucasian 
events. Of all three contradictions the draft treaty presented by Rus-
sia in November 2009 partly addresses only the last one. 

It is obvious that a new arrangement for collective security in 
Europe should give definite answers on the questions raised. This 
would require a broad consensus of all members of the Euro Atlan-
tic community on these questions on the basis of the detailed analy-
sis of the existing international law and the adoption of new rules of 
law where it is needed. 

 
 

The post Cold War architecture in the light of old problems  
and new opportunities 

 
The post Cold War architecture of European security is 

a chaotic mixture of old and new institutes without clear division of 
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roles and functions between them that assumes rivalry of institutes 
and leads to paralysis of all security system. 

Certainly it is much easier to build than to rebuild, but we are 
doomed to deal with existing institutions. ‘We do not suggest estab-
lishing any new organizations, nor – discontinuing or dissolving any 
existing ones’, – said the Head of the Russian Foreign Ministry, 
Sergey Lavrov, in his TV interview on 10 February 200915. 

It would seem that the optimal solution can be found within the 
context of a new distribution of roles and functions between the ex-
isting institutions and formats in line with the main directions of the 
European security – economic and energy security, external security 
of Europe, internal security, humanitarian and international law as-
pects of security. 

It is obvious that the UNO will remain the main international 
umbrella security institution. As far as European security is con-
cerned, the OSCE functions in the fields of economic and military 
security should be given to other institutions which are better suited 
to perform these missions. The OSCE is to be responsible for inter-
national law and humanitarian problems in close cooperation with 
the Council of Europe. Or if radically reformed it could remain the 
Euro-Atlantic umbrella institution, a kind of coordinating center. 

The basis for economic and energy security in Europe should be 
the European-Russian cooperation, and in a broader context between 
the EU, Russia, Ukraine and Turkey with the partnership of EuroA-
sEc when needed. It would be worthwhile to adopt a Single Energy 
Charter based on the energy interests of producers, consumers and 
transit countries as well as on a common energy system, which would 
strengthen security and exclude conflicts in this sphere. Such a sys-
tem should be built on the long term legally binding basis with com-
mon rules of arbitrage. It will be called upon to implement primarily 
the projects aimed at ending the ‘arms race through pipelines’ and to 
work out a model of partnership participation in the energy distribu-
tion systems of each other and the development of new fields in hard-
of-access areas of the mainland or offshore. 

Nonetheless, despite the European-Russian common interests in 
many spheres, their relations are deeply affected by the fundamental 
contradiction between their interdependence and mutual mistrust. 

                                                           
15 < www.poland.mid.ru/inf_09_13.html> .  
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Despite the positive assessment by the parties of the ongoing ne-
gotiations on the new agreement on strategic partnership, which 
should replace the existing Partnership and Cooperation Agreement 
(PCA), the terms of its conclusion remain uncertain mainly because 
the EU links the ratification of the Energy Charter by Russia with 
the new agreement. 

The conflict in respect of pipelines, the Moscow-Brussels dif-
ferences with regard to modernization of Ukraine’s gas network, 
their contradictions on the Energy Charter are the problems, which 
show that the energy sphere remains the most politicized in the 
European-Russian relations. Telling evidence of this fact is the EU 
negative reaction to President Medvedev’s proposal to help Ukraine 
with a syndicated loan agreement to ensure Europe’s energy secu-
rity. It seems that the reason for the EU rejection of this proposal is 
not so much financial but political. The EU does not want to create 
the impression of a European-Russian condominium in the CIS. At 
the same time, the creation of an international pool with participa-
tion of Russian and EU financial institutions to help Ukraine with 
a credit on gas purchases would be in the interests of all involved 
parties and would promote depolitization of the energy sphere. 

Russia has been suspicious about the new EU initiative ‘Eastern 
Partnership’, the goal of which is stated to be the rapprochement of 
EU with six countries of the former USSR – Ukraine, Moldova, 
Azerbaijan, Armenia, Georgia and Belarus. ‘The Eastern Partnership’ 
proposed by Sweden and Poland in 2008 and launched at the Prague 
summit in May 2009 aimed at ‘extending the zone of economic and 
political stability to the eastern borders of the EU’, including coop-
eration on four directions – development of free trade zone, finan-
cial help, energy security and facilitation of the visa regime. 

Initially, Russia, the EU biggest eastern partner, was not in-
vited to join this project, although it was supposed that it could par-
ticipate in the discussion of some local initiatives, for example, on 
the Kaliningrad region of the Russian Federation. 

At the Russian-European summit in Khabarovsk (20–22 May 
2009) Moscow nevertheless has received a formal invitation of 
Brussels to join the program. But it still remains unclear, in what 
forms Russia can participate in the given project which was devel-
oped without its participation. Without questioning the legitimacy 
of ‘the Eastern Partnership’ one may doubt its expediency. Opposi-
tion to Russia’s direct participation this initiative as well as NATO 
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expansion, will be perceived by Moscow as an attempt of elbowing 
Russia out of the zone of its vital interests, as ‘a friendship against 
Russia’. Consequently, it will antagonize Russia and create a risk to 
stability in this region. 

Generally speaking, ‘The Eastern Partnership’ is one of the 
most controversial EU projects in many aspects. Fredrik Reinfeldt, 
Swedish Prime Minister representing the EU presidency said in his 
interview to Radio Svoboda on 2 July 2009 that this program would be 
delayed due ‘to new challenges’16. However, the European Commis-
sion renounced this statement the next day. 

Taking into account a fierce ideological discussions going on in 
Russia between modernizers and their opponents from conservative 
and nationalist fractions, European Union should not expect that 
Russian foreign policy will be consistent and clear. However, the 
EU itself should clearly define its policy vis-à-vis Russia articulat-
ing what the EU wants from Russia, what the EU is willing to con-
cede to Russia for the sake of cooperation and what the EU ‘red 
line’ is. As European experts Mark Leonard and Nicu Popescu have 
rightly pointed out, ‘If the EU wants to deal with a predictable and 
viable neighbor, it must build its partnership with Russia on the 
same foundations that made European integration a success – inter-
dependence based on stable rules, transparency and consensus’17. 

The external security of Europe requires, first of all, the adoption 
of measures countering the WMD proliferation and international ter-
rorism. This should be achieved through cooperation between 
NATO/US and Russia (NATO-Russia Council) with the participation 
of the CSTO in order to resolve security problems in Central Asia 
and the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) in the Far East. 
This cannot be achieved without radical changes in NATO-Russian 
relations, including NATO’s recognition of the CSTO and the 
movement forward on a new common security strategy. 

In December 2008 Russia and NATO resumed their dialogue, 
but many programs still remain blocked except one related to the 
settlement of the conflict in Afghanistan where, for instance, all the 
military equipment for the German troops in Afghanistan is sup-
plied through the Russian territory. 

                                                           
16 < www.volga-inform.ru/.../1181665/ ->.  
17 <www.europesworld.org/NewEnglish/Home/Article/tabid/191/ArticleType/.

Default.aspx-128k>.  
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Relations between NATO and Russia have again taken a dra-
matic turn for the worse with NATO’s decision to begin military ex-
ercises in Georgia in May 2009. Not unexpectedly, the NATO exer-
cises in Georgia have encountered opposition from Russian 
officials. Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov warned that the exercises 
could risk destabilizing the Caucasus and spoke of the maneuvers as 
possibly encouraging irresponsible behavior from Georgia’s leader-
ship. Russia responded to the NATO military exercises undertaking 
her own maneuvers in the Russian south. 

At the Corfu meeting of the NATO-Russian Council in June 
2009 the partners declared their objective to ‘reset’ their relationship. 
This was facilitated to a large extent by the beginning of ‘reset’ in the 
Russian-American relations. The United States still remains a key 
component of NATO which to a larger degree shapes the Alliance 
strategy. Thus, the Obama Administration made a sensational state-
ment about Washington’s readiness to consider the question of Rus-
sia’s membership in the North Atlantic alliance on the following con-
ditions: Russia should meet the required criteria; it should be able to 
contribute to the collective security and its membership should be ap-
proved by other NATO members. Phillip Gordon, Assistant Secretary 
of State, for European and Eurasian Affairs informed the House of 
Representatives of the US Congress of such a possibility18. 

On his part, Anders Rasmussen at his first press conference as 
a newly elected NATO Secretary General stated that he considers 
partnership with Russia, after the operation in Afghanistan, the main 
NATO priority19. In other words, without abandoning its enlarge-
ment strategy to Georgia and Ukraine, NATO offers this option to 
Russia which would be a revolutionary change not only in the 
NATO-Russian relationship, but also in the existing security system 
in Europe. 

At the same, time there exists in NATO serious opposition on 
the part of politicians from Central and Eastern Europe (the so-
called ‘new Europe’) who are uneasy about the Russian-US rap-
prochement. In their open letter to President Obama on 17 July 
2009 some of the top politicians from the CEE countries were un-
ambiguously clear in defining Russia as still a threat20. This letter is 

                                                           
18 <http://www.novopol.ru/text72676.html> .   
19  <http://finam.fm/news/30197/ >.  
20  < www.rian.ru/.../177589059.html>.  
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a clear message to Washington saying that the new Europe does not 
want to change the existing security architecture in Europe. As 
Leszek Miller, former Polish Prime Minister has pointed out; the 
authors of the letter are pushing president Obama towards deteriora-
tion of the US-Russian relationship as a result of which their coun-
tries will become front states21. 

First and foremost conflict prevention and conflict resolution in 
the Wider Europe as well as the fight against extremism can be as-
sured through cooperation of the EU (in the context of ESDP) with 
Russia and other CIS states gravitating to the EU. The formation of 
common rapid reaction forces for peace enforcement and peace-
keeping would be required in order to achieve these goals. Apart 
from this, new international mechanisms of monitoring, arbitrage 
and mediation should be created. 

Full-fledged European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) is 
one of the main preconditions for ensuring security within Europe. 
The biggest obstacle to the formation of a military component of the 
European Union is the membership of the majority of the EU coun-
tries in NATO (21 of 27), to which they have committed the bulk of 
their resources. Simultaneous the participation of these countries in 
NATO and ESDP programs often appears unrealistic as a result of 
the limited recourses allocated for such purposes in the states’ 
budgets. Nonetheless, construction of the EU military component is 
an objective process in Europe’s post Cold War evolution. From 
this point of view the ratification of the Lisbon Treaty is a step for-
ward. As regards the CFSP/ESDP, the Lisbon Treaty includes prac-
tically the same provisions as the ill-fated EU Constitutional Treaty: 
its key elements, in fact, have been preserved, a few terminological 
details and ‘interpretative’ declarations apart.  

On the whole, the new treaty offers various opportunities for 
greater policy coherence, effectiveness and visibility, coupled with 
a number of open questions related to its actual implementation. In-
deed, there is now a greater potential for a joined-up common Euro-
pean foreign, security and defense policy. The Lisbon Treaty pro-
vides a good legal and political basis for achieving that and giving the 
Union the ‘politics of scale’ that would permit it to play a more active 
international role, and one commensurate to its stated ambitions22. 
                                                           

21 <news.74mail.ru/news.php?news.> .     
22 <www.statewatch.org/news/2008/feb/ep-esdp-lisbon.pdf.>.   
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The growing dissatisfaction of the majority of the European al-
lies with the concept of ‘the US Program Leadership’23 (according 
to which it is Washington that defines NATO’s security agenda) is 
one of the most telling evidence to this fact. As a British scholar 
Paul Kennedy pointed out, world politics change rapidly and on 
each side of the Atlantic there often appear different views on how 
the emerging problems can be solved. It will not be possible to re-
turn the transatlantic process in its old channel, but this is not catas-
trophic24. 

One of the most probable scenarios in the evolution of transat-
lantic relations is a functional and regional redistribution of the 
roles between the Euro-Atlantic allies. In the favorable scenario, if 
the threat of a new divide and confrontation in Europe is removed, 
NATO’s missions and resources will be diverted to the EU military 
program. At the same time, the EU-Russian security cooperation 
will be marginal, if there is no radical improvement in the NATO- 
Russian relationship. 

 
* * * 

Of course, a new European security architecture won’t appear 
quickly. Today even in Russia, which has initiated this grand design, 
there is no broad political consensus on the debated issues, not to 
mention EU and NATO. However, the existing problems do not 
mean that the goal cannot be achieved by definition. Many events in 
our recent past-disintegration of the USSR and the main structures 
of the so-called socialist camp – seemed inconceivable. 

The post-Communist transformation of Russia and its relations 
with the key partners in Euro-Atlantic region which form the very 
basis for reconstructure of the existing security system in Europe 
are interrelated processes. These processes will shape Russia’s posi-
tion on Europeanism and Atlanticism. At the same time, the orienta-
tion of European integration in the sphere of European security and 

                                                           
23 ‘The program leadership strategy’ was formulated within the first term of 

Clinton presidency (1993–1996) and was tested during his second term (1997-
2000). It  was directed at defining the security agenda for  US cooperation with the 
states that are subjects to this strategy. Troitsky M., The Concept of  the Program 
Leadership in the US Euro-Atlantic strategy, available at    

<uisrussia.msu.ru/docs/nov/pec/.../3/ProEtContra_2002_3_11.pdf. >.   
24 Kennedy, P., ‘Transatlantic relationship; three scenarios’, <www.global af-

fairs.ru/.../2014.html -> .  
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defense will depend on the vector in Russia’s domestic and foreign 
policy evolution. 

One should remember that after the disintegration of the USSR 
the West (including both the EU and NATO) did not fully under-
stand the interdependence between Russia’s post-Communist evolu-
tion and the international environment. Proceeding from the past 
experience Russia’s Western partners were putting the emphasis on 
preventing negative trends in its transformation, which often brought 
opposite results. A solid legal basis in Russia’s relations with EU 
and NATO member states is a necessary precondition for positive 
interaction of the Euro-Atlantic partners and the construction of 
a new European security architecture. 
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5. CONFLICT IN AFGHANISTAN AND PROSPECTS 
 FOR ITS SOLUTION 

 
 

Gennady CHUFRIN 
 

Conflict in Afghanistan draws lately a growing attention in the 
world. This is proved in particular by a number of representative in-
ternational forums held in 2009 on this issue. Among them a minis-
terial conference on Afghanistan organized by the Shanghai Coopera-
tion Organization (SCO) in Moscow in March 2009 and a conference 
on the same subject held under the UNO aegis soon after in the 
Hague. Discussions of the Afghanistan conflict, of its impact on the 
regional and global security and of measures to be taken for its solu-
tion became also an important part of the NATO jubilee summit in 
April and of the SCO summit held in June. 

All this clearly shows how deeply the international community 
has become concerned by activities of international terrorist organi-
zations based in Afghanistan (and lately also on the territory of the 
neighboring Pakistan). In addition to this, of considerable concern is 
the continuing escalation of violence, numerous terrorist acts as 
well as the transformation of Afghanistan into the world largest 
producer of heroin delivered subsequently by drug traffic to other 
countries of Asia, Europe and North America. 

 
 

Beginning of the conflict 
 
The beginning of the conflict in Afghanistan dates back to 

2001 when the United States sent their troops to this country justify-
ing it by the need to crush radical Islamist groupings operating from 
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there and supported by the local Taliban ruling regime. These 
groupings headed by Al Qaeda were accused of organizing and exe-
cuting a number of terrorist acts in different parts of the world, the 
largest and most well known among them being the terrorist acts in 
New York and Washington in September 2001. 

The US antiterrorist operation won a wide international support. 
Several countries, primarily NATO members, joined the US-

led military action in Afghanistan by sending their troops there and 
forming NATO’s International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) in 
Afghanistan. Another group of countries (including several former 
Soviet Central Asian republics) allowed the US and their allies to 
establish military bases on their territory. Others limited their sup-
port by offering transit rights across their territory for military and 
non-military goods needed for the ISAF. 

As a result of these international activities, unparalleled by the 
scale of their solidarity, the Taliban regime was quickly defeated 
and overthrown in Kabul. However, the US-led operation started so 
successfully, failed to achieve a complete destruction of the Islamist 
forces. 

After the initial military defeat in Afghanistan radical Islamist 
groupings headed by leaders of Al Qaeda and the Taliban retreated 
to the territory of neighboring Pakistan. They succeeded in regroup-
ing there, established numerous bases and camps for training mili-
tants and changed their tactics by switching to partisan activities. 

With a passage of time they resumed their armed attacks in the 
south of Afghanistan, gradually expanding the scope of activities 
and by the end of 2008 succeeded in restoring actual control over 
almost half the territory of the country1. 

Moreover, they became active in Pakistan, too, getting 
a foothold in a number of regions in the North-West Frontier Prov-
ince (NWFP) as well as in the so-called Tribal area of Pakistan 
which stretches along the border with Afghanistan and where the 
power belongs to local tribal chiefs and elders. 

At the beginning of 2009 the Islamists further strengthened 
their positions there after Asif Ali Zardari, President of Pakistan, 
yielded to their demands and allowed the introduction of the 
Shariah laws in the Swat district of the NWFP. Also the Supreme 
Court of Pakistan released from detention Abdul Aziz, a radical re-
                                                           

1 <http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid==20601091@sid=ai7hHCe40> 
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ligious leader, who openly demanded a transformation of the coun-
try into a theocratic state. 

However concessions made by the Pakistani authorities far 
from satisfying radical Islamists allowed them to expand a zone of 
their actual control by driving out secular administrative authorities 
from towns and villages taken over by them. They also moved dan-
gerously close to Peshawar, a NWFP administrative centre, holding 
an important strategic position on the supply routes of the ISAF in 
Afghanistan. 

As a result of the activities of Al Qaeda and Taliban followers 
which began in Afghanistan have finally crossed its geographic 
borders spilling over to the territory of Pakistan. As a result of this 
the conflict has developed actually into a regional one with a possi-
bility of its further expansion to neighboring countries, such as In-
dia and Central Asian states. 

 
 

AFPAK strategy 
 
After a critical assessment of the evolving situation the new US 

President, Barack Obama, and his administration undertook steps 
aimed at adjusting original goals and the scope of the antiterrorist 
operation. They also started to work out a new US policy in Af-
ghanistan and Pakistan which became known as the ‘Afghanistan 
plus Pakistan strategy’ or AFPAK. In his speech on 27 March 2009 
Barack Obama declared that the USA ‘has a clear and focused goal’, 
namely, to inflict ‘a crushing defeat on Al Qaeda, to drive its sup-
porters from Pakistan and Afghanistan and to prevent their return to 
either country in the future’. He rejected a possibility of a return to 
the Taliban rule in Afghanistan and endorsed the objective of de-
veloping in this country of ‘capable, accountable and effective gov-
ernment’ He also confirmed that the US goal was to ‘develop a self-
reliant Afghan security force capable to lead the counterinsurgency 
and counterterrorism fight2. 

Along with these goals, a special and ever growing significance 
for the USA presented the task of actively preventing a threat of Al 

                                                           
2 <http://www.commentarymagazine.com/viewarticle.cfm/a-new-counterinsur 

gency-in-afghanistan-15116>; <http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/AL 
eqM5hMLvUMUwzY0aLeyfHfVZBLDYdrKA>. 
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Qaeda and Taliban followers gaining access to Pakistan nuclear 
plants and nuclear military arsenals. 

The seizure of nuclear weapons by Islamists seems, however, to 
be unlikely since they are kept in special shelter mostly in 
a disassembled state and safely guarded there by the Pakistani army3. 
Besides, neither Al Qaeda nor Taliban possess adequate military and 
technical capabilities and expertise, such as air planes or missile 
launching systems which would allow them to use nuclear weapons. 
What is more likely, however, is a theft of radioactive material from 
the nuclear plants located in the immediate vicinity of areas of hostili-
ties between Islamists and government forces. Such is, for instance, the 
plant in Khushad located only 110 miles north-west of Islamabad on 
the border between the NWFP and Punjab where two nuclear reactors 
are under construction. Another potentially vulnerable nuclear facil-
ity is the Gadwal uranium enrichment plant located 60 miles from 
the Buner district in the NWFP where Islamists are active. 

If the Islamists succeed in obtaining nuclear material with the 
assistance or even with a direct participation of their supporters 
working at nuclear plants, then Al Qaeda and the Taliban will be 
able to manufacture and use a so-called ‘dirty bomb’ for terrorist 
acts in densely populated cities or for the blackmail of official au-
thorities by threatening to use it4. 

To achieve the goals set by President Obama the USA is will-
ing to use a broad range of measures – from political to economic, 
including massive financial assistance to their friends, allies and cli-
ents, as well as to engage in direct military action against the 
Islamists. 

In this connection, the increase of the US military force in Af-
ghanistan became an important element of the AFPAK strategy. By 
the end of 2008 there were already 14000 US troops there as part of 
the ISAF and about 19000 servicemen more under direct US com-
mand5. During 2009 21000 additional troops were sent to Afghani-
                                                           

3 Besides, an access to the use of nuclear weapons is properly controlled by 
several degrees of clearances and codes   fully known only to the high military 
command of the country.  

4 In June 2009 Mustafa Abu Al-Yazid, one of the leaders of the Al Qaeda, in an 
interview with ‘Al Jazeera’ (TV station), again mentioned plans to seize nuclear 
materials in Pakistan and to use them for military purposes. New York   Times, 21 
June 2009. 

5 Krasnaya Zvezda, 27 March 2009. 
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stan including 4000 servicemen with the task of training local secu-
rity forces and police6. By the end of 2009 the total number of US 
servicemen in Afghanistan may reach 68000, about half of whom 
will be under direct US command. 

Building up its own military presence in Afghanistan the US 
Administration sought to increase the size of armed forces from 
other NATO countries as well. However, the US allies have been 
reluctant to heed the US requests. They either have evaded sending 
additional troops to Afghanistan at all or agreed to send mainly aux-
iliary units not to be used in direct combat. 

Nevertheless, during 2009 the total ISAF strength increased 
from 65 000 to 100 000 soldiers. 

Ensuring the continuous supply of the required goods both of 
a military and non-military nature has been highly important prob-
lems to be resolved in order to facilitate efficient operations. This 
problem has assumed new proportions because original supply routes 
across Pakistani territory became increasingly unsafe and hazardous. 
Thus, up to 50 percent of the cargo transported across the Khyber 
Pass has been looted or destroyed by Taliban units operating there. 
The US success or failure in Afghanistan to a large extent depended 
on how soon and effectively this problem was to be resolved7. 

Therefore an agreement with Russia on transit across its terri-
tory of cargo for the ISAF was needed to help the AFPAK strategy 
to succeed. A preliminary arrangement was reached already in April 
2008 in Bucharest at the Russia- NATO Council (RNC) meeting 
there. Although the US-Russian and, as a consequence, the NATO-
Russian relations cooled down noticeably after the August 2008 
Georgia-South Ossetia conflict, with Barack Obama coming to the 
White House the US-Russian dialogue was resumed. A return to 
earlier agreements has been the result of the improving relations. 
The first concrete outcome of this ‘thaw’ was the beginning of tran-
sit of non-military goods for the ISAF in Afghanistan across the ter-
ritory of Russia in March 2009. 

Another step in developing the US-Russian cooperation on Af-
ghanistan became the signing during President Obama’s visit to 
Moscow at the beginning of July 2009 of a supplementary agree-

                                                           
6 < http://www/vremya/ru/print/226018.html >.  
7 Malou Innocent, ‘Pakistan and the Future US Policy’, Policy Analysis, Cato 

Institute, April 2009, #636, p. 9. 


