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FOREWORD 
By Academician Alexander A. Dynkin, Director, Institute of 
World Economy and International Relations (IMEMO) of the 
Russian Academy of Sciences  

 
 
Esteemed participants in the Conference, 
First of all I would like to thank you for answering our invitation 

to partake in the discussion of very important issues. This is the first of 
this year’s four meetings under the general topic “Russia and Deep 
Nuclear Disarmament”.  

The other meetings will be devoted to Russia-NATO relations, 
interrelation of missile defense, nuclear non-proliferation and disarma-
ment,  as  well  as  commitments  on  no  first  use  of  nuclear  weapons  as  
part of negative security assurances for non-nuclear-weapon states of the 
Non-Proliferation Treaty. We also expect your active participation in the 
forthcoming meetings. 

This program is implemented under the joint project by IMEMO 
and the US Nuclear Threat Initiative co-chaired by Ted Turner and Sam 
Nunn. It hardly needs reminding that Ted Turner is a prominent figure 
in the business community and an international public activities in the 
sphere of nuclear disarmament and security. Former Democratic Sena-
tor, Sam Nunn is renowned throughout the world as a constructive and 
realistic-minded politician and an advocate of US-Russia cooperation in 
the field of international security. 

In the 1980s, Senator Nunn played a key part in the phasing out 
of President Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative, when he proved to 
the Congress that the said initiative ran counter to the Anti-Ballistic 
Missile Treaty (ABM Treaty). In the 1990s, he co-sponsored the Nunn-
Lugar Initiative on US-Russia cooperation in the safe management of 
nuclear materials and nuclear waste, dismantlement of nuclear subma-
rines and chemical weapons destruction. 

During the current decade he has consistently expressed criticism 
over NATO expansion to the East, argued against US withdrawal from 
the ABM Treaty and advocated negotiations on the reduction of strategic 
offensive weapons. 

Alongside with such prominent US public figures as Henry A. 
Kissinger, William J. Perry and George P. Shultz, he co-authored a sen-
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sational  article  in  the Wall  Street  Journal,  calling to revive the idea of  
nuclear disarmament. The article changed the political climate in the 
US and globally, and influenced the election campaign of Barack Ob-
ama – who has regarded Sam Nunn as advisor of authority –  and the 
policy of his Administration. 

Our joint program with Nunn-Turner Foundation reflects the 
recognition of high professional level of IMEMO, our affiliated insti-
tutes at the Russian Academy of Sciences, the strategic community and 
expert media of Russia. 

In Russia, nuclear weapons have been almost generally viewed 
as the sole means of ensuring the country’s security due to Russia’s in-
feriority in general-purpose forces and cutting-age military technical 
systems, as well as in view of its vulnerable geostrategic position. 
Strange enough, this perception is now shared by the Russian conserva-
tive politicians and, paradoxically, by a number of market democracy 
proponents. 

Meanwhile, several important considerations make the universal 
character of these conventional truths seem quite doubtful. Now that the 
Cold War is over, with the current globalization and increasing global 
interdependency (to which the current economy crisis has been yet 
another illustration), nuclear deterrence seems to prevent the threats of 
the past, the XX century threats. That is to say, it prevents intended 
massive attack of major powers or their alliances against each other. 
This threat is now quite low in its probability and significance. 

At the same time, nuclear deterrence does not address the real 
threats of modern times, such as international terrorism, proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and their delivery systems, ethnic 
and religious conflicts, clashes for energy supply and fresh water 
sources, to say nothing of the issues related to climate, environment, 
illegal migration, epidemics, cross-border crime, etc. 

Equally important is the fact that no other means than negotia-
tions on nuclear disarmament will enable Russia to address such related 
issues as curbing NATO’s eastward expansion on the terms acceptable 
for Russia, the Western states and our neighbors on the post-Soviet 
space; limiting the strategic missile defense and conventional precision 
weapons systems, preventing space arms race, etc.  

As to the dependence of Russia’s security on nuclear weapons, 
this concept also seems to be rather superficial in practice. It should be 
remembered that by the time the Warsaw Treaty Organization and the 
Soviet Union collapsed, Moscow had 5 to 7 times more nuclear wea-
pons than today’s Russia. One has to have no faith at all in the Russian 
people to regard nuclear weapons (most of which are a Soviet legacy) 
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as the sole attribute of Russia as a great power. One has to believe that 
Russia is non-competitive either in terms of conventional forces, re-
search and development innovations, or in terms of improving the citi-
zens’ wellbeing and political life. 

Within the frame of this project our objective is to present to the 
US (and the Western world at large) – in a reasonable and well-founded 
manner – Russia’s interests, capabilities and concerns in terms of deep 
nuclear disarmament and a number of related military, political and 
technical issues. 
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SUMMARY 

 
 
The concept of strategic stability and the principle of nuclear deter-

rence which is intrinsically linked with it, took shape during the times of 
the Cold War and Soviet-American nuclear standoff, as the sides per-
ceived more clearly the role of nuclear arms in ensuring security as well 
as possible consequences of their massive use. 

The joint USSR-US Statement on the future negotiations on nuc-
lear and space arms (signed in June 1990) defined strategic stability as 
such state of strategic relations between the two powers where there is no 
incentive for a first strike. The list of stabilizing reductions principles in-
cluded reducing the concentration of warheads on strategic delivery ve-
hicles giving preference to weapons with better survivability. It was mu-
tually understood that a possible aim of a first strike may be to prevent or 
substantially weaken the adversary’s retaliatory strike. In other words, it 
was accepted that  the operation plan for  a  first  (counterforce)  strike pro-
vided for maximum destruction of the other side’s strategic forces, includ-
ing its control and communication systems. 

In the post-Cold War period with its changing geopolitical envi-
ronment, the perception of strategic stability has significantly expanded in 
view of emerging threats and destabilizing factors. 

The said threats and factors include the proliferation of WMD, 
primarily of nuclear weapons, proliferation of missile technologies and 
longer-range missiles, the threat of nuclear terrorism, regional armed con-
flicts with non-predictable escalation of military operations and the ex-
pansion of such conflicts beyond the troubled regions. Responding to new 
threats demands broad cooperation of major powers, primarily Russia and 
the United States, their continuous mutual progression towards nuclear 
disarmament and strengthening of non-proliferation regimes for WMD 
and their delivery vehicles. 

The measures aimed at phased transformation of the mutual nuc-
lear deterrence relations may rely on further reduction of strategic offen-
sive arms and on the reduction of reliance on nuclear deterrence in policy-
making.  It  also  means  US  and  Russia’s  renouncing  the  practice  of  plan-
ning missile launches on the basis of information from early warning sys-
tems, reducing technical operational readiness to ground- and sea-
launched missile launches and integrating missile attack warning systems. 
The final stage may be the joint development and employment of missile 
defense systems. 
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Basically, the above mentioned as well as other measures should 
help not only to maintain but also to increase the level of strategic stability 
in the new environment. With US and Russia’s strategic offensive arms 
reduced to around 1,000 warheads and provided that the structure of stra-
tegic nuclear forces is efficient, a preemptive strike would be pointless 
since the party attacked would still have more missiles and warheads for a 
retaliatory strike than the attacking party. The implications of even deeper 
strategic offensive weapons reductions (1,000 warheads and less) by the 
US and Russia for strategic stability taking into account an extended list 
of destabilizing factors requires further study. 

Compared to the Cold War era, the essence of today’s and future 
strategic stability requires major adjustment. 

Mutual assured retaliatory strike capability as the cornerstone of 
stability may in the future imply much lower criteria of the damage in-
flicted and less rigid requirements to the accomplishment of this task. This 
kind of mutual capability does not call for equality – equality in surviving 
weapons will be enough as a sort of an insurance policy. The concept of 
approximate equality of the two powers in terms of counterforce, launch-
under-attack and retaliatory strike capacity may be abolished as soon as 
the parties renounce such operational doctrines and policy tools. 

As Russia and  the US gradually reduce their strategic nuclear 
forces (SNF) to around 1,000 warheads, the bilateral strategic balance will  
shift towards multilateralization which will require involvement of third 
nuclear weapon states and, subsequently, of states outside the Nuclear 
Weapons Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT).  

The speed of proliferation of WMD and their delivery vehicles is 
an increasingly important factor affecting stability. Therefore, the stability 
should rest on measures to enhance the NPT regimes and to control mis-
sile and missile technologies proliferation. 

Proliferation of nuclear weapons and their delivery vehicles poses 
a major challenge – to integrate a joint missile attack warning system and 
missile defense systems (theatre missile defence systems and subsequently 
strategic missile defense systems) into the context of strategic stability. 
Another challenge is to involve allies and partners of the major powers as 
well as responsible neutral states into these systems.  

There is the need to ensure the compatibility of strategic stability 
and the development by the leading states of conventional long-range pre-
cision guided weapons in regional conflicts. 

It  is  essential  to  prevent  the  development  of  space  arms  as  it  un-
dermines the stability. 

It has to be recognized that both in the US, in Russia and other 
countries there are pressure groups opposing disarmament treaties and 



 

10 

military cooperation of nations. In some countries it is also a reflection of 
specific domestic situation. In Russia, such opposition is exceptionally 
strong (despite the fact that it is not organized as a party) considering that 
nuclear weapons are perceived as the key security guarantee and an intrin-
sic attribute of a great power. Russia’s vulnerable geostrategic position, 
weakness of its general-purpose forces and inferiority in cutting-edge mil-
itary technology still more increase the attractiveness of nuclear arms.  

To facilitate a positive turn in the perception of nuclear disarma-
ment in Russia, it needs to be proved in deed and not just by words  the 
validity of the following principles: 

− Nuclear arms reduction will strengthen rather than weaken Rus-
sia’s security, its international status and prestige; 

− The US policy of nuclear disarmament is more than just a tool of 
political propaganda; 

− The United States regard nuclear disarmament as a means of en-
hancing international security rather than as a way of increasing their su-
periority in advanced military technology and systems (such as BMD, 
precision weapons, space technology, general-purpose forces, etc.) 

Far from being general, these aspirations are very practical.  In par-
ticular, a new START Treaty, due to its specific counting rules, will in-
volve minimal actual reduction of US strategic missiles, submarines and 
heavy bombers. Most of the reduced warheads will be stockpiled, while 
many hundreds will not be counted as operational. Therefore, the next 
treaty should provide for real destruction of strategic delivery vehicles and 
– ideally – warheads (possibly under separate agreements). 

In addition, a unilaterally deployed missile defense system, even if it 
does not undermine Russia’s deterrence posture, will significantly increase 
mistrust and differences between Russia and the US, hindering further dis-
armament and consolidation of effort in responding to new threats. The US 
and NATO should abstain from unilateral steps in this field and involve 
Russia in all decisions related to missile defense systems development. It 
would also be reasonable to provide increased transparency of deployed 
missile defense systems and their development programs’ predictability 
comparable to that of strategic offensive arms of the parties under the new 
treaty. While this does not mean that Russia would have a right of veto over 
the decisions taken by the US and NATO, it logically implies Russia’s right 
to stipulate terms within negotiated treaties, joint programs and actions.  

Joint development, deployment and employment of missile de-
fense systems by the US, Russia and their allies may promote most fa-
vorable environment for the strengthening of strategic stability. 

Destabilizing effect of conventional precision weapons is often ex-
aggerated. However this threat became a priority for Russia which mani-
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fested itself in the country’s new 2010 Military Doctrine. It is time the US 
stopped ignoring this fact and paid serious attention to it. It is the respon-
sibility of the United States as the initiator and leader in this line of mili-
tary and technical development to open substantive consultations on this 
issue, provide evidence that its precision weapons systems are not de-
signed against Russia, and propose arms control, transparency and confi-
dence-building measures. Otherwise it would be impossible to seek Rus-
sia’s cooperation in nuclear disarmament and other international security 
issues. 

To reduce the negative impact of the continuing proliferation of 
missile technologies and missiles of constantly increasing range, we need 
to proceed with developing a draft agreement that will incorporate the 
provisions of the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), Interna-
tional Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile Proliferation (ICOC), the 
project of Global Control System (GCS). This new agreement will be the 
cornerstone of a new global legally binding missile non-proliferation re-
gime. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 
The perception of strategic stability (and the principles of nuclear 

deterrence that are intrinsically linked to it) was shaped during the Cold 
War era, in the times of nuclear confrontation between the USSR and the 
United States. During that period the Western and, subsequently, the So-
viet experts have produced a long list of works dealing with the definition 
and interpretation of strategic stability.   

In the past, strategic stability was almost always viewed through 
the prism of ratio of the sides’ strategic offensive and defensive arms. 
However, after the end of the Cold War, in the drastically changed mili-
tary and political environment with globalization processes under way, the 
perception of strategic stability has significantly expanded in view of 
emerging threats and destabilizing factors. 

The said threats and factors include proliferation of WMD, prolife-
ration of missile technologies and longer-range missiles, nuclear terror-
ism, regional armed conflicts with non-predictable escalation of military 
operations and the expansion of such conflicts beyond the troubled re-
gions. Other destabilizing factors include intensified drug trafficking, 
emerging new hazardous strains of bacteria, climate change and environ-
mental threats. 

It should be noted that there is significant asymmetry in the percep-
tion of destabilizing factors’ priority by Russia and the United States. For 
instance, Russia views the globalization of NATO’s responsibility and 
operations, the advancement of the Alliance and its military infrastructure 
to the country’s borders, the development of conventional long-range pre-
cision guided weapons as the key factors undermining strategic stability. 
Meanwhile, WMD proliferation and international terrorism – the US key 
concerns – are currently at the bottom of Russia’s official list of security 
dangers1. 

Despite the drastically changed environment and the need to adjust 
the traditional perception of strategic stability, the latter remains relevant 
to a large extent, particularly in terms of negotiations between Russia and 
the US on the reduction of strategic offensive arms and in the context of 
defining acceptable parameters of strategic balance, the nuclear weapons 
development options and national programs of maintaining and develop-

                                                
1 See “The Military Doctrine of the Russian Federation of 5 February 

2010” (http://news.kremlin.ru/ref_notes/461 (in Russian). 
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ing nuclear weapons industrial infrastructure.  
In this light it seems appropriate to make a short overview of the 

evolution of the concepts of strategic stability and nuclear deterrence in 
their classical interpretation. 
 
 
 
 
1. STRATEGIC STABILITY IN THE COLD WAR ERA 

 
 
The first mutually accepted general definition of strategic stability 

appeared in the Joint Soviet-US Statement of June 1990, years after the 
two countries started to use this term, each in their own sense2. The new 
term came to actually replace the noncommittal principle of ‘equality and 
equal security’. 

According to the Joint Statement of 1990, strategic stability was 
understood as such balance of strategic forces of the USSR and the US (or 
such state of the two powers’ strategic relations) where there were no in-
centives for a first strike. 

It was declared that the future agreements should ensure strategic 
stability through stabilizing reductions of strategic offensive arms and by 
maintaining the adequate strategic offensive and defensive weapons ratio. 
The principles of stabilizing reductions included reducing the concentra-
tion of warheads on strategic delivery vehicles and giving preference to 
survivable weapon systems. 

While the declared intention was to eliminate incentives for first 
strike, it was essential to define what strategic objectives a state could fol-
low in delivering a first strike. In theory, there may be different objectives 
for a first strike, including display of determination, tipping the nuclear 
balance of power in one’s favor, disorganizing the operation of conven-
tional armed forces, destroying the potential of separate industries or at 
large. 

Instead, it was mutually accepted that a possible objective of a first 
strike may be to prevent or significantly downgrade the adversary’s reta-
liatory strike. In other words, it was accepted that the operation plan for a 
first (counterforce) strike might have the goal of maximum destruction of 
the other side’s strategic forces, including its control and communication 
systems. 

                                                
2 See Сергеев И. Без первого удара // Российская газета. 13.11. 2001 (Igor 

D. Sergeev “Dropping a First Strike Strategy”, Rossiiskaya Gazeta). 
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These very general principles meant a significant step forward to-
wards mutual understanding by the two countries of the essence of their 
strategic relations. However that alone was not enough to implement the 
provisions which had to be formalized and presented as a set of reasonable 
and illustrative numerical ratios. 

To deal with this issue, extensive research has been done by both 
Soviet (Russian) and US experts. To present strategic stability – or, more 
precisely, its level – as a set of absolute numbers and coefficients, special 
physical models and algorithms were used. Computer programs based on 
the said models and algorithms simulated various options of hypothetical 
nuclear exchanges. 

Such strategic stability models can hardly be viewed as a universal 
tool that can answer the question of what the countries need to do in terms 
of military capability development and arms control for mutual security 
interests to be observed as much as practicable. There are too many factors 
that gravely affect such processes, and these factors cannot be embraced by 
formulae. 

However, these models were used to develop case scenarios for fu-
ture strategic offensive arms limitation and reduction by the USSR and the 
United States, and to assess the stability level in the 1960s through to the 
1980s. It is on record that in the latter half of the 1960s there was an in-
crease in stability due to the balanced quantities of the sides’ relative 
strengths, their enhanced survivability, improved systems of warning, con-
trol and communication. Stability reached its peak in the early 1970s, coin-
ciding with the signing of the first treaties on the limitation of strategic de-
fensive and offensive arms. However, as the US and subsequently the 
USSR started to deploy strategic ballistic missiles with multiple indepen-
dently targetable reentry vehicles (MIRV), the level of stability sagged. 

Most of the Soviet (Russian) experts shared the definitions of strategic 
stability in the broad and in the narrow senses of the term. 

In the broad sense, strategic stability was viewed as such cumula-
tive political, economic, military and other measures implemented by the 
states (coalitions) that renders military aggression impossible for any of 
the sides. 

In the narrow sense, strategic stability was understood as a state of 
strategic forces and military relations between the states that was characte-
rized by roughly equal military potentials and where neither of the sides 
attempted to shift the military balance to achieve sustained superiority 
over the other side. 

The US experts identified two concepts within strategic stability − 
crisis stability and arms race stability. The former implied that the situa-
tion could be regarded as stable, if even in a crisis neither of the sides had 
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serious opportunities and incentives for a first nuclear strike. In terms of 
the other concept, stability was defined depending on whether there were 
any incentives to build–up the country’s own strategic potential. 

According to the prevailing theory, the mechanism of crisis stabili-
ty was as follows. If the counterforce potential of the opposing sides’ stra-
tegic forces is sufficiently high (i.e. if they are capable of  destroying hard 
fixed and mobile targets with warheads of sufficient yield and high preci-
sion), with both sides vulnerable to the adversary’s counterforce strike and 
– what is more – attractive in terms of delivering a first strike (that is to 
say,  when the potential  adversary may use a  comparatively small  part  of  
its weapons to destroy the opposing party’s large portion of offensive 
weapons), the strategic crisis stability was regarded as impaired. 

Indeed, in a serious crisis each of the sides would have a powerful 
incentive for a first strike facing the choice of whether to destroy the ad-
versary’s offensive weapons and gain a serious advantage or to lose its 
own vulnerable strategic weapons. 

The situation may also be unstable when only one of the sides has 
vulnerable assets. Even if this side can not count on seriously degrading the 
adversary’s forces by a first strike, it would still face the choice of either 
using or losing its arms. Being aware of this fact, the opposing party in its 
turn may have an incentive for a preemptive counterforce strike to prevent 
such an “attack out of desperation”, while the former side would know that 
in view of the abovementioned considerations its adversary has an incentive 
for a preemptive strike, and so on indefinitely. From a crisis to war, from a 
conventional conflict to a nuclear one, from a limited conflict to a global 
one – these scenarios would then become more probable, at least inasmuch 
as it depended on the military balance. 

To avoid such a situation, the sides have to monitor each other’s 
activity in deploying new weapons to be able to take countermeasures 
preventing the opponent from gaining military advantage and impairing 
the crisis stability. In this case, the arms race stability is impaired and the 
sides proceed on a new cycle of military and technical competition. 

It should not be overlooked that strategic offensive arms are only a 
part of weapons available to nuclear states, though a significant part. Oth-
er  forces  affect  strategic  stability  as  far  as  strategic  offensive  arms  are  
meeting the strategic objectives of the armed forces locally or on the glob-
al scale. The assessment should include conventional weapons inasmuch 
as strategic offensive arms depend on conventional weapons or as the 
state intends to use such means to destroy the adversary’s strategic offen-
sive arms. 

According to one of the constructive definitions of strategic stabili-
ty (in terms of strategic arms) that allows to analyze it as a complex sys-
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tem, strategic stability is the robustness of strategic nuclear parity persist-
ing over a long period of time despite the influence of destabilizing fac-
tors.  

Strategic nuclear equilibrium, in its turn, is achieved through rough 
equality of nuclear arms of the parties in terms of a set of quantitative (the 
number of launchers and delivery vehicles, total number of warheads, 
etc.) and qualitative (operational capabilities in various types of strikes) 
indicators, which means rough parity of counterforce capabilities, launch-
under-attack capabilities and deterrence capabilities. 

Usually, counterforce capability is measured in the number of stra-
tegic offensive arms that can be destroyed, including hardened point facil-
ities  such  as  silo  launchers  and  command  centers,  as  well  as  mobile  
launchers the destruction of which depends on intelligence capabilities, 
flexibility of combat control and retargeting. This does not preclude si-
multaneous destruction of other infrastructure facilities and administrative 
and industry centers. Yet, the key objective is to destroy the adversary’s 
offensive forces. 

The launch-under-attack capability depends on the ability to launch 
one’s own forces before the actual attack by the adversary’s warheads. It 
depends on the effectiveness of warning systems, speed of communication 
and decision-making and on technical combat readiness of the weapons. 
The launch-under-attack capability is measured in the number of war-
heads launched on warning as well as their operational capabilities in 
terms of destroying different types of facilities. 

Assured deterrence potential also known as retaliatory strike effec-
tiveness is defined as the number of surviving strategic offensive weapons 
and their operational capabilities including the agility of the combat com-
mand systems. 

Each of the components plays a separate role in deterrence against 
aggression: 

− Counterforce capability of one of the sides stimulates increased 
survivability of strategic offensive arms of the other side; however it 
should not be excessive if the sides seek stability; 

− Ability to launch a sufficient number of one’s own weapons be-
fore destruction is an effective deterrent as it renders pointless a counter-
force strike; 

− Retaliatory posture is the “last ditch” deterrent against aggression 
and is viewed as the key deterrent. 

Basically, the balance in terms of all the three components of nuc-
lear parity, if maintained for a prolonged period of time in the presence of 
potential destabilizing factors ensures the preservation of lasting strategic 
stability. 
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Such balance is not only essential as an effective security guaran-
tee. It is equally important for a lasting deterrence against a backslide to 
confrontation and arms race. 

Thus, strategic stability includes two components. The first com-
ponent is capability for nuclear deterrence against a global war through 
maintaining the ability to inflict unacceptable damage on the aggressor by 
retaliation. The second component is availability of strategic nuclear 
forces as well as plans and capabilities for their development that vividly 
convey the futility of any attempts to gain one-sided advantage, that is to 
say, the futility of an arms race. 

This can be achieved if there is a rough nuclear parity of the oppo-
nents in terms of numerical strength of their forces and their operational 
capabilities, as well as the availability of research and production capacity 
ensuring an adequate response to potential challenges by strategic offen-
sive weapons. 

The threat of inflicting unacceptable damage to the adversary by 
destroying its cities and industry that form the backbone of its military and 
economic potential was for a long time regarded as a deterrence criterion. 

However, the ambiguity of the term ‘unacceptable damage’ is the 
major drawback of this approach. The scope of unacceptable damage de-
pends on historical, social, psychological and other factors that may vary 
depending on the state. The commonly used criteria offered by Andrei 
Sakharov and Robert McNamara (400-500 megaton class warheads) and 
by European analysts (who believed that several warheads were sufficient 
to ensure deterrence) were only theoretical, while extensive research in 
this field was far from successful. 

Practice has shown that any discussion on establishing an agreed 
scope of unacceptable damage is futile on the practical level. Therefore, it 
was more appropriate to use rough parity of a retaliatory strike capability 
as a deterrence criterion. 

This perception of strategic stability took shape in the United 
States and subsequently in the USSR by the end of the 1980s. It was to 
one extent or another incorporated into the START I Treaty followed by 
the START II Treaty and the Framework Agreement on START III Trea-
ty. 
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2. FACTORS AFFECTING STRATEGIC STABILITY 

 
 
From the Cold War on, strategic stability has been affected by a set 

of political, operational-strategic, military economic and military technical 
factors. 

In terms of persisting Russia and US mutual nuclear deterrence, the 
following major factors can be regarded as affecting strategic stability:  

− Survival capacity of strategic offensive arms;  
− Anti-ballistic missile systems (ABM systems); 
− Nuclear weapons of third countries; 
– Tactical nuclear arms; 
− Conventional precision guided weapons; 
− Space weapons; 
− Anti-submarine warfare (ASW). 
Survivability of strategic offensive arms. As noted above, stra-

tegic stability primarily depends on the characteristics of the nuclear triad 
structure and the parameters of arms in these structures.  

In the case of the USSR, up to the mid-1980s the nuclear parity to 
the United States was secured by fixed missile systems with MIRV (mul-
tiple independently targetable reentry vehicles). These missile systems 
ensured a sufficiently high retaliatory strike capability, due to their engi-
neering robustness. At the same time, the US viewed them as  destabiliz-
ing considering their high counterforce capability and low survivability. 
High concentration of reentry vehicles on these intercontinental ballistic 
missiles (ICBMs) made it possible to destroy up to 10 warheads with one 
or two warheads. The fear of losing these missiles could push the oppo-
nent towards a launch-under attack strike or even a preemptive strike and 
therefore drastically destabilizes the situation. 

Fixed-based ICBMs with single reentry vehicles were perceived as 
a much less destabilizing weapon. Indeed, this vulnerable weapon may be 
used in a launch-under-attack strike, but has relatively little value for the 
attacking party pursuing a disarming strike. 

Mobile ICBMs and ballistic missile submarines were traditionally 
regarded as stabilizing weapons. They were supposed to be the key con-
tributors to retaliatory strike capability, i.e. to nuclear deterrence capabili-
ty,  and  to  a  certain  point  they  played  a  rather  modest  role  in  terms  of  a  
disarming strike. 

It should be noted that before START I Treaty was signed, the US 
viewed the difficulty of controlling mobile ICBMs as a negative quality 
offering opportunities to secretly build missiles, deploy launchers in rock 
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caves, etc. That is why additional counting rules, inspections and notifica-
tions were introduced with respect to mobile ICBMs. 

As for nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs), it 
should be noted that since mid-1980s the Trident II SLBM with its heavy 
W-88 warheads became a major threat to Soviet/Russian fixed and mobile 
ICBMs, and hence were a considerable destabilizing factor. The destabi-
lizing effect prevailed until the United States decided to deploy no more 
than 400 W-88 warheads. In the course of further deep reductions of Rus-
sia’s silo-based and mobile ICBMs the destabilizing effect of the Trident 
II system is likely to increase again. 

Now and again experts disagree about the destabilizing role of bal-
listic missile submarines and heavy bombers located in a limited number 
of bases in time of peace, the matter of concern being their high concen-
tration of warheads and attractiveness as a target for a disarming strike. 
However, during a threat period – since realistic conflict scenarios suggest 
that  prior  to  a  military  operation  there  should  be  a  threat  period   –  the  
SSBNs move to the patrolling area and the heavy bombers are redeployed 
to a large number of dispersal airfields, and hence this destabilizing factor 
may be considered a minor one.  

Missile defense systems may undermine strategic stability if they 
protect the country’s territory from a massive nuclear attack by intercept-
ing a major part of the attacking missiles and warheads. A missile defense 
system protecting only the bases of ICBMs, SSBNs, strategic air force and 
top  combat  command  centers  contributes  to  strategic  stability.  This  was  
the rationale behind the ABM Treaty of 1972 and its Protocol of 1974 
signed by the USSR and the United States 

Since that time, the technological advances of missile defense in-
formation systems and interceptors significantly increased their capabili-
ties. For instance, two GBI strategic missiles deployment areas in Alaska 
and California in fact protect the entire territory of the United States from 
single missile launches, which makes it a territorial missile defense sys-
tem. So far, its negative impact on strategic stability has only been specul-
ative, since  30 GBI interceptors do not affect Russia’s nuclear deterrence 
capability. The same is true of a third missile defense area that was sup-
posed to be build in Poland and the Czech Republic according to the plans 
of the previous US Administration. 

However, such decisions were politically destabilizing for they ran 
counter to the US-Russian agreements on strategic partnership and joint 
development of missile defenses and created significant long-term uncer-
tainty for Russia. 

A missile defense system may become truly destabilizing if there is 
a major extension of land, sea, air and space echelons of interception of 
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missiles and warheads at every phase of their trajectories. (The impact of 
BMD defense on Russia’s deterrence capability will be analyzed below). 

Since the beginning of the Cold War, the USSR (and, subsequent-
ly, Russia) has regarded the nuclear weapons of the UK and France 
primarily as a possible supplement of the US strategic offensive weapons 
in the joint planning of a disarming strike against Russia’s (USSR) nuc-
lear triad. Estimated threat of joint nuclear attack by the NATO countries 
may increase in the context of deep strategic offensive arms reductions by 
the US and Russia. In addition, while containing their composition of 
weapons, the UK and France do not adjust the development of their own 
nuclear forces to the process of the current US-Russian negotiations on 
disarmament. 

According to Russia’s perception, the priority target in case of a 
disarming nuclear strike by these states may be the dispersal areas of mo-
bile ICBMs, SSBN bases and strategic air bases. However, despite the fact 
that the UK and French nuclear forces were invariably perceived as a des-
tabilizing factor for nuclear parity, they were of minor importance in 
terms of the Soviet and Russian development programs of nuclear deter-
rence forces and had no effect on the treaties on strategic offensive arms 
reduction and intermediate- and shorter-range missiles elimination 3. 

In the 1990s, the UK and France took unilateral voluntary steps on 
the reduction of their nuclear arsenals. All of these steps applied to non-
strategic arms, namely UK’s air and depth bombs and France’s land based 
medium-range and tactical ballistic missiles. As a result, the UK has four 
strategic submarines armed with Trident II missiles purchased from the 
US4.  According to the British Government,  the number of  warheads car-
ried  by  these  submarines  has  been  reduced  to  160  which  is  4  times  less  
than the payload capacity.  In addition to its four submarines, France has 
retained a small air component. The country remains the only nuclear 
power that has nuclear capable aircraft on its Charles De Gaulle aircraft 
carrier. 

Thus, after the end of the Cold War, the European nuclear powers 
almost fully renounced the elements of their nuclear capabilities that could 
potentially be used in a European armed conflict. This made it even less 
possible that they would strengthen the US nuclear capability in case of 
such a conflict. 

                                                
3 The sole serious exception was the efforts by the USSR to take into ac-

count the nuclear capabilities UK and France to secure an advantage for the 
USSR in the number of SSBNs in the SALT I Treaty.  

4 The warheads of these missiles are British-produced; they do not have 
the counterforce capability similar to that of W-88 of Trident II missiles in the 
inventory of the US Navy. 
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In the UK there has been extensive debate over the possibility of 
limiting the future strategic submarine fleet to three submarines. As to 
France, it will find it hard to avoid commitment to additional unilateral 
steps in nuclear disarmament when there is a new surge of nuclear arsen-
als reduction. In this context, the country’s abandoning its air component 
would seem a logical step towards enhancing stability.  

Unlike France and the United Kingdom, China has not been 
known to take unilateral steps on nuclear disarmament. However, after the 
Cold War its nuclear modernization has been about quality and did not 
involve significant build-up. At the same time, considering its increasing 
economic power and military budget, as well as its military technical 
achievements, China is capable of expanding its arsenal with hundreds of 
warheads as soon as the next decade, provided there is a relevant policy 
decision. 

During the Cold War era, tactical nuclear weapons (TNW) were 
regarded by the USSR as complementary to the US strategic offensive wea-
pons deployed at forward bases in Europe and Asia, on ships and subma-
rines of the United States Navy. At the same time, in view of the fact that 
the TNW mostly appeared in conventional war escalation scenarios, the 
USSR and the US could never come to terms about its role in strategic sta-
bility. The USSR claimed it to be a destabilizing means of a first nuclear 
strike by the US, whereas the NATO regarded it as a counterbalance to the 
military dominance of the USSR and the Warsaw Pact Organization in gen-
eral-purpose forces. 

After the end of the Cold War, the break-up of the Warsaw Treaty 
Organization and disbanding of the Soviet Union, when a prolonged crisis 
of economy and military reform drastically weakened the Russian gener-
al-purpose forces, the tables were turned. It was now Russia’s turn to re-
gard TNW as a stabilizing component of military balance in the theatre of 
operations setting off the growing dominance of NATO’s general-purpose 
forces in the context of its eastward extension. In the meantime, as part of 
paralleled unilateral initiatives, the United States and the USSR/Russia 
significantly (more than by the order of magnitude) reduced their respec-
tive  TNW.  Recently,  unlike  in  the  Cold  War  period,  the  US  and  their  
allies  have been increasingly persistent  in  bringing up the issue of  TNW 
containment and elimination. 

Conventional long-range precision guided weapons appeared 
late in the 1970s in the form of sea-launched cruise missiles (SLCMs) to 
deliver strikes at coastal targets from the US ships and submarines. How-
ever, during the Cold War the USSR did not perceive these weapons as a 
separate threat. They were an issue for the parties during the negotiations 
on START Treaties solely due to the fact that it is impossible for the na-
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tional technical means of verification (NTMs) to separate nuclear and 
conventional SLCMs.  

Since late in the 1990s, massive deployment of high precision 
weapons by the United States and their effective use in local wars of 1999, 
2001 and 2003 has been viewed by experts as a strong destabilizing fac-
tor. In experts’ opinion, these weapons may potentially have counterforce 
capability comparable in terms of effectiveness to a disarming nuclear 
strike. The updated Military Doctrine of the Russian Federation of 2010 
declares the threat of a high precision weapons attack a priority, alongside 
with  ensuring  air  defense  of  the  key  assets  and  facilities  of  the  Russian  
Federation and preparedness to counter an air-space attacks5. 

Indeed, the capabilities of precision guided weapons and their range 
are subject to continuous upgrade, and so are the means of air and space 
intelligence, navigation and targeting. This is evidenced by the two Gulf 
wars and wars in Yugoslavia and Afghanistan over the last 20 years. How-
ever, to estimate the role of high precision weapons as a destabilizing factor 
in the US-Russian nuclear balance, their potential capabilities should be 
balanced against the real military scenarios. 

Firstly, large-scale conventional warfare requires rather exetnsive 
preparations, including massive force projections, aircraft and ship redep-
loyment. It is likely to take several months (judging from the experience 
of much smaller-scale operations than preparing for a hypothetical war 
against Russia) which makes it absolutely impossible to conceal. In this 
case  the  Russian  Armed  Forces,  including  the  nuclear  triad,  would  be  
made fully operational with maximum dispersion and camouflage. There-
fore, the high precision weapons will only be capable of destroying only 
part of stationary targets such as silo launchers and command centers that 
have to be protected against air strikes by territory and local air defenses. 
The major part of the mobile ICBMs, with their self-propelled launching 
vehicles well-concealed from optical and radar surveillance and patrolling 
a  huge  area,  as  well  as  the  nuclear-powered ballistic missile 
submarines in sea and ocean patrol areas, will retain substantial nu-
clear retaliatory capability  after a disarming strike by conventional or nu-
clear weapons. 

Secondly, it is impossible to simultaneously destroy even the de-
tected fixed targets by sea- and air-launched high precision weapons: 
planning such a strike would be exceptionally difficult due to evident rea-
sons related to the size of Russia’s territory and expected launch locations 
of precision guided weapons. That is to say, a disarming strike at Russia’s 
nuclear forces using conventional high precision weapons implies a rela-

                                                
5 See Military Doctrine of the Russian Federation of 5 February 2010. 
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tively long military operation during which the US and NATO conven-
tional forces, despite their preponderance, will inevitably meet strong 
counteraction.   It  should  also  be  realized  that  in  such  a  war  the  strikes  
would  be  inflicted  not  only  on  Russia’s  nuclear  forces,  but  also  on  the  
whole range  of military and industry facilities of the warring parties.  

Lastly, as far as is known, both the USSR and Russia have always 
analysed all possible conventional military operations scenarios, defining 
acceptable damage level beyond which it a nuclear response was consid-
ered necessary. Basically, such provisions were outlined in Russia’s mili-
tary doctrines of 2000 and 2010. 

This provides a good reason to conclude that planning such mili-
tary  operations  against  Russia  by  the  US  and  NATO is  devoid  of  sense  
from the military perspective, let alone in political and economic terms.   
Therefore, as regards the official members of the nuclear club, scenarios 
of large-scale disarming strikes involving conventional high precision 
weapons may be analysed mostly as an academic study.  

Space arms, i.e. combat systems deployed in space, on land, on air 
and on sea to destroy targets in space or from space. During the Cold War 
such weapons were deployed in the USSR and the US on a limited scale 
(anti-satellite weapons) and their role in strategic balance was very insig-
nificant. 

In the future, space weapons under certain circumstances may be 
extensively used as anti-satellite systems of different basing models and 
orbital missile defense systems. In this case space weapons may not only 
be a destabilizing force in the nuclear balance equation, in addition they 
may significantly affect vertical arms race and horizontal proliferation.  

In the near-term prospect, the US has maximum capabilities for the 
deployment of space weapons. Once this decision is made, Russia’s key op-
portunity to counter the overwhelming US military superiority in space may 
be by enhancing nuclear weapons capability (in addition to the development 
of anti-satellite systems). If the US respond with increasing their strategic 
offensive arms and missile defense potential, it will inevitably lead to the dis-
ruption of the arms race stability or even of the crisis stability. 

Since the Cold war era, anti-submarine warfare has been re-
garded by the USSR and Russia as a destabilizing factor. As soon as the 
first SSBNs appeared, both the US and Russia started to modernize wea-
pons to counter them, as well as of weapons ensuring combat robustness 
of for SSBNs at sea. In 1970s the US developed a highly effective global 
Sound Surveillance System (SOSUS) for hydro-acoustic detection of 
submarines. Its arrays were deployed along the US West and East Coast, 
on anti-submarine barriers North Cape – Bear Island, Greenland – Iceland 
– the Faeroe Islands – the UK, as well as in the Pacific Ocean. 
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In addition, the US systematically deployed their attack SSNs in 
the near shore areas of the USSR. The point was that the Soviet/Russian 
submarines were nosier than those of the United States. 

In late 1970s-early 1980s the USSR Navy expanded its inventory 
with 667B, 667BD, 667BDR (Delta I, II, III) missile submarines, and later 
the 941 Typhoon and 667BDRM (Delta IV) submarines with interconti-
nental missiles. The Soviet SSBNs no longer had to penetrate the anti-
submarine barriers to enter the combat patrol areas. The main means of 
US antisubmarine warfare was now covert tracking of the Soviet SSBNs 
in the near shore areas. To counter the US antisubmarine defense was the 
responsibility of the Soviet Naval forces, including surface and sub-
surface vessels, anti-submarine aircraft and the sonar underwater monitor-
ing. 

Meanwhile, the results of early 1990s combat simulations per-
formed by the Western experts showed that in the initial period of a war 
30 to 40 per cent of Russia’s strategic submarines may be destroyed in the 
course of anti-submarine operations. 

Therefore, Russia still considers ASW a major destabilizing factor 
for the strategic balance. Later on the US cancelled the SEAWOLF – a pro-
gram of building an advanced class attack nuclear submarine to replace the 
Los Angeles submarines that were used for covert monitoring of SSBNs of 
the USSR. However, it should be noted that up to now the US has not 
agreed to narrow the scope and the areas of its anti-submarine activity. 

Hence, during the Cold War and in the first years after its end, the 
following factors were held as critical for the level of strategic stability (in 
order of their priority): 

− Survival capacity of strategic offensive arms and their ability to in-
flict unacceptable damage by a retaliatory strike under all conditions after 
the outbreak of the war; 

− The counterforce capability of strategic offensive arms as an op-
posite to the survivability of strategic offensive arms of the other side; 

− Limitations on missile defense systems of territories and effec-
tiveness of the sides’ means to penetrate them as part of an assured retalia-
tory strike capability; 

− Rough parity of the sides in terms of quantity of warheads and 
strategic delivery vehicles;  

The following three criteria appeared mostly in USSR’s approach-
es, though they were not recognized by the United States and therefore 
were not included in the provisions of the START Treaties: 

− The role of third countries and their contribution to strategic sta-
bility; 

− The influence of the US general-purpose forces and forward-
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based dual-use capabilities as delivery vehicles of tactical nuclear wea-
pons; 

− NATO’s anti-submarine defense in the Atlantic and the US-
Japan ASW in the Pacific Ocean. 
 
 
 
 
3. STRATEGIC STABILITY AND DESTABILIZING FAC-
TORS IN THE NEW ENVIRONMENT 

 
 
As mentioned above, at the end of last and at the beginning of the 

new century, the perception of strategic stability has significantly expanded 
to include new threats and destabilizing factors. In a way, such an extension 
robs the concept of its clear and precise content and complicates the align-
ment of its perception by various states. At the same time, it would be in-
correct and unrealistic to preserve the old perception of strategic stability 
relating to the Cold War era, as well as the principles of mutual nuclear de-
terrence that are intrinsically linked to strategic stability. 

In the past, the perception prevailed that nuclear deterrence was, 
rephrasing the famous observation by Winston Churchill, the worst means 
of  preventing a  new war except  for  all  those others  that  have been tried.  
Today, the contradictory character of this assertion is becoming so evident 
that it demands serious revision of the role of nuclear deterrence in ensur-
ing the security of the world powers and the international community at 
large. 

Such a change of perception can be explained by a number of rea-
sons. To begin with, nuclear deterrence does not address the actual threats 
and  challenges  that  emerged  after  the  Cold  War.  Deterrence  remains  ef-
fective against the least probable and most fantastical threats, including 
nuclear or large-scale conventional weapons attack by great powers and 
their alliances at each other. Meanwhile, nuclear deterrence is absolutely 
ineffective against the new real security threats, such as nuclear weapons 
proliferation, international terrorism, ethnic and religious conflicts and 
their consequences, drug-trafficking, cross-border crime, illegal migration, 
etc. 

Secondly, the persisting principles of nuclear deterrence, primarily 
of mutual nuclear deterrence between Russia and the US, largely limit the 
two powers’ abilities for a deeper cooperation in order to jointly respond 
to new threats and challenges. First of all it manifests itself in the serious 
antagonism over the plans of the deployment of missile defence by the 
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United States, NATO and Japan to ensure protection against missiles of 
rogue states. These plans are viewed by Russia (and the People’s Republic 
of China) as a threat to their nuclear deterrence potential. A vivid example 
of this gap between mutual deterrence and cooperation imperative is the 
problems related to the implementation of mutual Russian and US com-
mitments on establishing a Joint Data Exchange Center (JDEC) to monitor 
missile launches, as well as, on jointly developing the Russia-NATO thea-
tre missile defense (TMD) systems and a global Russia-US missile de-
fense.  

Although nuclear stand-off has receded to the background of the 
current politics, it discourages cooperation of intelligence communities 
and military forces in anti-terrorist special operations such as missions 
under Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) and in Operation Active En-
deavour (OAE). 

Thirdly, while maintaining nuclear deterrence, nuclear states waste 
significant material, intellectual and technology resources that could be 
used more efficiently for the cooperation in ensuring global and regional 
security. 

Lastly, the global proliferation of nuclear weapons and their deli-
very vehicles does not automatically result in establishing nuclear deter-
rence  at  the  regional  level.  It  is  absolutely  fair  to  say  that  the  previous  
decades’ mechanism of maintaining strategic stability in the context of 
mutual nuclear deterrence, including systems to prevent unauthorized use 
of nuclear weapons, is mostly not available at the regional level in the re-
lations between new nuclear nations. 

Stability will be eventually disrupted by further nuclear weapons 
proliferation and by international terrorism inevitably gaining access to 
such weapons. As the result, all the existing nuclear deterrence mechan-
isms as means of ensuring national and international security will col-
lapse. 

Thus, maintaining the system of nuclear deterrence is indefinitely as a 
keystone of security (which developed significant stabilizing components 
during the years of global confrontation and which – for want of anything 
better – might have prevented a third world war), in view of the new threats 
and processes, will inevitably lead to the erosion of strategic stability. In addi-
tion, it will increase the possibility of nuclear warfare or terrorist use of nuc-
lear weapons which will have catastrophic consequences for the modern civi-
lization. 
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4.  RUSSIA’S PERCEPTIONS OF THE UNITED STATES 
POLICY AND STRATEGIC STABILITY  

 
 
While the new philosophy of revising the role of nuclear deterrence 

in ensuring strategic stability set forth above is not universally accepted 
across the USA, in Russia it is still supported only by a select minority of 
experts, politicians, military and civilian officials, the press and public 
opinion. In these circles the vast majority considers  the reliance on nuc-
lear  deterrence  as  a  main  pillar  of   national  security,  and  this  attitude  is  
probably stronger than in the worst years of the Cold War era. It is pecu-
liar that in addition to nationalists, communists and conservatives, this 
attitude is shared by a good many representatives of the liberal – including 
pro-Western – circles. 

This mainly reflects the disappointment of the Russian society in 
results of the country’s post-Soviet development and the experience of 
relations with the US and their allies over the last 20 years. The major 
condemned factors include: 

− Arbitrary  use  of  force  disregarding  the  international  law  by  the  
US and NATO in Yugoslavia in 1999 and in Iraq in 2003; 

− NATO expansion – in defiance of all Russia’s objections – to 
Central and Eastern European countries liberated by the Gorbachev ad-
ministration and Yeltsin’s democratic Russia from communist oppression   
and military occupation; 

− Degradation of the system of agreements and negotiations on 
disarmament (ABM Treaty, START I and START II, agreements on thea-
tre missile defense (TMD) of 1997, Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban 
Treaty (CTBT), Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty (FMCT), etc.) during the 
years of Republican Administration, as well as the persistent policy of 
denouncing disarmament as a security-building means; 

− Lack of distinct and reasonable alternatives to mutual nuclear de-
terrence as the basis of strategic relations between the nuclear powers that 
are not allies; 

− Increased focus of doctrines on nuclear deterrence (including 
preemptive and preventive use of nuclear weapons) during the years of 
Republican Administration in parallel to the officially pronounced objec-
tive to secure US dominance in terms of advanced weapons, including 
missile defense, high precision weapons and space weapon systems; 

− Open and even defiant disregard by the United States of Russia’s 
concerns over regional and global security; 
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− The perception of continuous weakening of Russia’s positions in 
its military and political relations with other powers and their allies on the 
global and regional scale; 

− Degradation of Russia’s general-purpose forces, an increased gap 
in advanced military and dual-use technology, defense industry crisis and 
the lasting stagnation of the Russian military reform. 

Though the latter two factors are, no doubt, Russia’s own fault, it is 
felt all the more acutely in the context of the abovementioned aspects of 
the US and NATO policies. 

The change of the Administration following Barack Obama’s tri-
umph in the presidential elections of 2008 was probably a key turning 
point in the US history. However, for the Russian political circles and 
general public it did not come as a significant change factor on its own 
terms, that will relieve the long-felt disappointment, mistrust and hostility 
towards the United States, negotiations and agreements with Washington. 

Addresses and declarations by the US government officials are not 
enough to change this perception. Only a persistent policy of agreements 
between the United States and Russia, the development of the two coun-
tries’ practical cooperation in the field of security, removing Russia’s 
concerns by tangible measures may gradually restore confidence and hope 
for a lasting partnership between the two nations.  

Compared  to  the  Cold  War  era,  the  prevailing  perception  of  stra-
tegic stability in Russia has undergone certain changes. To a certain ex-
tent, these changes may be the subject for alignment with the United 
States. They are as follows: 

1. The new ruling circles are increasingly aware of the political 
role of Russia’s nuclear capability in view of its decline as the second su-
perpower in almost all other spheres. Meanwhile, the rational considera-
tions of maintaining strategic stability has given way to weapons’ political 
effects and PR.  

2. Surprisingly, at the same time much less importance is attached 
to rough parity between Russia and the US in terms of quantitative charac-
teristics of strategic offensive arms, judging by the negative attitude to 
START I Treaty and the assessment of the new treaty in certain circles. 

3. The sufficiency criteria of retaliatory strike capability have been 
significantly lowered. However, they are no longer associated with the 
destruction of just one or several cities of the hypothetical adversary. 

4. Despite the fact that the Cold War is over, the probability of a 
military conflict between Russia and the United States and their allies has 
not yet been removed from the agenda (due to competition for the supre-
macy in the post-Soviet space, struggle for energy resources and control 
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over strategic communications, etc.), though this probability is seen un-
likely. 

5. Clear attempts have been made to model the US doctrinal provi-
sions (first strike, selective, preemptive, demonstration, preventive strikes, 
etc.) 

6. Area missile defense is no longer regarded as purely destabiliz-
ing, as was the case in the 1970s-1980s. Russia may accept the TMD and 
global missile defense deployment by the United States and their allies as 
long  as  this  step  has  been  agreed  with  it,  all  the  more  so  if  such  step  is  
based on cooperation of the major powers. 

7. Less attention is given to the role of third nuclear powers’ capa-
bilities. However, attention will increasingly focus on this aspect of nuc-
lear balance in the course of strategic offensive arms reduction. 

8. A stronger focus is the development of long-range high preci-
sion weapons as a new destabilizing factor of greater importance than 
missile defense, TNW and the US upload hedge in strategic offensive 
weapons. 

9. Negotiations and agreements on disarmament have turned into 
universal trading chips in the country’s political in-fighting (criticism of 
START I and the following Treaty) and foreign policy gestures (suspend-
ing the Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE), declara-
tions on a possible withdrawal from the INF Treaty.  

It is evident that with such a prevailing approach may be more dif-
ficult for both sides to agree on a number of issues related to deep nuclear 
disarmament than in the Soviet era. 
 
 
 
 
5. POSSIBLE WAYS OF TRANSFORMING MUTUAL DE-
TERRENCE 

 
 
It has been a long time since the measures to transform step by step 

mutual nuclear deterrence system started to develop. 
Theoretically, those can involve further reductions of the two nuc-

lear  super-powers'  strategic offensive arms,  and a  less  important  role  as-
signed to nuclear deterrence in their doctrines. In this regard a more dis-
creet language of the new Military Doctrine of the Russian Federation 
adopted in 2010 is notable, which concerns the role and conditions for the 
use of nuclear weapons by Russia: "Prevention of nuclear military con-
flicts, as well as any other military conflicts shall be the main task of the 
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Russian Federation... The Russian Federation shall reserve the right to use 
nuclear weapons in response to the use of nuclear weapons and other 
weapons of mass destruction against it and/or its allies, as well as in case 
when the Russian Federation is subjected to aggression in which conven-
tional weapons are used and the very existence of the state is at stake."6. 
The new US nuclear doctrine also reflects a more reserved approach to the 
role of nuclear weapons. 

Russia's and the US renunciation to plan missile launches based on 
information from early warning systems and decrease of operational and 
technical readiness for launches of land and sea-based missiles, and inte-
grating missile warning systems would be a step of paramount impor-
tance. The final stage would include jointly developed and used missile 
defense. 

Both the mentioned and other measures should in principle en-
hance as well as preserve strategic stability in the new environment. 

Destabilizing impact of missile defense in the context of the new 
START Treaty — even if the US deploys such defense unilaterally in ac-
cordance with the current plans announced by President Obama's Admin-
istration — shall be virtually negligible, especially taking into account the 
highly efficient missile defense penetration aids of Russian ICBMs and 
SLBMs. 

This can primarily be accounted by a considerably lower efficiency 
of hypothetical US strategic offensive arms disarming strike. As a result, 
the efficiency of Russia's nuclear response will increase as compared to 
those in the context of strategic offensive arms limitations under the Mos-
cow Treaty on strategic offensive arms (1700-2200 warheads), not to 
mention those in the context of the START I Treaty. With the US and 
Russia's strategic offensive arms reduced to the level of 1000 warheads 
and with an efficient strategic nuclear forces structure, the disarming 
strike will become pointless, since the attacked party would have more 
missiles and warheads for retaliatory strike than the aggressor. (The state 
of stability after reducing strategic offensive arms below 1000 warheads 
needs further study.) 

At the same time, unilateral deployment of missile defense would in-
evitably increase political tension between the US and Russia, this having a 
negative impact on strategic dialogue and the consolidation of efforts in res-
ponding to real challenges and threats. 

The most favorable conditions for strengthening strategic stability 
could be created if Russia, the US, the EU and NATO countries, and Ja-

                                                
6 The Military Doctrine of the Russian Federation adopted on February 5, 

2010. 
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pan jointly develop, deploy and use missile defense system, and subse-
quently involve China in some of its structures. This would bring about a 
radical transformation in the two nuclear super-powers' mutual nuclear 
deterrence, as well as in the nuclear deterrence principles in the security 
policy of official NPT "Nuclear Club" members. 

From military and technical perspective, the cooperation among 
Russia and the US and other NATO countries in developing, deploying 
and using information systems and interceptors of TMD and strategic mis-
sile defense with division of responsibilities, remains highly promising. 

To begin with, the series of computer exercises on TMD involving 
Russia, the US, and NATO should be renewed, and joint development of 
such TMD commenced. First, this is strategically feasible, since under the 
INF Treaty, Russia and the US have no such offensive arms, and missile 
defense will not affect Russian-American military balance, but be explicit-
ly designed against third countries. Second, in the near future the third 
countries are likely to develop intermediate-range and tactical missiles, 
rather than intercontinental ballistic missiles. Third, TMD will demon-
strate the great powers' concern over their allies' security, and Russia will 
have direct interest in it, as it is situated within the range of intermediate-
range ballistic missiles (IRBMs) and tactical missiles of the third coun-
tries. Subsequently, the powers may use the TMD experience and tech-
nologies to eventually develop shared strategic (global) missile defense. 

At the same time, it is evident that a shared missile defense virtual-
ly implies a close politico-military alliance of the leading powers, as well 
as a profound transformation of their relations of mutual nuclear deter-
rence. Nevertheless, at present the threat posed by new countries possess-
ing missiles and nuclear weapons has not yet been perceived as serious 
enough to induce the leading powers to enter into such alliance. Besides, 
their vision of the sources of danger is different. For the US, those are Iran 
and DPRK, and possibly China, which is never mentioned. Russia may 
see other sources. 

Other impediments to this alliance include an obvious disparity of 
economic and military and technical capacities between the US and Rus-
sia, which implies a disparity of roles in the alliance unacceptable for the 
Russian Federation. Besides, there are major problems arising from politi-
cal situation within Russia, and from Russia's vision of threats posed by 
the US and NATO as considerably outweighing those posed by "rogue 
states" and terrorists. 

Finally, developing a shared missile defense with the US and 
their allies not involving China would set Russia against its neighbor in 
the East, in relations with which Russia is increasingly vulnerable and 
dependent in terms of economy, demography and military matters. 
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Meanwhile, China's readiness to join such alliance and shared missile 
defense remains a major unknown in the global security equation. Ap-
parently, having hands tied by an alliance with the US, Russia, Japan 
and other powers does not suit strategic global geopolitical plans of Chi-
na, which extend over a completely different period of time than those 
of the peoples of the North Atlantic civilization. 

The impact of more profound strategic offensive arms reductions 
by Russia and the US (below the level of 1000 warheads) on strategic sta-
bility, taking in consideration an expanded range of destabilizing factors, 
can only be assessed after additional in-depth studies. Those should ex-
amine the influence of such destabilizing factors described above, as high 
precision conventional weapons, other states' nuclear weapons, anti-
submarine defense, and others.  

In the new environment, strategic stability and all measures to 
strengthen it, including strategic offensive arms reductions, can be ir-
reversibly destroyed if strike space systems and land, air, and sea-
based weapons to destroy space objects and to destroy objects from 
space  are  deployed.  The  destabilizing  effect  of  subsequent  arms  race  in  
the outer space will far outstrip those of the previous period, as, beside 
leading to arms race among the nuclear powers it will bring about hori-
zontal proliferation of nuclear weapons and undermine the nuclear non-
proliferation regime in general. 

To enhance strategic stability in the course of further considerable 
strategic offensive arms reductions, highly survivable weapons systems 
should prevail in the nuclear triads of the two states (with the states not 
planning to give up any of the components of those triads in the near fu-
ture). It is the logic of deep reductions of strategic offensive arms, (possi-
ble measures to mutually reduce the readiness of forces to immediate 
launch, plans to unite missile attack warning systems and subsequently 
share tactical and strategic missile defense) which makes that necessary, 
rather than a risk of a counterforce attack, the capability for which will 
steadily decrease. 

The requirement pertaining to survivability concerns primarily 
Russia's nuclear triad, since the US deterrence forces will continue to rely 
on missile submarines. In Russia's strategic nuclear forces, it would be 
advisable to further deploy, as a matter of priority, land-based mobile 
ICBMs systems. The announced plans to revive silo-based ICBMs pro-
gram should be deemed unreasonable and costly. This is a vivid example 
of the strategic rationality neglected for the sake of political symbols un-
der the pressure of lobby groups. As for the sea-based component, Russia 
needs to enhance its missile submarines' operational performance in order 
to enable at least half of their number to be regularly at sea patrol zones. 
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6. REDUCING ALERT RATES OF STRATEGIC NUCLEAR 
FORCES 

 
 
Organizational and technical measures to reduce the level of readi-

ness for  missile launch can play a significant role in strengthening stra-
tegic stability. Those include Russia's and the US renouncing to plan 
launch-on-warning (LOW) strikes based on the data from missile attack 
warning systems. The pertinent work has been long underway7. 

It  should  also  be  noted  in  this  respect  that  some  time  ago  a  draft  
executive agreement between the President of the United States of Ameri-
ca and the President of the Russian Federation on priority measures to 
prevent possible false alarm missile launches, has been elaborated. Ac-
cording to it the parties undertake to exclude from their plans for the stra-
tegic offensive systems the launches of land, sea and air-based missiles 
based on the data from missile attack warning systems. The agreement has 
at  its  core  reliable  control  over  various  ways  to  reduce  the  readiness  for  
launch using inspection procedures. Most of these suggestions is dis-
cussed below with consideration a number of recent changes. 

The concept of launch-on-warning. As strategic offensive arms 
and support systems (control and communication systems, space recon-
naissance systems, space and land-based missile attack early warning sys-
tems) developed, their combat readiness was enhanced primarily through 
reducing the time necessary to prepare ballistic missiles for launch after 
the authorization of the State leadership. This trend reached its peak with 
the adoption of the operative concept of launching ground-based and 
submarine-launched missiles based on the data obtained from systems for 
early warning of the adversary's missile attack. That made it possible to 
carry out a launch-on-warning strike, that is, to use one's nuclear weapons 
before they are destroyed by the enemy. A closely related concept is 
called  "launch-under-attack "8. 

It has been argued that during the Cold War and global confronta-
tion political and military leadership of the USSR counted on the launch-
on-warning. Judging by the real programs, however, it was assured retal-
iation  that  formed  the  basis  of  nuclear  deterrence  in  the  USSR.  This  is  

                                                
7 See Аrbatov А., Dvorkin V. Beyond Nuclear Deterrence. Carnegie En-

dowment for International Peace. Wash., DC., 2006. 
            8 Launch-under-attack means launch of one’s missiles while enemy’s war-
heads are in the process of hitting their targets. 
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irrefutably proved by the fact that the protection of silo ICBM launchers 
was  enhanced  four  times  as  the  US  ICBMs  and  SLBMs  accuracy  in-
creased. 

When the introduction of MX ICBM and Trident-2 SLBM brought 
the accuracy of American warheads to a point at which it was senseless to 
further enhance physical protection of silo launchers, the USSR had to 
commission road-mobile and rail-mobile ICBM launchers. This was done 
despite the fact that the cost of deployment of one Topol road-mobile mis-
sile  per  warhead  exceeded  about  ten  times  those  of  a  silo-based  ICBM.  
That was necessary to enhance nuclear forces' survivability, that is, to en-
sure the assured retaliation, since such systems were not needed for the 
launch-on-warning strike, as mobile missiles have lower technical readi-
ness for launch. 

In principle, nuclear deterrence does not make it necessary to con-
stantly maintain the forces ready for launch-on-warning, but such strategy 
is undoubtedly one of the most difficult ways to implement a nuclear de-
terrence doctrine. 20 years after the Cold War is over, there are substantial 
grounds for mutual revision of such concepts. 

ICBM flight time in case the US strikes against Russia or vice ver-
sa is about 30 minutes. During this time, the launch of the missile should 
be detected by missile attack warning system, and after the high-level de-
cision is made, the order to launch missiles should be issued and received 
by the local crews. Since early 1980s, after SLBMs acquired counterforce 
capacity (American Trident-2 missiles), the requirements for launch-on-
warning strike became more rigid, as the flight time of SLBM warheads 
reduced to 15-20 minutes. 

A danger has always remained that the sides may exchange acci-
dental or unintended nuclear strikes as a result of malfunction or incorrect 
assessment  of  data  from  missile  attack  warning  systems.  Even  if  all  the  
systems perform ideally, the state leadership would have only several mi-
nutes to make the most apocalyptic of all imaginable decisions, that is the 
decision to carry out a massive nuclear attack against the other super-
power. 

Of the nine nuclear-weapon states, only Russia and the US have 
concepts of launch-on-warning in their nuclear strategies and possess ade-
quate technical capacities to implement it. Other nuclear-weapon states 
have no significant counterforce capabilities as compared to the US or 
Russian force, and the two major nuclear powers do not need any launch-
on-warning strike concept for a retaliatory strike against them. Other 
countries do not possess by themselves the warning and control systems 
necessary for launch-on-warning, neither do they support their missiles in 
a state of adequate readiness for launch. 
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The US can carry out a launch-on-warning using land-based 
ICBMs. So can Russia, with the ICBMs of its Strategic Missile Forces and 
a part of SLBMs of submarines on alert in bases. 

Risks related to the concept of launch-on-warning. Plans and 
facilities for launch on warning prove undoubtedly that the two powers' 
strategic forces  have reached the highest level of organizational and tech-
nical development. At the same time, they cannot but be considered as the 
Cold War anachronism, and a most dangerous one. 

Firstly, in today's political environment, the possibility that the US 
and Russia carry out a disarming nuclear strike against each other, which 
is at the core of the launch-on-warning strategy, has virtually reduced to 
zero. 

Secondly, taking in consideration a completely different (compared 
to the Cold War times) level of stakes in any conceivable conflict between 
the two powers, there has been a drastic drop in the acceptable damage 
criteria. The threat of loosing one or several major cities is enough to pre-
vent a nuclear attack of one of the powers against the other. This no long-
er  requires  the major  part  of  strategic forces to  survive in case of  a  sup-
posed first strike of the adversary. 

Thirdly, after the collapse of the USSR, Russia's missile launches 
warning system has partially degraded, which resulted in higher risk of 
tardy warning of a nuclear strike or a faulty assessment of information and 
authorization of missile launch on false alarm with all the foreseeable ca-
tastrophic consequences. 

Fourthly, the survivability of strategic nuclear forces of the two 
powers increases rather than decreases. While the quantitative levels of 
their strategic forces are reducing, the US shifts an increasing part of its 
capacity to sea-based missile forces. As for Russia, it does not plan to 
scale down its programs of development of mobile land-based ICBMs and 
a new generation of SSBNs. 

Fifthly, the proliferation of nuclear weapons and missile technolo-
gies across the globe, including among irresponsible and unstable regimes 
and extremist groups will make accidental and provoking launches of bal-
listic and cruise missiles (especially sea-based ones9) and even nuclear 
terrorist attacks, including in the capitals of the great powers, more possi-
ble. Supporting SNF in the launch-under-attack mode in this environment 
can bring about spontaneous exchange of nuclear strikes. 

                                                
9 SLBMs  and  SLCMs  launched  from  ships,  vessels  and  submarines  are  

especially dangerous, as it is hard to identify the source nation to adequately reta-
liate. 
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Sixthly, keeping major missile forces in the state of a one-minute 
readiness for the strike against each other's territory seriously hampers 
strengthening the two powers' cooperation in countering new security 
threats in the 21st century, primarily the proliferation of WMD and its 
delivery means, international terrorism and the terrorists' striving to get 
access  to  nuclear  weapons.  In  particular,  such  standoff  of  launch  ready  
nuclear forces is incompatible with shared missile attack warning systems, 
not to mention common missile defense. 

Reasoning in favor of high readiness. Despite the above reason-
ing, Russia's and the US political and military communities strongly ob-
ject to proposals for the two powers to mutually renounce the launch-on-
warning strike concept. That would contradict conventional military logic, 
according to which higher readiness and the ability to carry out immediate 
retaliatory strike is an enormous advantage and the main task of military 
training and technical improvements in armed forces and equipment. 

Besides, there are a number of specific points in favor of this con-
cept. 

Firstly, when carrying out launch-under-attack strike, however com-
plicated this operation might be, missile attack warning and command-
control systems perform virtually in the peace-time mode, that is, they are 
fully operable, unlike the situation after adversary's nuclear strike. 

Secondly, if not launched after the warning from a missile launch 
warning system, silo-based ICBMs will be significantly weakened as a 
result  of  the US counterforce strike.  The US has a  superiority  in  this  re-
gard, as Russia's SNF rely more on vulnerable fixed ICBMs (and keeps 
most  of  submarines  at  bases,  and  the  aircraft,  concentrated  at  a  limited  
number of airfields). Besides, Russia’s counterforce capacity is not as sig-
nificant as that of the US SNF. 

Thirdly, the possibility of the US deploying multilayered missile 
defense and long-range high precision weapons in the long run makes the 
concept of launch-on-warning more valuable for Russia, as it would ena-
ble Russia to avoid the destruction of weapons and equipment at their 
bases and to saturate the enemy's defense systems. 

Fourthly, mutual renunciation of launch-on-warning strikes would 
either be unverifiable (like de-targeting agreements) or too difficult a task 
for negotiations, shall those be aimed at achieving a technically feasible, 
verifiable, economic and balanced agreement with the existing disparity in 
the two powers' forces. 

Fifthly, in a crisis, there may start a race to restore the readiness of 
the sides' forces, which would encourage the side having an advantage 
over the enemy to strike first. 
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The above reasoning should be taken into account. Yet, a consider-
able part of these points is a result of insufficiently profound analysis of 
stabilizing organizational and technical aspects of the issue. 

The concept of lowering combat readiness. First of all, if lower-
ing readiness to launch is to be agreed and verifiable organizational and 
technical measures, rather than a merely symbolic act, they entail quite 
complex hard negotiations. 

In principle, phased verifiable readiness lowering measures could 
be implemented for strategic offensive arms levels provided for by the 
START I Treaty and the 2002 Moscow Treaty on strategic offensive re-
ductions. At the same time, that would necessitate higher expenditures and 
be more time-consuming as compared to those required under the new 
START Treaty and possible agreements on further strategic offensive 
arms reductions to the level of 1000 warheads. 

However, the sides should not necessarily wait many years to agree 
upon lowering their SNF readiness and renounce the launch-on-warning 
concept in the context of the new START Treaty, as its implementation 
and negotiations on further reductions will take many years. Some prima-
ry steps can be taken rather quickly. 

In parallel with the commencement of consultations on verifiable 
organizational and technical measures to lower the readiness and with the 
discussion of draft agreement on high priority measures to prevent false 
alarm missile launches, it is imperative — as has already been stressed — 
to immediately revive the project of the Joint Center for the exchange of 
data on missile launches and to expand its functions in order to enable it to 
work in real time, that is to enable immediate exchange of data between 
Russia's and the US warning systems on any missile launches across the 
globe. 

Subsequently, the parties could agree upon inviting, on a mutual 
basis,  other  party's  officers  to  high  command  centers  during  full-scale  
SNF exercises, in order to demonstrate that operations related to launch-
on-warning strike is not part of the exercises. 

Technical measures to lower combat readiness. It is evident that 
for negotiating and technical measures to lower combat readiness, a fa-
vorable political environment and an atmosphere of mutual trust are 
needed. The fact that the majority of such technical measures have been 
discussed by experts while elaborating measures to prepare for the imple-
mentation of the START II Treaty providing for early deactivation of de-
livery means to be eliminated under the Treaty, may serve as another ar-
gument to this effect. 

There, deactivation meant bringing the elements of missile systems 
of each party from initial condition into a condition in which launch of 
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missiles is impossible without recostituting their initial condition. The 
time necessary for such recovery could vary and be extended gradually on 
a mutual, balanced and verifiable basis. 

The following ways of ICBMs deactivation were suggested: 
− Separating the upper stage; 
− Dismantling onboard power supply; 
− Dismantling gas generators that open the roofs of silo launchers; 
− Mechanical breakdown of pneumohydraulic final preparation 

and launch system. 
SLBMs deactivation methods, for obvious reasons, are only appli-

cable to the submarines in bases. There may be following possible me-
thods to lower SLBMs readiness for immediate launch: 

− Blocking the roof of SLBM launcher by welding; 
− Dismantling the upper stage of deployed SLBMs; 
− Removing SLBMs from their submarine launchers and storing 

them apart. 
All the described methods ensure full control over the technical 

status while the weapon and equipment on alert, as well as remote elec-
tronic monitoring, and do not hinder regular maintenance and repair. 

Aviation component of Russia's and the US triads are usually not 
viewed as linked with the launch-on-warning strike concept. Neverthe-
less, if missile readiness to launch is lowered deeply enough, one cannot 
exclude aviation from the set of measures of verifiable deactivation, as 
the flight time of a bomber (7-10 hours) would be less than the time ne-
cessary for reconstitution of  the initial alert status of the missiles. 

Deactivation measures based on principles of converting bombers 
for non-nuclear missions provided for by START I Treaty could be applied 
to the bombers. Deactivation of nuclear HBs should prevent their quick use 
without reconstitution  of their initial condition, as is the case with missiles. 
Such measures could include, for example, dismantling internal and exter-
nal launchers for missiles and bombs and storing them away from airbases 
(100 km), etc. 

It is estimated that depending on the initial quantity of strategic 
arms and the types of deactivation methods, the time necessary to recons-
titute all arms with lowered readiness can exceed 100 days. 

At  the  first  stage,  for  example,  the  two  countries'  SNF  could  be  
deactivated so that a maximum of 700 warheads remained ready for 
launch. That would initially deprive the US of the launch-on-warning  
capacity and reduce the quantity of such arms of Russia, which would be 
offset by the US's retaining more sea-based forces in the state of high rea-
diness. The latter, however, are not suitable for launch on warning, yet 
they do not need that in order to retain survivability. 
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Deactivation by removing upper stages from missiles could be to 
some extent difficult with the levels of nuclear armaments envisaged by 
START I, or even the Moscow Treaty on strategic offensive reductions, as 
the capacity of warheads storage facilities at ICBM bases are limited. With 
the level of warheads envisaged by the new START Treaty this deactivation 
method could be acceptable and easier to verify. 

At the next stage, the level of ready forces could be lowered to 
500 warheads, and subsequently to 300-200 warheads. Since such meas-
ures  cannot  be  applied  to  submarines  at  sea  and  mobile  ICBMs on  their  
patrolling route, it would be advisable to reduce the share of those outside 
their bases (reduce the so-called operational intensity). 

That would virtually eliminate counterforce threat to Russian 
ICBMs and make any plans of disarming strikes pointless. The two states' 
forces remaining in a state of readiness would only provide a capacity for 
a "deep" retaliatory strike by limited yet sufficient power in accordance 
with strategic stability principles. 

The main principle which should be complied with during mutual 
verifiable lowering of SNF readiness is that counterforce capacity of both 
sides should be reduced deeper than lowering the strategic forces readi-
ness to use (including launch-on-warning). This is the reason why the sur-
vivability of the forces remaining combat ready (mobile ICBMs, subma-
rines on alert at sea) is important. It is also necessary to eliminate motiva-
tion  for  a  preemptive  strike  in  a  crisis,  if  the  parties  engage  in  a  race  to  
reconstitute the readiness of their forces. 

The absence of  intermediate  and shorter  range missiles  due to the 
INF Treaty is conducive to the US-Russian and NATO-Russian TMD de-
velopment. Drastic reduction in alert rates and alerted weapons portion of 
strategic offensive forces would be conducive to the development of inte-
grated early warning and eventually global strategic BMD systems by the 
great powers and their allies.   

One  can  expect  that  in  the  US,  and  even  more  so  in  Russia,  the  
suggested measures would face strong opposition. To implement them, a 
considerably improved political climate is needed in the relations between 
the two powers. This should be attained through practical deeds, such as 
disarmament treaties and security cooperation, rather than political decla-
rations. 
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7. ENGAGING THIRD NUCLEAR WEAPON STATES IN 
THE STRATEGIC ARMS CONTROL 

 
 
Verifiable lowering of readiness can contribute to involving the third 

nuclear powers in arms limitation. It is almost impossible that the United 
Kingdom, France and the People's Republic of China join Russian-
American talks in the near future. The talks are normally based on the prin-
ciple of equality. Russia and the US will hardly agree to have equal levels 
with these three states, while the latter are very unlikely to be willing to co-
dify in a legally binding instrument the disparity in the levels of nuclear 
forces with the two leading forces. 

Should equal levels for launch ready nuclear forces be agreed in 
the context of mutual deactivation (for example, 200-300 warheads), Rus-
sia and the US will maintain a great superiority over other three countries 
due to "deactivated" missiles and aircraft. At the same time, the "minor 
three" will be equal to the two great powers in combat-ready armaments. 
Besides, the three mentioned states shall retain the formal right to build up 
their SNF with "deactivated" status. However, they will hardly do so, as it 
would be pointless to deploy additional technically non-combat-ready ar-
maments under other countries' monitoring. 

Yet, there is no need to wait till the above measures are imple-
mented, and the United Kingdom, France and possibly China could al-
ready be invited to undertake some of the transparency measures imple-
mented by Russia and the US under START I Treaty and to be further 
implemented under the new Treaty. These measures could be taken by any 
of these states either unilaterally, or under a multilateral agreement. Those 
include, for example, the following notifications: 

− On the structure, quantity and types of nuclear arms; 
− On planned changes in the structure and quantity of deployed 

nuclear weapons; 
− On locations of nuclear weapons production facilities; 
− On the commencement and completion of production of nuclear 

weapons; 
− On commissioning and decommissioning of nuclear weapons; 
− On conversion of delivery vehicles of nuclear weapons for non-

nuclear missions and vice versa; 
− On commencement and completion of flight tests of new types of 

nuclear weapons; 
− On the elimination of nuclear weapons; 
− On accidents with nuclear-weapons; 
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− On decommissioning of nuclear-weapons facilities for repair and 
modernization. 

The sides could also periodically invite inspections to their nuc-
lear-weapons sites in order to verify the mentioned notifications. These 
measures would have no bearing on the three states' nuclear deterrence 
capabilities, but would have positive impact on strategic stability and 
strengthen nuclear non-proliferation regime. 
 
 
 
8. PROLIFERATION OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS 

 
 
It is generally known that at the moment, there are nine states pos-

sessing nuclear weapons in the world. Of those, five (Russia, the US, Chi-
na, France and the United Kingdom) are official nuclear-weapon states 
under the NPT Treaty, and four (Israel, India, Pakistan and DPRK) have 
not been recognized as nuclear-weapon states under this Treaty. 

The non-NPT nuclear powers are in effect, regional ones, and de-
velop their nuclear forces in order to respond mainly to regional threats. In 
a number of cases, this enables them to pursue the policy of self-restraint. 
For instance, Israel has been refraining from developing long-range ballis-
tic missiles, although it does possess relevant technology. India and Pakis-
tan have not yet come near developing intercontinental ballistic missiles, 
though they do not renounce such plans. DPRK alone is trying to develop 
missiles that can reach the US territory. 

As for Russia, it has neither alliance obligations, nor clear nuclear 
adversaries in South Asia, Middle East and on the Korean Peninsula, 
which enables it to avoid traditional nuclear deterrence in relations with 
the states of these regions. Possible risks here are of either potential or 
non-traditional nature. For Russia, the Korean Peninsula is a neighboring 
region with which it has a common border. Russia has considerable inter-
est in the Middle East, which at the same time poses threat for both Rus-
sia's internal security and the security of its CIS allies. For this reason, the 
increasing number of regional nuclear-weapon states can make general 
strategic environment for Russia's security and interest in these regions 
significantly worse. 

Nuclear proliferation tendencies after the end of Cold War have 
had a more serious bearing on the interests of the US and China, than on 
those of Russia. India and DPRK have never viewed Russia as a threat, 
while China has historically posed such threat for India. North Korea 
technically remains at  war with Washington,  as  no peace treaty has ever  
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been signed between them after  the 1950s Korean War was over.  As for  
non-conventional threats related to nuclear proliferation, there are three 
major factors to be taken into account.  

Firstly, because of its vast territory and its vicinity to proliferation 
regions, Russia can suffer from the consequences of nuclear explosion 
near its borders, as well as from aborted missile launch or an interception 
of a missile over its territory. Secondly, the launch of a third countries' 
nuclear missiles (especially the sea-based ones or nuclear cruise missiles) 
can be perceived as a US strike, which theoretically might provoke a 
launch-on-warning strike against the US. Finally and most importantly, 
the proliferation of nuclear weapons among states increases the risk of its 
falling into the hands of non-state actors, including terrorist groups. 

In this regard, control over the security of nuclear arsenals in Pa-
kistan  and  DPRK is  a  matter  of  special  concern.  In  Pakistan,  radical  Is-
lamist groups that maintain contacts with the Taliban, may rise to power. 
Such regime could deliberately transfer nuclear devices to terrorist groups, 
including Al-Qaida. One cannot exclude the possibility of the loss of con-
trol as a result of regime change in Islamabad and Pyongyang. The loss of 
rigid centralized control in these countries could dramatically erode the 
level of protection of nuclear facilities and lead to the theft of nuclear ma-
terials, technologies and devices, or sale thereof by personnel of the rele-
vant production and storage facilities. As for DPRK, the attempts are also 
possible to secretly remove nuclear explosive devices from the country to 
circumvent some kind of agreement at the 6-party talks. In this case they 
can be concealed in Myanmar which maintains close ties with Pyongyang. 

Further nuclear weapons proliferation will become a major politi-
cal and psychological obstacle for the leading powers' deep nuclear dis-
armament, despite the fact that these two processes are not related direct-
ly,  at  least  with  the  strategic  offensive  arms  reduced  to  the  level  lower  
than 1000 warheads. However, the proliferation will have an indirect bear-
ing on strategic stability and the prospects of disarmament by creating 
strong motivation for developing missile defense, maintaining tactical 
nuclear weapons, widely deploying precision guided conventional wea-
pons, and using force for "counterproliferation". 

All the listed responses may strain the relations between the great 
powers,  if  implemented  unilaterally  (or  by  alliances)  and  without  the  
UNSC sanction. 

As for the great powers' deep nuclear disarmament, which requires 
strengthening strategic stability in the updated sense of the word, it is in-
dispensable for strengthening the NPT and non-proliferation regimes, and 
subsequently building a reliable regime of control over proliferation of 
missiles and missile technology. 
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9.  MISSILE TECHNOLOGY CONTROL REGIME 

 
 
There exists a kind of synergy of two military and technological 

processes: nuclear proliferation causes demand for missiles as the most 
efficient nuclear weapons delivery means, and missile proliferation 
creates material basis for giving regional and possibly global range to 
even a small nuclear capacity. 

Proliferation of missiles poses an increasing threat not only be-
cause they can be used to deliver nuclear weapons or other WMD. New 
technologies (especially space navigation) which in the near future may 
become accessible to many countries, considerably improve the accuracy 
of missiles, making it possible to carry out efficient strikes against critical 
facilities, including nuclear power plants. Nuclear power plants apart, 
modern cities are characterized by high concentration of hazardous pro-
duction facilities, which will increase manifold the damage caused by a 
conventional warhead and make it comparable to those caused by WMD. 

Missile and nuclear proliferation hinders the great powers' progress 
towards nuclear disarmament, or even motivates them to withdraw from 
the accords already achieved. In this vein, the US withdrew from the 
ABM Treaty, and Russia considered denouncing the INF Treaty after the 
failed joint US-Russian attempt to render it multilateral. This policy runs 
contrary to the nuclear powers' obligations under Article VI of the NPT 
Treaty and encourages non-nuclear-weapon states to oppose any to tigh-
tening of non-proliferation regime. 

Missile proliferation creates incentives for the US, and subsequent-
ly other powers to develop missile defense, and as the relations between 
them continue to be based on mutual nuclear deterrence, this destabilizes 
strategic balance and hinders negotiations on nuclear arms reductions. 

The improvement of high precision weapons as one of the major 
means of intercepting third countries' missiles and destroying their missile 
infrastructure has a similar effect of strategic stability. 

The expanding employment of spacecraft as support systems for 
the use of nuclear and conventional weapons (and as platforms for missile 
interceptors in the long run) triggers the development of ASAT weapons, 
which have already been demonstrated by the US, USSR/Russia and the 
People's Republic of China and which further aggravate strategic instabili-
ty. 
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Russia's  maintaining  its  TNW is  also  partly  accounted  for  by  the  
missile and nuclear proliferation across the world, but creates serious 
problems for politico-military relations between Russia and NATO, and 
subsequently possibly between the US and China, as well as between Rus-
sia and China. 

International cooperation in missile development. For a long time 
a number of countries have had strong cooperative ties in missile engi-
neering. Technologically advanced states performed R&D under the con-
tracts  with the states  which possessed financial  resources,  but  had no re-
search and production facilities of their own. To produce missiles in a 
country which developed them, missile engineering facilities were usually 
built and equipped, while other countries participants in the project con-
structed final assembly lines. The missiles were tested in any of the coun-
tries which had possibilities for holding such tests. 

Eventually, as many countries developed missile engineering ca-
pacities of their own, there was a relative decrease in the role of imported 
missile systems and technologies in these countries, although the role of 
such import is still rather important for many new technological compo-
nents. 

Iran's and North Korea's missile programs remain a matter of spe-
cial concern. In February 2009, Iran put its first national satellite Omid 
into orbit with the help of the liquid-propelled Safir-2 rocket. This satellite 
launch was primarily aimed at demonstrating to the world the extent of 
Iran's advances in technology enabling it to develop two-stage (and sub-
sequently three-stage) ballistic missiles and satellites. In May 2009, Iran 
tested Sejil-2 missile with a considerable range (over 2000 km), which 
was  presented  as  another  achievement.  Five  years  earlier,  in  Octo-
ber 2004, Iranian leadership stated that Iran had managed to expand the 
range of Shahab-3 missiles to 2000-3000 kilometers, as well as developed 
a two-stage Shahab-4 missile. Besides, it was announced that two more 
versions of Shahab missiles with a range of over 4000 kilometers were 
developed (Shahab-5 and Shahab-6 missiles)10. Although the last two 
statements have not been confirmed by tests, they show tendencies and 
intentions clearly enough. 

North Korea developed its Nodong-1 missile with the participation 
of Iran and Libya which acquired through brokers the necessary materials 
and technical means from the Western countries. It has a maximum range 
of 1300−1500 kilometers and a payload of 700−1000 kilograms. The next 
step of DPRK's missile program was Nodong-2 medium-range ballistic 

                                                
10See Iran Status Report. Centre for Strategic and International Studies.  

11 August 2009 (http://csis.org/files/publication/090812_iranbrief.pdf). 
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missile, with an extended range of over 2000 kilometers. By now, North 
Korea has commissioned about 1000 ballistic missiles. Those include 
about 670−690 Scud missiles of different types and about 320 medium-
range Nodong missiles11. Besides, there are Taepodong-1 missiles which 
are three-stage version of Nodong-2 missile, and Taepodong-2 with a 
range of 6000-8000 kilometers and a payload of up to 1000 kilograms; 
with both of them at different stages of development. 

Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) was established 
over two decades ago initiated by the G7 countries — Canada, France, 
Germany, Italy, Japan, the United Kingdom and the US — in order to re-
duce the threat of missile proliferation. At the moment, 34 countries, in-
cluding Russia, participate in the regime. However, it is alarming, that the 
countries in relation to which there are serious concerns in terms of their 
political and military intentions, have not yet become MTCR members. 

The regime, as is known, is not a legally binding instrument, it 
provides for voluntary accepting MTCR provisions by states which share 
the missile non-proliferation principles. The main purpose set forth in the 
MTCR Guidelines is "to limit the risks of proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction... by controlling transfers". They are also intended to 
"limit the risk of controlled items and their technology falling into the 
hands of terrorist groups and individuals"12. 

Quite often, in practical implementation of MTCR restrictions 
there emerge sensitive conflict situations arising from the source or direc-
tion of supplies. In general, MTCR regime rests on the states' voluntary 
adherence to the adopted understanding with regard to what can and what 
cannot be exported. It is evident that opinion of one of the regime mem-
bers on the purposes of the recipient state's missile and space program 
may not be shared by other regime members. Not all the countries share 
information on national decisions on restrictions under national lists in a 
full and timely manner. 

Unfortunately, the regime has not been able to prevent a consider-
able number of states from getting access to missiles since its inception. 
This applies primarily to those whose policy has been a matter of serious 
concern for the international community, that is Iran, Iraq, and Syria. Be-
sides, during its lifetime of over 20 years, only one sixth of the world's 

                                                
11 See Оружие России /Каталог вооружения, военной и специальной 

техники (Weapons of Russia / Catalogue of arms, military and special equipment; 
web-site in Russian http://www.arms-expo.ru/site.xp/ 0550570521240570510 
50053.html). 

12Guidelines for Sensitive Missile-Relevant Transfers (www.vertic.org/ 
assets/nim_docs/MTCR%20Documents/ Guidelines/ MTCR% 20Guidelines% 
20(en).pdf). 
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states have joined MTCR. For instance, in a vast Asia region where mis-
sile threat is great, there only three countries are members of the regime, 
those are Japan, Korea and Turkey. It should be remembered that beside 
different legal status, unlike the NPT Treaty, MTCR does not prohibit 
possession of certain technologies and items, but restricts their export on-
ly. 

At the moment, seven states possess medium-range missiles (with 
a range of 1000−5500 kilometers), including five nuclear-weapon states 
(the People's Republic of China, India, Pakistan, Israel, DPRK), as well as 
Iran and Saudi Arabia. There are about 30 countries that possess opera-
tional-tactical missiles (with a range of up to 1000 kilometers); among 
others those include Egypt, Syria, Libya, Yemen, Turkey and South Ko-
rea. 

Unsatisfactory situation in this field was one of the reasons why 
MTCR members proposed an initiative which took the form of the Inter-
national Code of Conduct (ICOC) against Ballistic Missile Proliferation. 
This document was adopted in November 2002 in The Hague and signed 
by 93 countries. At the moment, over 120 states have acceded to it. 

Unlike MTCR, the Code of Conduct, the adoption of which was 
viewed as a step forward in the elaboration of MTCR fundamental prin-
ciples, is mainly a political document. The Code of Conduct includes an 
important provision urging the members to reduce national holdings of 
missiles, in the interest of global and regional peace and security, which is 
a more radical step as compared to recommendations to limit missile ca-
pabilities and exports13. It envisages exchange of pre-launch notifications 
on ballistic missile and space vehicle launches and test flights. 

Nevertheless, Russian proposal to render the Code of Conduct le-
gally binding gained no support, as due to the limited number of subscrib-
ing states and insufficient legal framework of the Code of Conduct it 
could not serve as a basis for a treaty, addressing the issue of missile pro-
liferation. Neither did American proposals to attribute a number of supra-
national functions to MTCR, which faced Russia's opposition. 

Prospects of improving the efficiency of the missile non-
proliferation regime. The existing system of restrictions on proliferation 
of missiles and missile technologies does not make it possible to efficient-
ly limit the development of means of delivery of nuclear weapons and 
other weapons of mass destruction — especially by states with unpredict-

                                                
13 See International Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile Prolifera-

tion. A/57/724 (http://documents-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N03/240/ 
44/img/N0324044.pdf?OpenElement). 
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able regimes — either through cooperation with foreign countries or with 
their own capabilities. 

Yet, attempts to create new obstacles to that in addition to MTCR 
were made as early as over a decade ago, when in 1999 the President of 
Russia proposed an initiative to establish a Global Control System. The 
concept of that system included a number of provisions concerning trans-
parency, including a voluntary obligation to provide information on pre-
pared and carried out launches of ballistic missiles and space launch ve-
hicles. Assistance in developing national space programs was proposed as 
an incentive for the states limiting or renouncing missiles as delivery 
means of weapons. Besides, it contained an essential element, a promise 
to provide security assurances to the states which renounced their missile 
capacities. 

There are a number of major outstanding challenges to streng-
thening MTCR. Besides ballistic missiles, the regime applies to a vast 
range of cruise missiles of any type of basing and unmanned air ve-
hicles (UAV). As for UAVs, for example, thanks to new technologies 
in the field of materials, engines, control and guidance systems there 
exist so many types of UAVs (drones) and they differ so much in 
terms of weight and size (up to tiny ones), that presently, it appears 
almost impossible to resolve the problem of establishing an acceptable 
system of control over their limitations thereof, including export con-
trols. 

In this context, there may be several ways to improve the efficien-
cy of the missile non-proliferation regime, varying from enhancing the 
status of MTCR and ICOC, to elaborating a treaty uniting these two doc-
uments. The efficiency of this new treaty could be improved via including 
in it restrictions of missile systems production and measures to ensure 
their safety in order to prevent them from falling into the hands of terror-
ists (this concerns especially cruise missiles and UAV). An agreed list of 
restricted missile systems and parameters thereof could be annexed to the 
treaty. This annex could include a fundamentally modified existing tech-
nical annex to MTCR Guidelines, providing for restrictions with regard to 
designations (models) of existing and developed missiles, as well as to 
specific parameters of missile systems and technologies. 

A treaty could rest on many of the existing concepts which have 
not been used so far. For example, the obligation to notify any missile and 
space vehicle launches, as well as sharing information on existing arsenals 
of ballistic and cruise missiles with certain specifications. Besides, a treaty 
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could make it possible to expand restrictions from suppliers of missile 
equipment to its recipients.14 

In  parallel  with that  it  would be advisable to  begin — well  in  ad-
vance and aiming at a longer term — drafting a more comprehensive trea-
ty integrating the provisions of MTCR, ICOC and Global Control System 
and serving as a framework of a new global and legally binding regime 
codified in an international agreement on the non-proliferation of missiles 
and missile technologies similar to the NPT Treaty. This treaty could have 
a regularly updated and agreed list of restricted missile systems and their 
specifications as its annex. It should contain all technical definitions of the 
subject of the agreement, confidence-building measures, mechanisms for 
verification of compliance, identification of violations, application of 
sanctions for violations, and ways to settle disputes. 

Joint actions by Russia and the US are essential for such process. 
The current low efficiency of MTCR is to a great extent the result of pe-
riodical political differences and tension in the bilateral relations. It is only 
stable and close cooperation or, better yet, partnership that can remedy the 
low efficiency of MTCR and some other multilateral regimes of ensuring 
and strengthening common security. 
 
 
 
 
CONCLUSIONS 

 
 
1. After the end of Cold War in a fundamentally different politico-

military situation, in an epoch of globalization and interdependence of 
states, the ideas of strategic stability have considerably expanded in light 
of new threats and destabilizing factors. The latter include proliferation of 
WMD, especially nuclear weapons, the threat of nuclear terrorism, proli-
feration of missile technologies and extended-range missiles, regional 
armed conflicts which can unpredictably escalate and spread outside the 
region. 

At the same time, as ideological hostility, confrontation and global 
geopolitical rivalry have become a matter of the past, there appear new 
opportunities for accords and cooperation of the leading powers. 

                                                
14 See Дворкин В. Ракетное распространение, мониторинг пусков и 

противоракетная оборона (Dvorkin V. Missile proliferation, monitoring of 
launches and missile defense (Text in Russian 
http://www.carnegie.ru/ru/pubs/media/9170Dvorkin-report.doc). 
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2. Even in the new environment, strategic stability should not have an 
infinitely broad interpretation, if it is to remain a clear basis of common inter-
ests and actions of the powers in their politico-military relations. 

It is obvious that preventing nuclear conflicts of any scale and 
arms race remains the main mutual interest. Strategic stability is in-
tended to maintain such strategic relations of the sides that would best 
serve this interest. All this should be attained primarily through treaties 
on phased nuclear disarmament and on developing security cooperation. 

3. As compared to the Cold War era, the current and future concept 
of strategic stability requires significant adjustment. 

Firstly, if the assured mutual ability to carry out a retaliatory strike 
remains the core of stability, it may in the future significantly lower the cri-
teria of damage and make the requirements of fulfilling this task less rigid. 
Such mutual ability does not require equality in all forms of traditionally 
planned nuclear strikes. An approximate balance in warheads of launch 
ready weapons will be a sufficient "insurance policy" of security. The con-
cept of approximate equality of the sides' counterforce and launch-on-
warning strike capability can be abandoned as the sides renounce such op-
erational concepts and means of their implementation. 

Secondly,  as  soon  as  Russia  and  the  US  reduce  their  SNF  to  the  
level of about 1000 warheads under any follow-on-treaty, the bilateral 
balance of strategic forces will become a multilateral one and will make it 
necessary to look for ways to involve third nuclear powers, and subse-
quently non-NPT nuclear-weapon states. 

Thirdly, the speed of proliferation of WMD and its delivery means 
has become a pivotal factor affecting stability. Consequently, the concepts 
and measures to strengthen the regimes of NPT and control over prolifera-
tion of missiles and missile technologies should serve as additional key 
pillars of stability. 

Fourthly, the proliferation of nuclear weapons and their delivery 
means sets a major and a most difficult task of integrating missile early 
warning and missile defense systems (first, TMD, and later a strategic 
missile defense) into the context of strategic stability. Besides, it would be 
still more complicated to involve the great powers' allies and partners, as 
well as responsible neutral states in those systems. 

Fifthly, compatibility of strategic stability and the leading powers' 
developing long-range precision weapons to be used in local conflicts, 
should be ensured through arms control and confidence-building meas-
ures. 

Sixthly, the development of space weapons which would under-
mine stability should be prevented. 
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4.  It  has  to  be  recognized  that  in  the  US,  Russia  and  other  coun-
tries, there is a strong opposition to new treaties on disarmament and mili-
tary cooperation of the states. In some cases this is also accounted for by 
specific features of political situation within a given country. 

In Russia, such opposition is especially strong (although not 
shaped as political parties), as nuclear weapons are viewed as the main 
guarantee of the national security and a requisite of the great power status 
in the context of increasingly poly-centered international relations. 

5. In order to improve the attitude towards nuclear disarmament in 
Russia, the US needs to convincingly demonstrate with real steps in its 
military and nuclear policy, rather than mere declarations, that it considers 
nuclear disarmament as a means of strengthening international security, 
and not the way to enhance their superiority in state-of-the-art military 
technology and systems (missile defense, high precision weapons, space, 
general purpose forces, etc.). 

In  particular,  the  new  START  Treaty,  due  to  specific  counting  
rules, will provide for the minimal real reductions in the US strategic mis-
siles, submarines and bombers. The major part of the reduced warheads 
will  be  transferred  to  storage  facilities,  while  the  other  part  will  not  be  
counted as "operationally deployed". For this reason, the subsequent trea-
ty should envisage real elimination of a substantial number of strategic 
delivery vehicles and preferably (possibly under separate agreements) of 
warheads as well. 

A unilaterally deployed missile defense system (even if it does not 
undermine Russia's deterrence capability) will notably increase mistrust 
and differences between Russia and the US and hinder further disarma-
ment and consolidation of efforts in countering new threats. The US and 
NATO should fully renounce unilateral steps in this field and involve 
Russia in making all decisions pertaining to the assessment of threats and 
development of missile defense systems. It would also be advisable to 
ensure such transparency with regard to the deployed missile defense sys-
tems and such predictability with regard to their development programs 
that would be compatible with those applicable to strategic offensive arms 
under the new Treaty. 

This  does not  imply Russia’s  veto over  the US and NATO policy 
and programs in that area, but would reflect genuine interest in involving 
Russia in a cooperative defense policy, without which any non-
proliferation strategy and defense system would have limited efficiency.  

Such measures will help to allay Russia's suspicions concerning the 
US intentions; they will also facilitate eliminating other obstacles to joint 
development, deployment and use of missile defense systems by the US, 
Russia and their allies. 
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Destabilizing influence of high precision non-nuclear weapons is 
often exaggerated. However, this threat has become a priority for Russia, 
which is reflected in its new Military Doctrine adopted in 2010. 

The United States should stop ignoring this circumstance and pay 
the most serious attention to it. As the US has been pioneer and leader in 
this field of military and technical development, it is up to them to com-
mence substantive consultations on this matter, to prove that high preci-
sion weapon systems are not aimed against Russia, and to propose arms 
limitation, transparency and confidence-building measures. Otherwise, it 
will be unrealistic to expect Russia's cooperation in nuclear disarmament, 
non-proliferation and other matters of international security. 

To conclude, it should be stressed once again that after the end of 
Cold War, in order to settle new differences in the field of security, a unity 
of political stances of the leading powers, primarily the US and Russia, on 
key issues, and their practical cooperation, should become an absolute 
priority in countering new threats to security in the early XXIst century. 
No unilateral weapon programs can substitute for such unity and coopera-
tion, they can rather lead to a notable deterioration of the security situation 
in some cases. And the other way round, the great powers' unity of posi-
tions and genuinely taking in consideration each other's interests, in many 
cases will be more efficient than new military technologies, arms and de-
fense programs. 
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ABBREVIATIONS 
 
 
ABM Treaty Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty 
ASAT anti-satellite weapons 
ASW anti-submarine warfare 
CFE Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe 
CIS Commonwealth of Independent States 
CTBT Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty 
DPRK Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 
FMCT  Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty 
GBI ground-based interceptor 
GCS Global Control System 
HB heavy bomber 
ICBM intercontinental ballistic missile 
ICOC International Code of Conduct against Ballistic Mis-

sile Proliferation 
INF Treaty Treaty Between the United States of America and 

the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Eli-
mination of their Intermediate-Range and Shorter-
Range Missiles 

IMEMO  RAN Institute of World Economy and International Rela-
tions Russian Academy of Sciences 

IRBM intermediate-range ballistic missile  
JDEC Joint Data Exchange Center 
LOW launch on warning 
LUA launch under attack 
МIRV multiple independently targeted reentry vehicle 
MRBM medium-range ballistic missile 
MTCR Missile Technology Control Regime 
NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
NPT Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 
NTI “Nuclear Threat Initiative, Inc.” 
NTMs national technical means of verification 
OAE Operation Active Endeavour 
PSI Proliferation Security Initiative  
R&D research and development 
SLBM submarine-launched ballistic missile 
SLCM  sea-launched cruise missile 
SNF strategic nuclear forces 
SOSUS sound surveillance system  
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SSBN nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarine  
START I Treaty between the United States of America and 

the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Re-
duction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, 
1991 

START II Treaty between the United States of America and 
the Russian Federation on Further Reduction and 
Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, 1993 

TMD theatre missile defense 
TNW tactical nuclear weapons 
UAV unmanned air vehicle 
UN SC United Nations Security Council 
WMD weapons of mass destruction 
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Russian Academy of Sciences (RAN) 
Alexei G. Arbatov, Head of the Center for International Security of IM-
EMO RAN, Corresponding member RAN 
Vladimir G. Baranovski, Deputy Director of IMEMO RAN, Correspond-
ing member RAN  
Vladimir S. Belous, Principal Research Associate, Center for International 
Security, IMEMO RAN, Major General (rtd) 
Vladimir Z. Dvorkin, Chief Researcher, Center for International Security, 
IMEMO RAN, Major General (rtd) 
Victor I. Yesin, First Vice-President of Academy of Security, Defense, 
Law and Order, Colonel General (rtd) 
Natalia I. Kalinina, Chief Researcher, Center for International Security, 
IMEMO RAN 
Alexander N. Kalyadin, Chief Researcher, Center for International Securi-
ty, IMEMO RAN 
Victor S. Koltunov, Deputy Director, Institute of Strategic Stability, Ma-
jor General (rtd) 
Victor I. Litovkin, Associate Editor, Nezavisimoe Voennoe Obozrenie 
newspaper 
Victor I. Mizin, Principal Research Associate, Center for International 
Security, IMEMO RAN 
Yevgeni V. Miasnikov, Principal Research Associate, Center for Arms 
Control, Energy and Environmental Studies, Moscow Institute of Physucs 
and Technology 
Sergey K. Oznobishchev, Head of Sector, Center for International Securi-
ty, IMEMO RAN 
Alexander A. Pikaev, Head of Department, Center for International Secu-
rity, IMEMO RAN  
Alexander  V.  Radchuk,  Adviser  to  the  Head  of  the  General  Staff  of  the  
Armed Forces of the Russian Federation 
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Roland M. Timerbaev, Ambassador, former Permanent Representative of 
the USSR and Russia to the international organizations in Vienna 
Pyotr V. Topychkanov, Senior Researcher, Center for International Secu-
rity, IMEMO RAN 
Anatoly D. Tsyganok, Head of Center for Military Forecasting 
Alexander A. Sharavin, Director of the Institute for Political and Military 
Analysis 


	− Survival capacity of strategic offensive arms;
	− Survival capacity of strategic offensive arms;
	− Anti-ballistic missile systems (ABM systems);
	− Nuclear weapons of third countries;
	– Tactical nuclear arms;
	− Conventional precision guided weapons;
	− Space weapons;
	− Anti-submarine warfare (ASW).
	Survivability of strategic offensive arms. As noted above, strategic stability primarily depends on the characteristics of the nuclear triad structure and the parameters of arms in these structures.
	In the case of the USSR, up to the mid-1980s the nuclear parity to the United States was secured by fixed missile systems with MIRV (multiple independently targetable reentry vehicles). These missile systems ensured a sufficiently high retaliatory strike capability, due to their engineering robustness. At the same time, the US viewed them as  destabilizing considering their high counterforce capability and low survivability. High concentration of reentry vehicles on these intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) made it possible to destroy up to 10 warheads with one or two warheads. The fear of losing these missiles could push the opponent towards a launch-under attack strike or even a preemptive strike and therefore drastically destabilizes the situation.


