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Preface

In nuclear mattersmorethan inany other political area, perceptionshavetheforce of
law. The most concrete nuclear technology would count for little without the
extremely sophisticated theories of uncertainty that form the basis of any nuclear
deterrence strategy. Y et for the last few years both the technologica and intellectua
worlds of deterrence, as mankind has known it snce 1945, have beenin turmoil on
al continents.

It is above dl the United States that is setting the tone. George W. Bush's
determination to develop anti-missile defencesis merely the visble aspect of new
American agitation over its drategic posture. Why, in recent years, has US
perception of the globa nuclear equation undergone such upheava? Why is the
Adminigration convinced of the urgent necessity for a complete overhaul of the
internationa Strategic system? Neither an analyss of the threat nor technologica
capabilities provide adequate answers to these questions.

Certainly, nuclear and baligtic proliferation have been advancing steedily since the
collapse of the Soviet system, and it would be foolhardy not to be concerned about
this. None the less, given that proliferators present more of a threat to European
territory than to the United States, and since Chinaiis officidly left out of America's
rationae, the Strategic reasoning behind anti- missile defence programmesisviewed
with scepticism by many Europeans. Moreover, proliferation can appear to be as
much the possible effect as the cause of NMD, which can therefore be seen asa
cure that is worse than the allment. The relationship between proliferation and
defence is in fact awesomey complex: if implementation of American anti-missle
defence programmesimplies de facto a new nuclear aams race for some, ingenious
new ways of penetrating those defencesfor othersand greater strategicingtability for
al, will not the necessity for defences then become even more evident, indeed
irrefutable?

The current redlity of technologica breskthroughsis one of falure asfar as dl the
tests carried out since the time of the Clinton administration are concerned.
However, it isreasonabl e to suppose that the hugeinvetment in anti- missle sysems
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meade by the Adminigtration in American companieswill haveinca culable effectson
al of the aerogpace indudtry, in particular civil and military uses of space: interms of
their comparative advantage for America, notably vis-avis European industry, the
benefits could in the future be decisive. It istherefore hard to see how what is good
for Americawould aso be good for its European dlies, if only interms of industria
competition, knowing that the sharing of technology isfar from standard practicein
American government culture.

Thereislagtly the question of palitica motives. Curioudy, this country that invented
the most democratic socid contract imaginable istoday applying no lessformidable
energiesto undoing theweb of multilatera agreementsand contractsthat governthe
functioning of internationa society — or at least freeing Americaitsdlf from al the
condraints of the system. Again in the area of draegic regulation, American
repulson concerns multilatera agreements (refusd to Sgnthe CTBT, for example) as
well asthe legacy of US-Russian bilateral arms control (determination to leave the
ABM Tresaty). This fever over sovereignty, which is fudled by a Utopian faith in

technology that is so dear to American society, has now been brought to aclimax by
the new Bush adminigration. Theamisto free Americafromal itsconstraintswhile
at the sametimeincreasing itsrange of strategic options. atraditiona nuclear option,
maximal conventiona power (the RMA), deterrence and defence; in short, alittle of
everything but as decided by Washington done. Hence the s multaneous fashion for
unilaterd disarmament proposas, concerning, for instance, strategic weagpons. At this
stage of developments in America, one is even entitled to wonder whether this
rejection of negotiated congtraints will not dso goply to dliances themsalves, which
would lose their vaue as permanent arrangements and become a pool of more or
less ad hoc voluntary coditions and a fertile ground for promoting the latest

American technology.

The huge media campaign launched by Washington to convince the world of the
universal benefits of its anti-missile projectsis, however, not the easest part of the
current American revolution. Already, the defection of Republican Senator James
Jeffords limits the Bush adminigration’s room for manoeuvre and makes drategic
issues subject to the internd political bargaining that isinherent in any cohabitation.
Nor will it be easy to sdll to Americal s partner countries, even its closest dlies, the
ideathat strategic deregulation should paradoxicaly becometheruleininternationd
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relations in future. Yet without that support, is it not possible that America will
become nothing more than a *rich, lonesome cowboy’ ?

In addition to theimmediate questions of American anti- missle defence, thisChaillot
Paper attemptsto examinedl aspectsof thisstrategic revolution inthe making—and
itsinternational consequences. Under the editorship of Burkard Schmitt, aresearch
fellow at the Indtitute, leading European, American and Chinese specidists accepted
our invitation to contribute their analyses of the future of nuclear wegpons and what
has been for long termed internationd strategic Sability.

For members of the European Union, the challenge will be, once again, to act in
concert. The conclusion of this paper, by Burkard Schmitt and Camille Grand,
includes suggested e ements of acommon European position on the question of anti-
missile defence and nuclear deterrencein generd. It is certainly no accident that the
co-authors of this concluson are German and French.

Nicole Gnesotto
Paris, June 2001

Vi



| ntroduction

Burkard Schmitt

During the Cold War, nuclear wegpons dominated international relaions
and military drategies. Because of ther pre-eminence and omnipresence,
they became the symbol of East-West confrontation.

It is thus not surprising tat the end of the Cold War saw a marked decline
in the importance of the ‘ultimate wegpon’. During the early 1990s, even an
end to the nuclear era did not seem out of the question: massive reductions
in nuclear arsends, the creation of new nuclear wegponfree zones (NWFZ)
and the indefinite extenson of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Wegpons (NPT) dl seemed to indicate the posshility of a world
that would be increasingly less nuclear or even ultimately denuclearised.

That vison turned out to be premature, however. Certainly, nuclear weap-
ons are less relevant today than during the confrontation between the two
blocs. The drategic redity is nevethdess much more sombre than was
hoped ten years ago: risks of the use of weagpons of mass dedruction in
regiond crises have risen; the disssmament process is hed up by the
maximaist dams of the abalitionigs on the one hand and the hedtation of
the nuclear powers on the other; the non-proliferation regime is cdled into
question by the revisonist ambitions of some and the partid disengagement
of others, and anti-missle defences could revolutionise the drategic
equation by precipitating a new race between offence and defence.

In short, the end of the Cold War was merely the end of a chapter and not of
the higory of nuclear wegpons. Strategic sability, which was based on a
balance between the two superpowers, has disgppeared, the nuclear land-
cape is undergoing a radicd transformation and many imponderables are
meking the Stuatiion more complex, and in certain respects more dangerous,
than in the past.

Tranquillised by the virtud disgppearance of the nudear dimenson from
their own security policies, Europeans have for long underestimated, or even
ignored, that redity. American plans for a Nationa Missle Defence (NMD)
have reminded them of the continuing relevance of nuclear issues. Europe is
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thus facing a new nuclear debate that it would have preferred to Sdestep but
IS now too important for it to aostain from.

What makes this dtuation dl the more ddicate is that nuclear wegpons have
traditionally been an issue on which Europeans are divided. The divergences
between nuclear and non-nuclear powers, on the one hand, and the multi-
plicity of deterrent concepts (British, French and NATO), on the other, are
today less visble but neverthdess Hill exist. If to that one adds the sengtiv-
ity of public opinion in most European countries and the predominance of
the Bakans in the security debate in Europe, it is easy to undersand why
the EU has up till now developed its CFSP and ESDP on the explicit
understanding that they exclude nuclear questions (with the exception of
non-proliferation, in which the EU played a part in preparation for the 1995
and 2000 NPT conferences).

Given the possble implications of anti-missle defences for internationa
relaions in generd, and the nudear eguation in particular, this sdf-imposed
redriction on EU policy seems largely outdated. American ambitions could
well have serious consequences for deterrence, disamament and non
proliferation. If the Europeans wish to have a say in a debate that directly
concerns the security of ther continent, they will be obliged not only to
goesk with one voice and act through the Union, but aso to examine
together all aspects of the nuclear question.

It is with that in mind tha the Inditute decided to publish this Chaillot
Paper. Eight wdl-known experts have contributed to this work, whose am
Is precisgly not to redtrict itsdf to a discusson of Bdligic Missle Defence
(BMD) but rather to cover the whole spectrum of nuclear problems. The
firg two contributions follow a functional approach, whereas the others ded
with issues region by region.

In the firgt chapter, Thérése Delpech ponders how important the changes in
the role of nuclear wegpons over the last ten years have redly been. She
examines the various, and in some ways contradictory, developments that

1 See Camille Grand, ‘The European Union and the non-proliferation of nuclear

weapons', Chaillot Paper 37 (Paris. Institute for Security Studies of WEU, January
2000).



Burkard Schmitt 3

have occurred in different parts of the world. Finaly, she asks what the new
conditions for strategic sability in a‘second nuclear age’ are.

In the second chapter, Hardd Muller looks a aspects of arms control and
non-proliferation. He shows how, today, these two concepts are being called
into question but why they are neverthdess 4ill vaid. Anaysing factors that
will determine the future course of events, he stresses the specid importance
of American policy and Europe' s specific interests in these aress.

Robert A. Manning considers the nuclear weapons policy of the United
States in the third chapter. He shows that the US debate is not limited to
BMD, and explains the various positions taken on nuclear weapons. He aso
andyses US difficulties in adapting to drategic changes, and the eements
that will help define a new nudlear doctrine.

In the fourth chapter, Lawrence Freedman dedls with deterrence in Europe.
He firs andyses draegic deveopments over the lagt fifty years and shows
the extent to which nuclear wegpons have been sddined since the end of
the Cold War. He concludes by looking a the implications of NMD for
European interests and the raison d’ étre of nuclear deterrence in Europe.

In the fifth chapter, Dmitri Trenin discusses the Studtion in Russa He
andyses the former superpower’s difficulties in the face of the chdlenges of
budgetary condgraints, weskness in conventional forces and American plans
for a BMD. He then explans how Moscow is trying to ded with these
problems and the direction that Russian nuclear policy might take.

Findly, Brad Roberts and Shen Dingli andyse the nucler equetion in Asa
The two authors reved the complexity of a continent in which nuclear
wegpons play a crucid role and nuclear risks are as serious as they are
numerous. They then show the specid importance of Sno-American
relations for strategic stability in this part of the world.

The text by Brad Robets and Shen Dingli is for the Inditute ground-
bresking: for the first time we have invited an Adan author to contribute to
one of our publications. The experience is egpecidly interesting since here a
Chinee expet gives his view dongsde an American. At a time when
relaions between these two powers could change from gtrategic partnership
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to drategic rivdry, this academic cooperation on such a sendtive subject
seems of particular importance,

It is ds0 a novdty for the conclusons of a Chaillot Paper to be co-authored.
By involving Camille Grand, a second expert of a different nationdity, the
editor of this paper has wished to emphasise its European spirit. Indeed, the
am is not only to sum up the findings of the preceding chapters but aso,
and in paticular, to formulate conclusons for the European Union. By
ending with a catadogue of practicd recommendations, we hope to hep
launch afruitful debate on a difficult and challenging subject.



Chapter One

NUCLEAR WEAPONS: LESSCENTRAL, MORE DANGEROUS?

Thérése Delpech

.1 A dynamic strategic context

In July 1953, Robert Oppenheimer published an article in Foreign Affairs
which began with the following sentence: ‘It is posshble that in the large
light of history, if indeed there is to be higtory, the atomic bomb will gppear
not very different than in the bright light of the fird aomic exploson'.
Through the radicd increase in firepower it represented, the nuclear weapon
transformed warfare even before it brought the Second World War to an
end. By making possbhle a scde of dedruction in the heat of enemy
territory out of proportion to any gains that might be achieved by war, it
dramatically enhanced the drategic dgnificance of bombers that Giulio
Douhet had foreseen some years earlier. The bomb, which diminated any
hope of conventiond retdiation, thus became for many the ultimate weapon
that had been sought for so long. In other words, a the end of the Second
World War it gave the United States overwheming, unchalenged power,!
smply because it was the world's sole nuclear state, there being as yet no
proliferation, intercontinental ballistic missles or nuclear stockpiles.

By the time Oppenhemer’s aticle was published, the Stuation had aready
evolved. Granted, the aams race with the USSR was just beginning, there
having been only three Soviet nudear tests thus far, with fissle materia
production in an early stage, and with Moscow some four years behind
Washington. Be that as it may, there were now two nuclear adversaries who

1 When President Truman informed Stalin that the United States possessed a new
weapon, at Potsdam in 1945, it does not seem that he grasped the extent to which this
weapon could act as a force multiplier. Stalin for his part did not initially understand
the fundamental change that nuclear weapons were going to make to his relations with
Washington. It was only when the American arsenal grew and nuclear weapons were
deployed close to the USSR that ‘realism’ made some headway in the Soviet Union.
Just as the United States quickly lost its decisive advantage in this domain, so the pre-
sent technological gap between the United States and the rest of the world may be
deceptive.
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possessed both versions of the nuclear wegpon (A (fisson) and H (fusion)),
and this had aready led to a profound shift in the drategic environment. The
firda Soviet thermonuclear test took place in July 1953 just as Robert
Oppenheimer’s article appeared. However, mutud nuclear deterrence dated
back to 1949. Consequently, even the dightest posshility of nuclear
retdliation gradualy induced politica leaders to be most cautious in ther
use of nuclear threats? There is ample higtoricd evidence of this evolution
because whilst the 1950s witnessed five nuclear crises, there was only one
in the 1960s (the most serious), and a last one in 1973 during the Yom
Kippur War.

In many ways, the Koreen War was the first proving ground for nuclear
policy, with Presdents Truman and Eisenhower adopting two different
approaches. Truman refused to use the nuclear threat as advocated by
Generd MacArthur, whilst Eisenhower declared in 1953 that the United
States would use ‘dl avalable means, which seemingly contributed to the
dgning of the amidice. Just one year laer, & the time of Dien Bien Phy,
the posshility of usng nuclear wegpons as a warfighting gambit was again
a subject for debate in Washington, quickly terminated by President
Eisenhower. In 1956, during the Suez crisis, it was Moscow that brandished
the nuclear threat. Nuclear wegpons came agan into the picture in 1958
during the criss over the Quemoy and Matsu idands. The most serious
nuclear crisgs (the Cuban missle criss) was to occur four years later, in
September-October 1962. This was the closest the world has ever come to a
nuclear exchange. Thereafter, in 1965 and 1966, US bombing in North
Vietnam raised fears of renewed nuclear tenson with the USSR and China,
but it did not materidise. Findly, in 1973 US nuclear forces were put on
det when the Soviets threastened to intervene in the Middle East during the
Yom Kippur War. In short, after two eventful decades in the 1950s and

2 The first writings on nuclear weapons date from 1946; in particular Bernard Brodie,

The Ultimate Weapon (New York: Harcourt, 1946) and John Viner, ‘The Implication
of the Atomic Bomb for International Relations’, Proceedings of the American Phi-
losophical Society, January 1946. In 1960, Herman Kahn published On Thermonuclear
War (Princeton, NJ. Princeton University Press, 1960). On the development of Soviet
thinking on nuclear weapons, see the works of Fritz Ermarth and William Odom, but
also Honoré M. Catudal, Soviet Nuclear Strategies from Stalin to Gorbachev (New
Jersey: Atlantic Highlands, 1988); Raymond Garthoff, Deterrence and the Revolution
in Military Doctrine (Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution, 1990); and Stephen
Shenfield, ‘The Nuclear Predicament’, Chatham House Papers, 37 (London: Royal
Institute of International Affairs, 1987).
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1960s, there were fewer and fewer internationa crises involving the
potentidl use of nuclear wegpons. Whilgt international security haed, in
Wingon Churchill’s words, been linked to terror since the late 1940s, the
new wegpon gradudly imposed moderation in  draegic affairs upon
politicd leaders. Indeed, whilst dways present, particulaly a times of
tenson, the nuclear factor has not been used to sHtle issues in which no
‘vitd’ interests were a dake. Its utility was in perpetuating the divison of
the world into Western and Soviet spheres of influence, which could not be
chalenged.?®

This moderation probably accounts for the fact that, some fifty years later,
the only smilarity between the world of 2001 and that of 1953, abet an
essential one, is that nuclear wegpons have remained unused. Hiroshima and
Nagasski reman unique. In a way that would be surprisng, were it less
familiar, nuclear wegpons have combined a centrd place in internationd
afars with an dmogt virtud pesence. Apart, that is, from nuclear tests. The
strong reactions that were provoked by French tests in 1995 and 1996, and
those of India and Pekistan in 1998, have shown to what extent keeping a
low profile has become essentid to the continued presence of nuclear
wegpons. Any date that wished to renew testing would expose itsdf to
internationa protest. The new US adminigtration, tempted as it clearly is to
develop new nuclear warheads, should take this factor into consideration.

At the same time, the discreet presence of nuclear wegpons should not turn
atention away from one of the most sgnificant differences between today’s
world and that of 1953. There are now seven overt nuclear powers, instead
of two, which dragticdly modifies the drategic context by making the
nuclear phenomenon more globd. In addition, the Middle Eag, traditiondly
the most unsettled region on the planet, contains one date, Israel, which has
adways camed that its interests are best served by a policy of ambiguity,
even though it iswidely assumed to have asgnificant nuclear arsend.

Ten years after the end of the Cold War, severd tens of thousands of nuclear
wegpons ae dill deployed worldwide and widdy avalable bdligic missle
technology hes effectivdy nullified disance, a time-honoured protection

% However, the Cold War was a period of enormous risk, as has gradually become

apparent since it ended. Apart from the Cuban missile crisis, there were a number of
incidents when the superpowers risked nuclear annihilation through false alarms or
misperceptions (in November 1979, in June 1980 and in September 1983).
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agang dtack. The presence and influence of nucdear wegpons is dill
profound, there being a nuclear dimenson to severa crises that have taken
place snce the end of the US-Soviet confrontation. These have included the
use of deterrence in the early stages of the Gulf War in 1991, the withdrawa
of drategic and tactical nuclear wegpons from the former Soviet republics
between 1992 and 1995, the Korean crisisin 1993-94.

While the 1940s and 1950s were the dawn of the nuclear era the early
twenty-first century is sometimes perceived as its twilight, sometimes as the
beginning of a new nuclear age. The role of nuclear wegpons in the podt-
Cold War era has been under debate now for over ten years, and time has
done nothing to clarify the issue. Even the higtorica record gppears contra-
dictory. In the early 1990s, the trend was toward the margindisation of
nuclear weapons, whereas the end of the decade witnessed a spectacular
series of tests in South Asa The first phenomenon — margindisation — was
linked directly to the demise of the USSR and the resultant hopes and
expectations, while the second, marked by Indian and Pekistani nuclear
tests, suggested a contrary development, at least asfar as Asais concerned.

The world's former second superpower, the Soviet Union, such an impres-
sve presence a the time Oppenheimer wrote his article, collgpsed not long
after it had reached technological nuclear parity with the United States. The
end of confrontation between the two blocs made it possible to consolidate a
mgor wave of bilaerd nucler reductions between Washington and
Moscow (INF and START). The margindisation of nuclear wegpons was
illusrated by dgnificant cuts in the American and Russan nudear arsends
and, to a ceatan extent, those of the United Kingdom and France, by steps
adopted unilaterdly in the tacticd domain; and findly by the decison to
end nuclear targeting. The desre to reduce defence expenditure, increased
requirements in the conventiond field, the appearance of numerous inter-
gate conflicts in which nuclear wegpons could play no role, and the wish to
reduce the role of these wegpons at a time when proliferation became a
maor concern, have dl been ingrumentd in margindisng nuclear weap-
ons.

The United States, which exerts condderable influence in drategic affairs, is
leaning heavily in the direction of further reductions with the dection of
George W. Bush. The new Presdent, in a 1 May 2001 address to the
Nationd Defense Universty, has confirmed his intention to cut the US
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nucleer arsend, as he had announced during the presidentid campaign.
Indeed, no country other than Russa could judify the United States's
current level of deployed nuclear forces. The new arsena would be at the
lowest level compatible with the security needs of the United States and its
dlies (extended deterrence). Thus, the posshility that the new US drategic
arsend will comprise less than 2,500 nuclear warheads, associated with the
deployment of missle defences, cannot be ruled out. Since the new threats
dso dfect the former adversry, Russa, the objective might wel be a
cooperative programme aimed a potential aggressors through a variety of
arrangements involving dert daus survellance, and intdligence. Coopera-
tive threat reduction might even replace, idedly, ‘Mutud Assured Destruc-
tion (MAD) between the two countries. The stting up of a mutud
assurance system based on transparency and cooperation could aso justify
the scrapping of the ABM Treaty. As a firs step, the two Presidents could
goecify, for insance in a common satement, what the United States and
Russia could undertake jointly in the area of drategic early warning capa
bilities and thestre missile defences.

In Russa, there is dso a debate about nuclear weapons, athough for
different reasons. Shortfdls in conventiona capabilities, of which Russan
generds ae reminded daly in Chechnya have led the military to two
conflictud and opposng lines of thought: either a grester role for nuclear
wegpons, to which Russan nuclear doctrine assgns a lower threshold for
their use; or the procurement of conventionad assets and capabilities to the
detriment of nuclear forces* Vladimir Putin has so far kept a baance of
sorts between these two competing tendencies, but it is a precarious com-

See Nikolai Sokov, ‘The Denuclearisation of Russia's Defence Policy’, Disarmament
Diplomacy, July 2000. The article sets out the views put forward at a meeting in Mos-
cow on 12 July 2000 attended by the main personalities at the Ministry of Defence.
Anatoly Kvashnin, the Chief of Defence Staff, advocated a marked increase in conven-
tional forces at the expense of nuclear weapons as part of a broad plan for restructuring
armed forces. The number of intercontinental surface-to-surface missile divisions
would be cut from 19 to 2, and the number of missiles to 150 by 2003 or 2006, leaving
atotal of less than 1,500 strategic nuclear weapons. In his article, Nikolai Sokov indi-
cates that, apart from rivalry between the two main protagonists, the proposal reflects
the struggle between the ‘generals of Chechnya' and the ‘ballistic mafia’. He also em+
phasises that the Kvashnin proposal is a response to the speech made by candidate
Bush in May 2000.
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promise that could fall gpart under budgetary pressures® On 26 December
2000 Moscow announced that only sx Topol-M missiles would be deployed
per year indead of the 30 initialy scheduled, which may indicate a shift to
conventiond forces The nominaion of Serge lvanov as Miniger for
Defence would be consgent with that policy. Deciding which nuclear
policy to follow is not easy in Moscow. In addition to conventiond re-
quirements and a wesk financid dtuation, two further factors have to be
taken into consderation. Firs, an excessve disparity with the US would
bolger the feding in Washington that Russa is no longer a negotiating
partner. Second, Moscow must reckon with new developments in the
nucler cgpabilities of China Unlike Washington, which will retan for
many years overwheming superiority over Bejing, Moscow is faced with a
quite different redity because Chinds nuclear wegpons are not subject to
the condraints of any treaty. Moreover, they continue to grow and modern
iIse, while Russa's arsend heads in the opposte direction. Chinas inten
tions as to the sze of its arsend in 2020 are anyone's guess, paticularly if
the amy obtans, as a result of US missle defence, further and faster
modernistion than origindly planned.® Findly, the population and industry
of Russan Far Eadt territories are declining and there is greast concern about
their future, especidly since there is no cetanty that Russa would be
capable of defending them should the need arise The 1999 military exer-
cises (Zapad 99) have shown that Russan conventiond forces could not
hold out more than three days againg NATO. What would the correspond-
ing period be in Russas Far East agang Chinese forces? Should that
scenario be dismissad as highly unlikely, it might be pointed out that NATO
atacking Kainingrad is even lesslikdly.

However, Russds nuclear status vis-avis the West is more prominent than
vis-avis the Eagt. Any defendve measures which may have been taken a
the border with China have been inconspicuous. By contrast, following the
1999 exercises in the Kdiningrad region, tacticd nuclear weagpons were
reported to be have been moved in June 2000 into the region between
Lithuania and Poland. Beyond the lessons drawvn from the 1999 exercises,
what might have been the reason for such a sep? A warning shot in antici-

®  ‘Russian Military Irks Putin with Nuclear vs Conventional Dispute’, International

Herald Tribune, 1 December 2000.

See Dmitri Trenin, ‘Russid’'s China Problem’ (Carnegie Moscow Center, 1999); and
‘Facing Nuclear Dangers. An Action Plan for the Twenty-First Century’ (Tokyo Forum
report, July 1999).

6
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pation of NATO enlargement to the Bdtic dtates in 2002, a display of bad
temper prior to a decisve NMD test in July 2000, or a test of US resolve
during the presdentid campaign? In any event, what is an unfortunate
move, if confirmed (Moscow has denied it), would show once again tha the
‘denudlearisation of Russan defence policy’ has limits that can hardly be
ignored, particularly in Europe. The United States, the bordering countries
of the Kdiningrad encdave and the European Union have dl questioned
Moscow and recaelved no satisfactory answer. While the move may be
politica rather than military in nature, Europe needs b pay dtention to it, if
only to underscore the lack of trangparency affecting Russan tactica
nuclear weapons, more of a concern to Europe than to the United States. In
the same way, adjugments in Russan nuclear doctrine towards lower
nuclear thresholds should, in the main, worry Europe, but comments on this
issue during Vladimir Putin's vidgt to European capitds were sufficiently
low-key as to escape the media s attention.

The countries of Europe remain as divided as ever over the nuclear issue & a
moment when they are involved, for the firg time, in a serious conventiona
effort. They ae dmply not collectively engaged in any serious forward
thinking about the implications for them of the developments taking place in
the United States and Russa, not to mention China Ther respective
postions on missle defence are mainly reective, the need they recognise for
TMD capabilities is recaving no dgnificant funding, new generdion
wegpons (for ingtance, directed energy arms) attract only sporadic nterest;
and Europes involvement in Russan nucdear and chemica dissrmament
remans fragmented and in no way compares with the mgor US pro-
grammes. Findly, European dates are lagging in one other dgnificant area
There has been no collective study undertaken on WMD thregts to Europe
ten to fifteen years from now. Yet, this would be the only serious bass for
discussons with the United States, particularly & a time when counter-
proliferation is again a popular issue in Washington.

The Europeans, thus, run the risk of carrying little weght in the ongoing
debate and, more particularly, appearing to be in disarray. One thing is clear,
they will not be spared the consequences of current developments. First,
ggnificant unilaterd reductions in the United States and Russa could raise
new questions about the size of the French and British nuclear arsends,
even if US cuts maeke it essentidly possble to enlarge Americals drategic
reserve. Secondly, a decison to go ahead with missle defences would
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oblige the Europeans to take a podtion on a subject which is not among
their priorities, weighing up ther interests as dlies of the United States and
neighbours of Russa, as during the Cold War, but dso in the context of
profound pressures on their defence budgets. Thirdly, the Europeans should
not ignore bdligic missle and nudear deveopments teking shape in Ada,
snce sendtive technologies of East Adan origin are being sold close to ther
territory. Security in the twenty-firs century is, to a large extent, determined
by events in Ada Those wishing to count on the internationd scene will
have to understand developments there.

The other 9de of the Eurasan continent has been witnessing a different turn
of events, which has become clearer since the Indian and Pakistani nuclear
tests’ Far from margindising nuclear wegpons, certain Asan sates (from
the Middle East to Eas Add ae drengthening ther bdligic missle and
nuclear inventories for reasons that the West finds difficult to comprehend.
Moreover, these developments are affecting zones where the use of such
wegpons cannot be ruled out. In India-Pakistan relations, 1998 herdded an
era of uncertainty over the effects that the development of nuclear and
bdligic forces will have on the teritorid disputes over Kashmir and
dsawhere. In spring 1999, during the Kargil conflict, this new redity was
cler to dl concerned. Admittedly, both Washington and Beijing brought
home to Pakistan the ‘sanctity’ of the line of control, but for as long as it has
not been turned into an international border uncontrolled escaation will
remain possble. In East Ada, new nuclear players may emerge in the next
decades, as long as the Korea and Tawan issues have not been resolved
peacefully. In addition, dthough the ams of Chinds baligic missle and
nuclear modernisation programmes are not known, the fact that China is the
only nuclear wegpons dae building up its arsend is frequently underlined.
Further, and perhgps above dl, the only possble nudear conflict involving
mgor powers in the coming decades is likedy to be related to Taiwan.
Findly, in the Middle East, clandestine programmes to devdop WMD in
many cases escape internationa control. This includes Iraq snce December
1998. As to lsrad, which has never declared its cgpabilities, renouncing the
nuclear option is more unthinkable than ever, with the peace process going
through one of the mog trying phases in its higory. That, in turn, may

" See Thérése Delpech, ‘Nuclear Weapons and the New World Order: Early Warning

from Asia?, Survival, vol. 40, no. 4, Winter 1998-99.



Thérése Delpech 13

encourage countries in the Middle East to continue pursuing candestine
WMD programmes.

In dl the above regions, the recurrence of armed conflicts snce 1945, the
severity of the tendons and the absence of a recognised status quo make
nuclear weapons more dangerous because they increase the risk of use. In
the days of the East and West stand-off, the centrd issue was the preserva-
tion of an order acknowledged by both sdes. As Michad Quinlan put it the
Iron Curtain was an unplessant redity, but it was a least a clear dividing
line. No such thing exigts in the Middle East, between India and Pakistan or
in East Ada As a reallt, the traditiona role of nuclear wegpons, i.e
preserving the status quo, does not apply, because it goes, by definition,
agang the wishes of those who chdlenge regional or internationa order.
Nuclear wegpons as a ‘paralysng power’ give satisfaction to the satisfied,
not to those wishing to change the regiond or internationa order. Bdligtic
missle proliferation in many Third World countries could be assessed in
that context, because it gives nonconventiond programmes a condderable
cagpacity for intimidation that extends way beyond regiond borders® To the
United States, which had for decades learned to live with its vulnerability
vis-avis Moscow, the idea of having to reckon with posshle attacks from
Tehran, Pyongyang or Baghdad is intolerable, not just because of the
random, unpredictable nature of the threat, but because of its highly asym-
metrical character. Since many dates involved in bdligic missile prolifera-
tion ae in Europes neighbourhood, one might imagine tha European
countries would share that view, but that is not the case. Even ltdy, which
came under attack from Libya in 1986, rarely expresses concern. Whether
this equanimity perdsts in ten to fifteen years from now will depend on the
evolution of proliferation in the Mediterranean area, which it would be
advisable not only to monitor but see increased efforts to contain.

What are being witnessed, therefore, are contradictory developments. Some
of them illudrate the continued margindisaion and redriction in the role of
nuclear weapons whilst others may rather evoke a threat againgt the preser-
vatlion of nuclear peace in the twenty-firs century, which gppears more
fragile than in previous decades. True, the numbers of weapons is not

Michael Quinlan, ‘IsIndo-Pakistan Deterrence Stable? , Survival, October 2000.
Aaron Karp, ‘The Spread of Balistic Missiles and the Transformation of Global
Security’, The Nonproliferation Review, val. 7, no. 3, Autumn-Winter 2000.
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directly related to their use in wartime, as demondrated by the US and
Soviet arsends which kept growing at leest until the beginning of the 1980s.
Moreover, the power of those wegpons is often held up as a decisive factor
in the avoidance of mgor amed conflict in Europe snce 1945. However,
severd congiderations should temper that judgement in the present context.
Firg, the number of players, which tends to complicate the chessboard.
Second, culturd differences which keep them apat and could cause
misundergandings. Third, the weekness of regulatory mechanisms in the
most tenson-prone regions. Fourth, criss escalation which may get out of
control as a result of these various factors. Fifth, leaders that are ill-prepared
to handle crises involving non-conventional weapons.

.2 Strategic stability in a second nuclear age

While the theme of a reduced role for nuclear wegpons is steadily gaining
ground in the United States, Europe and a large number of non-digned
countries, the notion of a second nuclear age has been emerging since the
late 1990s.*° It may be taken as having a number of meanings.

At its mogt basic, it can be understood as a smple acknowledgement that
the end of the Cold War did not mean the end of nuclear wespons, ether
because the nuclear legacy of the past fifty years proves more burdensome
than was assumed in 1989, or because more countries are taking an interest
in those weapons. As indicated above, the early and late 1990s St side by
sde in gark contrast. The end of the Soviet Union in 1991, together with the
renunciaion of nuclear wegpons by sx dates from three continents (Argen
tina, Belarus, Brazil, Kazakhgan, South Africa and Ukraine), marked the
beginning of a period of confidence in nuclear nonproliferation, confirmed
by the indefinite extenson of the NPT in May 1995. However, what will be
remembered about the second part of that decade is a growing distrust of
multilateral  tregties, doquently illustrated by the nonratification of the
CTBT by the US Senate, and a deeply sceptica attitude towards disarma-
ment and non-proliferation. Such is the context in which counter-
proliferetion is ganing new momentum. The new dructure of the US

10" paul Bracken, Fire in the East: The Rise of Asian Military Power and the Second
Nuclear Age ( HarperCallins, New York, 1999); Colin Gray, The Second Nuclear Age
(Lynn Rienner Publishers, London, 1999); Keith Payne, Deterrence in the Second
Nuclear Age (University of Kentucky Press, 1996).



Thérése Delpech 15

National Security Council, giving counter-proliferation a place it did not
have in the Clinton adminidration, indicates that the United States is
preparing to confront opponents that possess WMD.

The term ‘second nuclear age’ could aso mean that the new era is not bound
by the rules of the old one. Reations between nucler and conventiond
wegpons are evolving rapidly, and new forms of deterrence are appearing.
The idea that defences can play no part in a nuclear world will no doubt
have to be revised to accommodate various combinations of offensve and
defensve means. This trend is prompted in part by the belief that risk of use
rises with the number of players. Fifty years of non-use have not enshrined a
nuclear taboo. Past experience refers to highly specific historicd and
drategic circumstances. These didtinctions are aso necessary  because
nuclear wegpons no longer have the same destruction monopoly, with the
emergence of numerous offensve biologica programmes that ‘benefit’ from
the impressve breskthroughs achieved in life sciences. Countries that have
renounced biologicd and chemica wegpons and meet their commitments
question the idea that nuclear weagpons are only a deterrent to nuclear
attacks. Thus, Tokyo was concerned about a possble United States re-
sponse, should North Korea launch a biologicd attack againgt Japanese
territory.

Lagt, a “second nuclear age’ could be a reference to new nuclear powers. As
Robet O'Nall pointedly puts it, nuclear wegpons would switch from ‘Top
Dogs to ‘Underdogs'* that cannot afford sophisticated conventiond
hardware. Such dates are dissatisfied with a regionad or international order
that they regard as unfar. WMD could be indrumentd in changing tha
order, either by coercion, threats, effective use or smply by possesson. The
function of these wegpons is thus one of potentiad subverson as wdl as
deterrence, for example when it comes to preventing outsde intervention.
Saddam Hussain's threats prior to the war in 1991 served both purposes.
retaning the benefit of grabbing Kuwat while deterring the codition’s
military intervention. This dud aspect must be kept in mind when congder-
ing the perdstence of WMD in notorioudy ungable zones like the Middle
East.

1 See Robert O'Neill : “Weapons of the Underdog” in Alternative Nuclear Futures, the
Role of Nuclear Weapons in the Post-Cold War World (Oxford University Press,
2000).
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In any of the above meanings, the ‘new nuclear age is a cause for concern,
paticulaly a a time when globdisaion facilitates the flow of information
and technologies, and when widespread access to ‘dud-use items compli-
cates export controls. No-one seems capable of keeping in check a phe-
nomenon with the potentid capacity to trigger crises in severa regions.
Thus, nuclear-wegpons dtates fear that the newcomers may play havoc with
the delicate rules of deterrence. Countries favourable to de-nuclearistion
ae witnessng the emergence of new cgpabilities just when they were
hoping to see nuclear weapons vanish with the Cold War. Tenson-prone
regions will have to rethink their security. From an Igadi perspective, the
Iranian or Iragi nuclear ambitions may chdlenge its monopoly in a region
where any conventional conflict runs the risk of turning nuclear. From an
Arab perspective the prospect of Isradl’s capability disgppearing is more
remote than ever. From a Japanese perspective, given that Jgpan renounced
nuclear wegpons in the firm beief that the ‘nucdear club’® would not enlarge,
the Indian and Pekigtani tests were a traumatic experience. In addition,
Jopan fears that nuclear weapons might get more attention in Beijing, a a
time when they get less in Washington. There is no doubt that a shift in
Japan's nuclear policy would give the ‘second nuclear ag¢ a more ominous
overtone than the Indian tests endowed upon it. The new US-Japanese
defence guidelines signed in 1997 were described as the ‘foundation of the
Asa-Pecific region’, an expresson taken up again by Colin Powell bardly a
week after he took office as Secretary of State in the new US adminigtration.
Will they be enough to reassure Jgpan in the coming decades?

One cannot define ‘drategic dability’ in a second nucler age without
overcoming the Cold War mindset. The concept itsdf belongs to the East-
West confrontation. Strategic stability is not a balance of power in the
Wesphdian sense. It is the drange but rdaively stable relaionship that
gradualy built up between the United States and the USSR and in which
nuclear wegpons played a decisve role. It has become best characterised in
the now famous expresson ‘Mutud Assured Dedruction’, implying parity
in offendve means (and thus in vulnerability) and a limitation of defensve
capabilities in a world where any comparative advantage was viewed as
destabilisng.*? The concept thus designates a status quo ante where two

12" Whereas John Lewis Gaddis, in The Long Peace. Elements of Stability in the Post War
International System (Cambridge, MA: MIT, 1991), supports the classical thesis of the
central role of nuclear parity, John Mueller, in The Essential Irrelevance of Nuclear
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opponents of equa power devote a comparable level of resources to military
competition. In theory, any advance by one of the players could be matched
by the other. The mere announcement of ‘Star Wars was enough to expose
a fiction that had previoudy been denounced by experts like Andrew
Marshdl who once again find themsdves at the forefront of US policymak-

ing.

Today, the baance has disgppeared in dl regards including the nuclear
fidd, even though the START process has dabilised both arsends at
comparable quantitative levels (around 6,500 drategic nuclear warheads as
of January 2001). True, Russa continues to deploy new Topol-M intercon
tinentd missles and is developing a new generation of nuclear-tipped cruise
missles, the KH-102 (which dso includes a conventiona verson). How-
ever, the effort required is proving difficult to sugtain. As Russas GDP is,
in absolute terms, lower than the US defence budget, the myth of parity is
precisdy that — a myth. Moscow’s concern is that its disadvantageous
podtion might be further eroded, hence the indstence in Russan diplomecy
on the hackneyed concept of ‘drategic stability’, which codifies the delu-
sons of times pas. The ABM Treaty, which is credited with grester merits
than it deserves, cannot restore a balance that no longer exists, and ‘strategic
gability’ is only spoken of so frequently because it no longer exists. Such
rhetoric, including the frequently mentioned ‘drategic patnership’, is
political and declaratory in nature, but has little substance, and its contribu-
tion to gability isimagnary.

The red question is not to preserve an order that has disappeared, but to
look for forms of dability fit and rdevant for this century. Some see a
‘multipolar world’, with the gradua emergence of less unequa power poles
as the solution. Unfortunately, this world is just as likey to be one of
confrontation as of sability, as shown by the European experience of the
last three centuries, based as it was on the baance of power. At any rate, in
the nudear fidd, whatever other advantages multipolarity may have,
gability is not one of them. It is a present characterised by the interaction of
three mgor players (the United States, Russa and China) and the appear-
ance, in addition to this trio, of actud or would-be nuclear wegpons states,

Weapons Sability in the Post War World (International Security Magazine, 1998),
takes an opposite stance.
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who make the drategic chessboard more complex whilst a the same time
multiplying risks and complicating strategic decision-making.

Actudly, bipolarity is gradudly being replaced by three man actors in
which Bejing could envison, if the United States and Russa cut their
nuclear arsenads to 1,500 drategic nuclear wegpons, ataining parity a that
level for the fird time For Chinds fissle materid holdings may dready
represent an arsend two or three times greater than the currently estimated
450 to 500 warheads. In addition, the new DF-31, JL-2 and DF-41 missles,
the scheduled number of which is not known, could be equipped with
multiple warheads. Whatever the end result of China's modernisation, this
tripolar relationship will be al the more unstable since any change between
two of the partners affects the third, while developments in the United
SaesRussa/China triangle will dso be fdt in South and West Asa As
early as the Korean War, the Soviets were convinced that, should the United
States plan a strike on Ching, it should consider a possible Russian response.
However, a the time China was only a secondary player and India had not
yet agppeared on the nucler scene. China being the ‘forgotten nuclear
power’,'* andysts rardly bother to look at this new three-sided reationship,
where the mgor risk is a conflict over Taiwan, hut from which the possble
ramifications go much further. In paticular, the Sno-Russan dimenson is
generdly overlooked, even though the ambivaence of the relationship is a
leest as dgnificant as those in the Russo-American rdationship. Equdly, al
three countries have areas of cooperation and of competition but they are not
clearly ddineated and could change rapidly, depending on the circum
sances. What can be taken for granted is that the Bush adminigtration has
not the dightest wish to edablish a rdationship of ‘Mutud Assured Destruc-
tion” with China It would be tantamount to entering a new Cold War with a
much less predictable opponent than the USSR. Will the three players be
capable of avoiding confrontations in the coming decades?

13 Brad Roberts, Robert A. Manning and Ronald Monteperto, ‘ The Forgotten Nuclear

Power’, Foreign Affairs, Summer 2000; and, by the same authors, ‘China, Nuclear
Weapons and Arms Control’ (Council on Foreign Relations, New York, 2000). Note
that in 2000, on two occasions, the Defense Secretary, William Cohen (in July) and the
Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, Walter Slocombe (in November) protested to
Beijing over the portrayal of USintentionsin Asiaas ‘hegemonic’.
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Beyond this triangle, the ‘nuclear multipolarity’, which experts are begin
ning to andyse'* seems even more destabilisng because it multiplies not
only decisorrmaking centres but aso the drategic profiles and motivations
of countries that have WMD progranmes. India, China, Pakisan and Iran
do not dl necessarily have the same objectives, concepts of use, force
dructures or even civilian control over the military as the two mgor Cold
War players. The impact of those differences on stability in this century will
be dl the more difficult to predict because little is known about them.

Ancther definition of nucear gability would be the incdluson of dements of
defence in a new US-Russa hilatera drategic agreement, and the credtion
of a new bdance by limiting both offensve and defensve means. Deter-
rence would then be characterised by the two capabilities. That seems to be
the view of the new Naiond Security Adviser, Condoleezza Rice, who
dated in the Chicago Tribune of 31 December 2000 that it should be
possble to dart discussons with the Russans about the relation between
cuts in offendve drategic forces and the deployment of defences. That
Satement, however, should avoid leading to a misunderstanding of US-
Russia redions as currently envisaged by the new Adminidration. It has
limited interes in drategic negotictions with Russa, on the grounds tha
they would be too lengthy, too demanding in terms of verification and too
codly politicaly. In addition, Moscow is viewed as too much of a light-
weight to be a drategic partner. Should there be a negotiation, for instance
to agree on a new security framework, it will be brief, unless the new
magority in the Senate modifies that view. The US intention to ignore the
ABM Treaty was clearly stated by Presdent Bush in his speech of 1 May
2001 to the Nationa Defense Univerdty. However, preventing another
tactica rapprochement between Russa and China, together with an even
more irresponsble Russan policy of sengtive trandfers to the Middle Eadt,
could warrant greater diplomatic efforts. Washington would then have to
accept limits on any misdle defence sysem deployed, notably banning
space-based interceptors, to which the new Adminidration is grongly
attached. It should not be forgotten that the two risks st out earlier (namely
Sno-Russan rapprochement and the proliferation of sengtive technologies

14 Brad Roberts, ‘Nuclear multipolarity and stability’ (Institute for Defense Analyses,
November 2000); and, earlier, a less substantive paper written shortly after the Indian
and Pakistani tests. Sergei Rogov, ‘Nuclear Weapons in a Multipolar World' (Center
for Naval Analyses, October 1998).



20 Nuclear weapons: a hew Great Debate

in the Middle East) could dso add dgnificantly to the threats againg which
missile defences are supposed to provide protection.

On the Russan dde, the Stuation is no clearer. If Moscow had a negotiaion
drategy it could recover the initigtive. Unfortunately, there is no such
drategy. What it offers indead are vague proposds, often ill-prepared and
of a purely politicd nature, such as the various idess it put to the Europeans
on theatre missle defence. Whilst it would be in Russas best interest to
negotiate, this would mean agreeing a new draegic framework with the
United States that would not only redefine limitations on defences but adso
regffirm the joint god of curbing proliferation. The agreement could dso
comprise the acquigtion by the United States of some Russan armaments
such as S300 missles. Yet hodility towards any ded with Washington
prevals in Moscow in both diplomatic and military cirdes. Disagreement
with Washington is even sometimes seen as an opportunity for Russa to
withdraw from other treaties (INF and CFE). Moreover, now that Democ-
rats will be in a better podtion to dow the Adminidration’'s missle defence
programme, Moscow might become even more reluctant to negotiate.

One lagt definition of nucdear dability, not incompaible with the above,
would be to find ways to extend the nuclear peace the world has known for
fifty years. This would imply both reducing the likdihood of conflict in
zones where nuclear wegpons exis and making criss escdation unlikely in
the event of such conflicts. The following proposds would assigt in that
process.

A common intent to find peaceful solutions to the most threstening
regionad security issues. They are wdl known: the Middle East, Kadh
mir, the Korean peninsula and Tawan. Any of them could trigger con
flicts in the coming years, with the risk of escdation and the use of non
conventional wegpons. At least one of these potential conflicts, Taiwan,
caries a high risk of mgor war. Whether it is the Middle East peace
process, the Indo-Pekigani didogue over Kashmir, inter-Korean secu
rity issues™ or Beijing-Tape taks, the stuaion in early 2001 is neither
dable nor encouraging, with the three magor powers concerned (the

15 For the moment Pyongyang's relations with Seoul are restricted to economic aid, the

security dialogue being conducted with Washington. No real lessening of tension be-
tween North and South Korea will be possible until a dialogue begins between the two
states on security issues.
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United States, Russa and China) by no means pursuing the same objec-
tives. A reversd of present podtions to preserve higher, common inter-
eds (the preservation of world peace) would thus be necessary, adbeit
improbable.

The maintenance of deterrence doctrines as long as nuclear weapons
exis. Agreed, it is no longer necessary to weigh every decison againgt
its impact on deterrence, which has lost much of its importance in peo-
ple€s minds and in redity, to the point of having practicaly vanished
from public statements. Nevertheless, as long as nuclear weapons are
pat of the strategic landscape, it will be essentid to preserve a culture of
deterrence if a surreptitious shift to doctrines of use is to be avoided.
The US quest for new, miniaturised warheads, for use against bunkers or
underground ingdlations, is one of the reasons for opposing the rdifica
tion of the CTBT. Digturbing views on this subject are again being ared
among those preparing the Nuclear Posture Review.

Limiting the scope of nucler wegpons to exidentid threats. Since
deterrence no longer is, and should no longer be, an dl-purpose response
to different types of threat (which would give massve encouragement to
nuclear proliferation) the new srategic context should redtrict the role of
such weapons to extreme cases of survivd, in accordance with the advi-
sory opinion of the Internationd Court of Jugtice in July 1996.

Support for multilalerd  arms control  policies.  Admittedly, these
agreements make diverse contribution to regiond and globd dability.
However, the corpus of agreements paingakingly put together since the
end of the 1960s is an essentid part of internationa law. The scepticiam
that surrounds them a the beginning of this century must lead, not to
their abandonment, but to their strengthening or, in some cases, to ther
renegotiation or supplementation. Otherwise, inadequate  verification
might be traded for a total absence of controls, which would open the
way for a drift towards the sysematic settling of differences through the
use of force.

The coordinated fight againgt proliferation. One of the conditions for
nucler Sability is the ability to prevent the proliferation of nuclear
weapons and their means of ddivery. In the absence of regimes suffi-
ciently effective to contain the most determined proliferators, the very
least the world is entitled to expect from the nuclear powers is that they
do not proliferate themselves. This requirement is not being met today,
with Russas continued involvement in highly questionable cooperation
with Iran in the nudear (enrichment) and bdlidic (ad to the Shehab
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programme) fidds, and China 4ill suspected of continuing its longstand-
ing cooperation with Pekistan. If the guarantors of international peace
and dability contribute to the proliferation of WMD, there is no doubt
that it is one of the mgor dements of ingtability in today’s world. A
good dart, if one wishes to convince the United States that it should rot
act unilateraly, would be to reverse that trend.

Ladlly, it is essentid to improve predictability, especidly in areas where
drong tensons exist. In Europe's padt, differences in drategic approach
have resulted in grave errors, but the odds of mignterpretation between
countries with different cultures are incomparably greeter. Exchanges of
information, efforts amed a mutud transparency, and cooperation
whenever achieveble are therefore essentiad dements of dability in a
world where fear and distrust can be heightened through ignorance, an
biguity, incomprehenson or murky policies and doctrines. For adversar-
ies with litte communication, a mgor risk during a criss is to be
pushed, through migudgement, into postions where options for comt
promise become less and less available.

To conclude, the present Stuation is characterised by a dynamic pace in
international  relations tha seems difficult to control, especidly in the
regions of grestest tenson, the Middle East and East Asa Awareness of
these two phenomena, great dynamism and lack of control, is prompting the
magor powers, particularly the United States, to adopt strategies based on the
notion of ‘flexibility’. This concept is a plan admisson of ignorance of the
factors which will govern internationa security in the coming decades, as if
the actors had given up hope of defining them through their actions. De
facto, dates, both large and small, are watching ongoing developments more
or less as spectators. Nor are international ingtitutions playing ther role. The
cooperation among the permanent members of the Security Council,
particularly good a the beginning of the 1990s, is no longer effective in the
fild of non-proliferation. The growing disparity between the United States
and Russa frees American initigives from a potentia restraint, and induces
Moscow to engage in dubious compensatory activities. In Bejing, nort
proliferation is too often seen as a concesson towards Washington, not as a
great power’s responghility. As to the Europeans, they have lost the sense
of their globa role to such a degree that they only take a back seat in
international  affairs, including, despite ther clams to the contray, in the
fight againg proliferation. In such a dtudion, the ability of the various
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actors to prevent or manage new crises is questionable. The biggest risk is
that rivary between them might make regiond crises even more serious .

.3 Thenew triad: defence, space, precision-guided weapons

A number of technologicd developments ae adso contributing to the
redefinition of nuclear wegpons, particularly in the United States, which
holds some of the keys to that definition: the development of missle
defences usng nontnuclear interceptors, new military uses of space and
long-range missiles armed with precison-guided conventiona warheads.

The deployment of missile defences

The deployment in the coming decades of tacticd and draegic missle
defences designed to protect territory or troops agangt limited srikes will
have to be given consderation when redefining nuclear deterrence. Not, as
iIs sometimes suggested, that it implies a drastic regppraisal. Indeed, gone
ae the days when Presdent Resgan was dreaming of making nuclear
wegpons ‘impotent and obsolete. What is a issue is no longer the fantasy
that the United States could be afforded tota protection by setting up a
system able to detect and destroy any enemy missile. Rather, it is the future
combination of offendve and defensve means that will define new forms of
deterrence in which nuclear weapons will play a smdler part. According to
Dondd Rumsfeld, the US Defense Secretary, the purpose of missle
defences as wdl as of nuclear wegpons is not to be used, and defences
should combine with offensve means to achieve deterrence. The impact of
defences on deterrence could be postive or negative, depending on circum:
stances.® They will wesken it if they give their possessors a feding of
security that many judge to be excessve and premaure!’ Moreover, by
gving leaders the idea of ‘deterrence through protection’, they could make
them less prudent, and drategic prudence is essentid in nucler meatters.

16 Thérése Delpech, ‘Missile Defences and Deterrence’, in Burkard Schmitt and Julian
Lindley-French (eds.), ‘National missile dfence and the future of nuclear policy’,
Occasional Paper 18 (Paris: Institute for Security Studies of WEU, September 2000).

17" See the now celebrated MIT (Union of Concerned Scientists) report on countermea-
sures published in 2000: Andrew M. Sessler et a., A Technical Evaluation of the Op-
erational Effectiveness of the Planned US National Missile Defense System
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Defences can, on the other hand, reinforce deterrence if they look credible
enough to discourage potentid adversaries, or if they ensure the cohesion of
coditions during oversess interventions.

Following several decades of research which produced no meaningful
deployment other than around Moscow, missile defences are now entering a
new erafor saverd different reasons:

Technologicd devdopments. The successful development of non
nuclear interceptors removes one of the man objections raised in Amer-
icato the Safeguard system deployed for some months in the 1970s. The
greater difficulty of ther task with respect to their nuclear predecessors
is compensated by better public acceptance. Significant progress has
aso been made regarding ther speed and agility. A key to ther per-
formance is congtant progress in computers. Remarkable advances have
aso been made in radar and satelites, with the development of new
generations that make possble the dgnd acquidtion essentid to the
detection and tracking of missles and warheads. Ladlly, system integra-
tion, a ‘mus’ for missle defences now dlows the red-time fuson of
increesingly numerous and diverse data packages from a multiplicity of
sensors. After vast sums of money have been spent on missile defences,
results are beginning to show up, even if the tests are not yet conclusive,
especidly asregards strategic systems.

The changing nature of the threest. Bdligic missle proliferation dimi-
nates distance, one of the main protections againgt atack, and is there-
fore rightly regarded as a mgor destabilisng factor. Bdligic missles
can be effective without even being used, i.e. ther very exisence is felt
as a potentid threat. There is nothing irrationa there, for intentions can
change while capabilities remain, as Wedtern countries dways main-
taned during the Cold War. What is worrying is not so much an attack
as potentia coercion and blackmail. Missles are aso a cause for con
cern because they are seen as the tip of a much larger iceberg, hiding
clandestine WMD programmes. In addition to bdlisic missles, the pro-
liferetion of cruise missles and unmanned aerid vehicles (often over-
looked) is dso pat of the evolving threst. To counter proliferators
threatening to use these wegpons againgt troops in overseas operations,
nuclear deterrence is not a reasonable option if effective tacticd de-
fences are avalable.
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Evolving mentdities The main dtraction of defences may wdl relae to
a growing averson, in al advanced societies, to conflicts and the casual-
ties they generate. It looks as if Western public opinion anticipates a
greater probability of WMD being used againgt their armed forces or
territories in the coming decades. That anticipation, which may be justi-
fied in pat, dso indicaes a ‘security-oriented mindset that will leed
societies to ask for ever more protection. Missle defences are part of
that logic. However, it should dso be recognised that vulnerability to
WMD, consderable as it was during the Cold War, is less accepted by
public opinion nowadays. It will, therefore, be difficult to wave protec-
tion when the technology becomes effective,

The new US adminigtration is determined to achieve results before its term
ends, an objective thaa may be jeopardised following the defection of
Senator James Jeffords from the Republicans in May 2001. The senshble
way would be to carry on research and testing to confirm the technologicd
maturity of the systems, speed up tactica programmes, which dready have
the benefit of much greaster funding than drategic defences, and make no
immediate decison on the more controversad projects. It would answer
critics a home, be the preferred solution for the European and Adan dlies,
as wdl as the best way to forestdll undesirable responses from Russa and
China The main threst from the laiter, more so than an ams race which
neither country can redly afford, is a further deterioration of their sendtive
material export policies to the most unstable regions of the world such as
South Asia, the Middle East or even East Asa This prudent policy will no
doubt gppear too timid to the new Adminigration, which is leaning in the
direction of a multi-layer system for both tactical and drategic uses, with a
ground component and mobile navd and ar platforms. However, a pro-
granme of careful testing and prudent diplomacy may well be encouraged
by Democrats and moderate Republicans joining forces in the Senate. The
debate covers three points. withdrawa from the ABM Treaty (less likdy
with the new magority?); space interceptors (a true ‘red lin€ for many); and
what attitude to adopt vis-avis China (nuclear deterrence adone or combined
with defences).
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New developmentsin space

Beyond the BMD project, the new Adminigtration is putting the spotlight on
the militarisation of space. Deveopments in this aea should dso limit the
role of nuclear wegpons in the future. In January 2001, the Space Warfare
Center, whose ambitions are backed by the new Defense Secretary, cont
ducted the first widdy reported war game, with 250 paticipants, a a
location near Colorado Springs. The scenario was rising tension between the
United States and China in 2017 following Chinese threats to Tawan. As
ealy as 1991, the Gulf War made the genera public aware of the cruciad
role of space in communications, observation, intelligence and precison
guided missiles. The United States knows that its dependence on space, both
in cvilian and military spheres, can only increase. Therefore, the protection
of sadlites is on the Depatment of Defense priority ligt, just as the ability
to destroy them is a priority of Americas potentid adversaries. According
to the Rumsfeld report on space, the loss of satelites would dramatically
affect the fighting posture of US forces, and a ‘space Pearl Harbor’ would
be a mgor threat the United States must be prepared to counter. Space
should thus become a nationa priority. In February 2001, Vice Admird
Thomas Wilson, Director of the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), dtaed
that China and Russa were trying to acquire a wide spectrum of wegpons
capable of attacking American satdlites. Passve protective capabilities and
hardening of space systems are among the mgor recommendations of the
Rumsfdld Commission. Today, space plays the same role in people€'s minds
as ar did a the beginning of the twentieth century. Every unit, ship and
aircraft needs gace to determine its pogtion with an accuracy of a few tens
of metres. It is dso a deterrent factor, since it provides precise data on the
activities and movements of potentid aggressors. A new generdion of
miniaturised observation satdlites, due to be put into orbit by the United
States in 2005, should multiply by a factor of twenty the space images
avalable for military operations, for survellance of terorig activities, and
for the monitoring of WMD proliferation. Idedly, this should make it
possble to intervene rapidly & any point on the globe. Space facilities are
now a necessty for successful land military operations, effective communi-
cations and highly accurate drikes. In short, space is an essentid condition
of power. Even while the crucid question of space interceptors for NMD
remains unresolved, American policy on space, which goes fa beyond
missile defences, is likdy to be given grester priority. By the same token,
militarisation of space is a subject of confrontation between the United
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States, Russa and China In view of its current lead in the fidd and of its
space-rdaed civilian activities, America has the mogt to lose if space
becomes a potentid battlefied. In particular, it would seem vitd to ban the
teting or deployment of anti-satelite weapons in order to protect missile
defence sysems which rely largely on space-based survelllance assats.

Long-range, precision-guided conventional weapons

Another factor to be condgdered is the posshility of giving precison-guided
conventiond wegpons some of the missons that nuclear wegpons currently
possess.’® Efforts to achieve accuracy in bombing originate in pat from a
desire to avoid using nuclear wegpons that, even at their most precise, cause
ggnificant ‘collaterd damage’. If that can be avoided by usng conventiond
warheads capable of hitting and destroying the targets, the need to resort to
nuclear wegpons could be reduced accordingly. The hard core of nuclear
missions would then be redtricted (at least for the United States) to hardened
or underground targets, resstant to conventiona explosves. In his contribu-
tion to the debate, Stephen Younger,'® a senior member of the Los Alamaos
nuclear laboratory, suggests that, before the decison is made to replace the
vaious nuclear platforms in 2020, there should be an accurate assessment of
the posshilities offered by the new offendve conventiond means, which
might be cgpable, within the next twenty years, of a large number of
missons now assgned to nuclear wegpons. The replacement of Minuteman
[l and Trident 2 D5 missles are part of the study, which could lead to a
dragtic regppraisd of ‘the role of nuclear wegpons in nationd defence by
subgtantidly reducing the American arsend, keeping only a ‘nuclear core
for a very limited number of targets and scenarios. For this ‘core’, accuracy
would make it possble to use increasingly lower yidds.

18 Precision has also led to significant changesin nuclear deterrence, with the introduction

of precision-guided, multiple warhead missiles in the 1970s. Counterforce deterrence
emerged, and missiles no longer targeted cities (counter-value deterrence) but missiles.
In terms of stability, understood as diminishing the incentive to initiate afirst strike, the
result was debatable, since pre-emption became more tempting for the Soviet Union.
Stephen M. Younger, ‘Nuclear Weapons in the Twenty-First Century’ (Los Alamos
National Laboratory, June 2000); for an even more radical reappraisal see George
Keyworth, ‘Nuclear Deterrence as a Legacy System, and what follows', Naval Post-
Graduate School, Monterey, California, 26 June 2000.

19
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This approach is too radicd in its conclusions to prevall, and the author has
until now never managed to convince American decison-makers despite
persgent efforts. It does, however, put into perspective the emergence of
drategic conventiond wegpons (‘wholly non-nuclear drategic forces),
which will be worthy of attention in the coming decades. Such ideas could
be examined in the Strategic Defense Review and, in a scaled-down version,
would be sympatheticdly recelved by those who seek to devdue nuclear
wespons. The fact that these are ideas dready raised in the 1980s and 1990s
(for example in aticles by Paul Nitze) does not mean tha they have no
prospective merits. Addressing the US Nava Academy in Annapolis on 25
May 2001, Presdent Bush has dready shown his interest in ‘modified
Trident submarines carrying hundreds of next generation smart conventiond
cruisemissles.

In a markedly different approach, the report on nuclear issues published by
the Nationd Inditute for Public Policy (NIPP)?° a the beginning of 2001,
just as the new Adminigration was taking office in Washington, favours the
role of nucleer wegpons, sressing ther flexibility, both quantitative (main-
taining an ability to increase the number of weapons rapidly) and quditative
(the possble need for developing new warheads). The influence of that
report on the ‘Nuclear Posture Review’ could be dgnificat, given the
presence, among the authors, of many high-ranking members of the new
Adminigration, even though it seems out of line with presdentid declara
tions on a reduction in the role of nuclear wegpons. On this issue, as on
many others (such as Irag, China, Russa and the environment), the new
Adminigration displays contradictory tendencies that must be resolved a
some future time.

Findly, account must be taken of the ‘revolution in military affairs, which
is another way of saying that nuclear weapons are a thing of the past. A
combination of long-distance drikes, accurate targeting, Stedth technolo-
gies, countermessures, etc., would eventudly eradicate the very possibility
of warfare by making possble the dmost ingtantaneous destruction of dl
the adversary’s sendtive targets, while protecting domestic assats. The
objective would thus be to give this ‘revolution’ the role formerly assgned
to nuclear wegpons as instruments of deterrence. These ambitions have been

20 Keith Payne, ‘Rationale and Requirements for US Nuclear Forces (National Institute
for Public Policy, 2001).
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revised downwards, especidly in the aftermath of the Kosovo campaign,
which demongrated the many options an enemy has to conced and decoy
when faced with American conventiona superiority. The difficulty of
beeting an adversay, even a condderably wesker one, without deploying
forces on the ground was once again clearly apparent. Equaly, US ambi-
tions, even if currently downplayed, have by no means disappeared.
Advanced information and communications sysems will be increesngly
necessary for intelligence, detection, command and control of interceptors,
as wdl as for the deployment of forces in regiond crises. American Strategy
with regard to regiond powers will ill rdy on condderable conventiond
forces and limited defences rather than on nuclear forces, with the possble
exception of miniaturised wegpons designed for the destruction of bunkers
or underground clandegtine facilities. There is little chance that this convenr
tiond power will eradicate the desire of potentia opponents to fight back
and even less that it will rule out the acquistion of WMD as indruments of
retiation. Quite to the contrary, a ‘revolution of violence might emerge as
aresponse to the ‘revolution in military affairs .

The Bush adminigration’'s commitment to missle defences, militarisation of
gpace and precison-guided conventiona wegpons is obvious. However, the
exercise of power dso has a sobering effect. As yet, there is no indicaion
that Washington will take decisve seps in dl three directions, or that it will
do so promptly, since the conventiona requirements of the three services
(Army, Navy, Air Force) dready account for a large pat of the defence
budget, and international discussons dready scheduled (with the Allies and
Russa) might aso lead to reconsderaion of certain objectives. Rather than
viewing these developments as inevitable, it would be wiser to try influenc-
ing the choices that will be made. Such a policy, however, requires tha
partners and dlies have clear ideas aout where their interests lie. As far as
Europe is concerned, this would provide an opportunity to refine its threat
asessment and its early warning and survelllance capabilities. Another area
where European initigtives are needed is the development of thestre missle
defences, which could prove essentid to military operations in zones where
WMD programmes are suspected. Unfortunately, the Europeans are not
maeking the necessxy financid effort and they will probably wat for
another new crisis to break out before they take any decision.
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1.4 Concluson

Nuclear deterrence is no longer a prime eement in inter-state relations, and
the indifference towards defence issues, widespread in democracies, is a the
root of genera ignorance regarding WMD programmes. Only dramatic
events, like the Gulf War, from time to time provide a warning, abet
temporary. However, inconspicuous as they may be, nuclear wegpons
continue to play a dgnificat role. Three examples illugrate this Fird,
American nuclear forces, dthough never mentioned explicitly during the
war agang lrag, were reportedly a dgnificant factor in Saddam Hussain's
decison not to use chemica or biologicd wegpons agang the codition’'s
troops or the Isradli people. Second, the fact that no intervention on humani-
tarian grounds in Chechnya was ever mentioned, dthough the population’s
dtuation is more tragic than those in Kosovo in 1999, was patly due to
Russas nuclear capability, which discouraged any such intervention. Third,
the presumed existence of Israd’s nuclear cgpability induces prudence even
in its mogt hogtile neighbours, even though Irag's drikes on Td Aviv during
the Gulf War might raise a doubt on this point.

Despite this continuous role, nuclear weapons are no longer a the centre of
drategic relations. One proof of this, however symbolic in nature, is the de-
targeting of missiles by the five nuclear powers. Even though armed forces,
as Sir Michaed Howard points out, are not directed a specific enemies in
peacetime, nuclear weapons do not generdly fit into thet traditiond pattern.
Until now, tous azimuts deterrence had never had many followers and was
sometimes the butt of sarcastic comments, even in France, when it formed
pat of officd doctrine. The idea of an ‘overdl’ deterrent with no specific
targets is typicd of the trandtion period through which nuclear wegpons are
going worldwide.

No one wants the return of nuclear wegpons to a centra position. There are
a leest two reasons for this. It would be a sgn of serious internationa
tensons (such as a threat of attack on Taiwan), and it would take place in a
world more complex, and therefore more dangerous, than a any time since
1945. A nucler exchange in the twenty-firsd century would have little in
common with the bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, given the number of
wegpons, their type, the number of players and the dliance networks
involved. Therefore, to avoid future nuclear crises, it is not sufficient to
develop doctrines dressing the need for flexibility and adaptability. More
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than anything, they demondrate uncertainty and ignorance over the future.
What is needed is an improvement in the ability to andyse ongoing change,
as well as pardld efforts to render actors less unpredictable and conven:
tiona conflicts less likdy. Othewise, post-modern versons of surprise
attack or escdation, the great scares of Cold War times, will return to haunt
world leaders in new and unforeseen forms in the coming decades. This is
not only a cdl for some serious progpective thinking, but the reinforcement
of negotiation asthefirg line of defence.

Robert Oppenhemer’s remark on the dgnificance of the firg exploson
remains true because of the exceptiona power of these wegpons and the
terror they will continue to inspire. The fact that the United States and its
dlies have dtered the role of nucler weapons in ther military doctrines
does not meen that the whole world is following suit. The new nuclear
powers lack the experience of two World Wars and the Cold War, which
bred a culture of caution and common perception in internationd affairs
amongs the actors involved. Will they proceed as cautioudy as twentieth
century statesmen? This is by no means certain. The risk of use could rise as
such wegpons fal into the hands of leaders bent on changing the regiond or
broader international order. Efforts to deter them presuppose a Strategy that,
as with every good drategy, must be smple an agreement amongst the
magor countries, nuclear and non-nuclear, to make it clear tha they will
tolerate no modification to the regionad or internationa baance through the
use or threat of use of wegpons of mass destruction. This is the second line
of defence. However, the mgor countries that would be needed to enforce
such a policy include non-status quo powers. As Clausewitz pointed out,
while rategy isagmple at, it is by no means easy.






Chapter Two

THE FUTURE OF ARMS CONTROL

Harald Mller

1.1 Theroleand importance of arms control, present and future

Arms control is certainly a baby of the Cold War. Waking up to the coming
nuclear parity between the United States and the Soviet Union, which would
eiminae US nuclear superiority as the bass of Americas security as well
as that of its dlies, in the late 1950s and early 1960s defence intellectuds
began developing ams control as the gppropriate antidote. Security policy
could not entirdly be based on sdf-hdp in the future. The risk, in the nuclear
age, that the arms race might get out of control and lead inadvertently to a
war, appeared 0 be just too great. Arms control did not necessarily am at
reducing, or even diminding, nucler wegpons but a dabilisng the
postures on both sides so as to avoid a rush to afirst strike, or a ‘use them or
losethem’ dilemmain acriss

While conceptudly clear and didtinct, ams control became quickly and
inevitably blurred with two other concepts. The fird, dissrmament, was very
much informed by the idea that wegpons were an independent cause of
conflict and war. The reduction and eimination of weapons was thus seen
by the proponents of this view as a very important insrument for preventing
deadly conflict. The second one was the evolution of humanitarian law, the
century-long atempt to limit damage, fatdities, and human suffering in war,
notably on the pat of the civilian population. While inditutiondly separate
from arms control (which was conducted largely hilaerdly) and disarme-
ment (which was conducted in the Geneva forum, whose name changed
severd times and which is now cdled the Gnference on Dissrmament), the
humanitarian law rhetoric had a srong influence on the other two ap-
proaches, notably in the redm of nuclear wegpons. The non-discriminatory
character of nuclear ams, and the huge number of civilian casudties to be
expected from nucdlear use — demondrated so vividly and teribly in Hi-
roshima and Nagasski — made the humanitarian argument the centrd issue
for anti-nucler movements and proponents of disamament. The 1996
Advisory Opinion of the Internationd Court of Justice rdied heavily on
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arguments drawvn from humanitarian law, and proved very dealy the extent
to which thinking on ams control, disssrmament and humanitarian law had
converged.

The end of the Cold War put into question the further vdidity of the ams
control gpproach. Conceptudised for a bilaterd dud in the form of a nuclear
ams race, it catanly logt its foundation with the bresk-up of the Soviet
Union and the termination of the conflict that had divided Europe. However,
| will ague thet, fird, the same cannot be sad for the arms con
trol/disarmament/humanitarian lav amagam, which is a complex drategy
tha ams a edablishing an dternative security order and is a project that
has not become at al obsolete with the advent of new drategic relationships,
but for which the prospects have rather improved. Secondly, even within the
narrower concept of arms control, dements do Hill exist that are of contin
ued utility.

To take the second point firdt, the centrd notion of arms contral, its control-
ling objective, was, as mentioned above, sability. Stability in the dSrategic
relationship between two nuclear-amed enemies or rivas is an essentid
condition for internationa security, relaing to the security not only of the
nuclear competitors, but a least to ther wider neighbourhood and even,
depending on the size of the arsenals, the type of wegpons and the scope of
their drategic competition, the whole world. Arms control is intended to
give each dde the confidence tha no precipitate action will be needed,
whatever the circumstances.

This objective, | would argue, remains important even following the end of
US-Soviet drategic rivdry. It will be rdevant as long as the rdationship
between nuclear-armed dtates has not resched the level of ‘security-
community’ — that is, a degree of cooperation, friendship, compatibility of
interest, intense didogue, normative integration, inditutiondised forms of
conflict management and solution — that excludes the possibility of a serious
clash of interest, a conflict that could engender the exchange of force, from
ather dde's thinking. In the case of quite a few nuclear dyads we have not
yet reeched that point: in the USRussa RussaChina, USChing,
Chinalndia and India/lPekistan relationships there is a certan degree of
conflict of vita interes for a least one if not both sdes of the dyad. It is dl
vey wel for pro-NMD authors from the United States to declare that a US
withdrawa from the ABM Treaty could not have negative consequences
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since the relaions among the mgor powers today rest on friendship, not
enmity. That, however, is not exactly the view of the actors themsdves. US
nuclear targeting doctrine gill consders more than 2,000 military targets in
Russa to be rdevant. China is regarded by the United States as a potentia
enemy, possbly its sngle main riva in the century to come. Perceptions in
Moscow and Bejing mirror this image, only much more s, as these
countries are s0 much weaker than the United States, and consderations of
deterrence are thus much more sdient. As long as these perceptions prevail
and are even reinforced by mutua tak and action, ams control will retan
its role as drategic stabiliser and, consequently, the ABM Treety will play a
useful role aswell.

Arms control dso has a role to play in regiond ability: at this leve, such
agreements can hdp ensure rdiable baances of forces which give reassur-
ances to regiond powers that therr surviva is not a stake, and that they
must not fear a surprise aggresson by any neighbour. With a growing
number of interrdlated agreements regiond security may improve to a point
where confidence among regiond powers replaces distrust and confronta
tion as the dominant mode in interstate relations.

Globdly, nonproliferation or prohibition agreements, paticulally those
relating to wegpons of mass destruction (WMD), are a precondition for
banning exigentid dangers for globd dability, ecologica safety and, in
extremis, even the survival of the human race Arms control can create
aufficent security and Sability to motivate countries to commit themselves
to cooperation in other sectors where it is mutudly profitable and indeed
indigoensable for solving problems for society and the economy in the age
of globdisation.

Such agreements dso impact heavily on regiond bdances and hdp, if
successful, to prevent the greastest dangers of escdation of exigting regiond
conflicts. Successful arms control agreements build shared security interests
among erdwhile rivals and enemies. Hence, they even help to de-escdate
the generd leve of regiond conflict.

This brings us to the second mgor sgnificance of the triad of arms contral,
dissmament and humanitarian law. Taken together, these present an
important and powerful dternative to a security policy based entirdy on
«f-hdp and its extenson, defensve dliances. While defence capabilities
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present, in the fina ingtance, the essentia backbone of any security system,
ams control, disssmament and humanitarian law form a firs line of security
that condgs of internaionadly agreed rules The security dilemma which
leads to costly and risky arms races and, in extreme circumstances, even to
war, can be consderably lessened if there are generdly accepted rules for
upper limits of troops, military equipment, for the shape of military doc-
trines and the form of exercises, which give dates the confidence that their
neighbours do not harbour aggressve intentions. These rules delinegte clear
digtinctions between acceptable and unacceptable behaviour, and thus help
to didinguish between the rule-abiding membership of such a security
regime and the (hopefully very few) rule-breskers againg which the
capabilities of the lawful mgority can then be directed.

A security sysem like this consderably reduces the risk of hodtilities and
the level of necessary defence expenditure. It requires, in the first place, that
the strongest countries submit themsdves to the rules and do not request
exemption: the rule of lav can only goply when the king himsdf is not
above the law, as European history so vividly demongrates. Unfortunately,
a willingness on the part of some powerful sates, and in particular the most
powerful country, to abide by the rulesis not very evident.

1.2 Factorsfavouring and constraining nuclear disarmament

The drongest dways serves as modd. In international rule making, leader-
ship is of thregfold importance. The leader has usualy ways and means to
cgole others into agreement, and later on into compliance. The leader’'s own
law-abiding behaviour shows clearly that success is compatible with the
new rules. And the leader can offer above-average concessons to convince
reluctant parties to come in, since it is acting from a postion of srength
The wesker aparty is, the lessroom there isfor compromise.

Presently and in the foreseegble future, the United States will remain by far
the srongest date in the world, and the only remaning superpower.
However, US policies do not follow the ided type of behaviour just de-
scribed. The US military are very reluctant to deviate from past targeting
policy, this policy ill requiring huge numbers of warheads to cover dl
military targets in Russa deemed vauable The military ague that they
cannot change targeting without a new policy guiddine adopted by the
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Presdent. During the Nucler Posture Review of 1994, the civilian gurus
running nuclear policy in the Pentagon successfully blocked al atempts by
the ‘new brooms to change policy guiddines. During the 2000 dection
campagn, George W. Bush, J. and some of his foreign policy advisers
indicated that deep cuts might be possble, an intention reterated a the
Presdent’s speech to the NDU on 1 May 2001. It remains to be seen
whether this promise will dill hold in his presdency.

Generdly, we observe a marked departure of US policies from the multilat-
erdig atitude and drategy that characterised American foreign policy for
long. Of course, a gran of unilaterdism was dways involved in the behav-
iour of the Western superpower, but since the end of the Cold War this
element has become dominant. This is partly due to the strong aversion of a
Republican-dominated Congress to any congraints on US freedom of action
and any influence by internationad organisations on US policies. Interna
tiond law is seen as useful if it ties the hands of other actors, and is anath-
ema if it means curbs on US action. On this bass, ams control becomes
untenable. Since these short-sSghted priorities will harm the US nationd
interest — the one and only yardgtick these forces accept againg which to
assess political processes — in the long run, this attitude is incomprehensible.
While Congress Republicans have clearly been the driving force behind this
trend, the previous Adminidration only rardly put up a fight. The falure to
lend strong support from the highest leve to the ratification of the CTBT is
a dramdic illugration. Unilaerdigt factions could be identified even within
the ranks of the Clinton adminidration, not least in the Pentagon. Without a
lead from the United States, arms control could be teken forward only in
less rdevant areas such as the Ottawa Convention to ban anti-personnd
landmines. In nucler ams control, where US leadership is of course
indispensable, no great progress has been possible.

The drong priority set on developing a nationd missle defence sysem is a
present probably the biggest obstacle to further progress in, and the man
rsk to, exising ams control. The project is popular in the United States, in
particular among the politica dite. It is hard to fault the argument that it is
good to defend one's homeland againgt horrendous thrests from irresponsi-
ble regimes. In addition, NMD plays to the century-old US tradition of
viewing the country as a beacon of goodness, the ‘city on the hill’ that must
be spared entanglement in the troubles of the outsde world or — if it bothers
to involve itsdf in these troubles — will do so as a saviour that ensures the
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tiumph of good over evil, and from a pogtion of impregnability and
supremacy. The gpped of this thinking should not be underrated: it pervades
not only the views of the world held by the powerful rdigious right and
patriotic Republicans, but is dso pat and parcd of US political culture.
Countering that gpped, the complex and intellectud arms-control reasoning
in favour of mantaining the ABM Treaty as it dands and, consequently,
renouncing nationd missle defences, is an uphill batle The only thing thet
could stop NMD s technicd falure. The US public bdieves in technolog-
cd feaghility, but is efficency- and cost-conscious. Further falure to meet
technica objectives during tests would dampen enthusasm for NMD and
could even kill it. If, however, tests are successful, or smart public relations
efforts turn falures into gpparent successes, an NMD in one form or another
will be deployed, with negative consequences for ams control and disar-
mament, as the following andysswill argue.

The impact that present Russan policy will have on ams control and
disaamament is unclear. On the one hand, Russas military-economic
interests are pushing the government in the direction of far deeper cuts in
srategic nuclear forces than the United States has so far been prepared to
admit. On the other hand, the profound weskness of Russan conventiona
forces has enhanced the importance of nuclear weagpons in Russas eyes
and, in particular, put increased emphasis on the role of tacticad nuclear
weagpons as an equdiser in conventiond regiona conflicts, possbly dso in
response to chemica or biologicd weapons attacks. NATO's unchalenged
Superiority in  conventional  wegpons, combined with enlargement  and
operations in former Yugodavia agangt Moscow's express politica will,
has added to a sense of insecurity. As a consequence, it has been difficult to
put tecticd nuclear wegpons on the arms control agenda. In addition, the
heightened feding of inferiority and the old traditions of military secrecy
have militated againgd Russas admitting optima transparency in the fidd
of nucler wegpons. To be fair, the transparency granted goes beyond
anything imagineble during the days of the Soviet Union. Stll, it fals short
of Western demands and thereby serves to maintain a degree of distrust that
IS not conducive to further confidence-building and ams reductions
Russas feding of insecurity is aso aggravated by US NMD plans. Russa
has not shown any sgn of willingness to give in to the US request that the
ABM Treaty be adapted to US deployment plans, sticking instead to the
present tresty language. And it has made further progress in nuclear ams
control, even the maintenance of existing tregties such as START | and I
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and the INF Treaty, contingent upon the continued vdidity of the ABM
Treaty as it stands. Remarkably, the Duma has worded its decison on
ratification of START 1l in such a way as to invdidae raification if the
ABM Treaty fdls.

A lack of trangparency is orders of magnitude greater in the case of Ching,
whose rhetoric proclams its commitment to nucler disarmament, but
which refrans from joining step-by-step measures apart from a no-fird-use
commitment and an absolute negetive security guarantee to nornuclear
wegpons dates. Arguing that its own weskness and security needs make
gregter trangparency impossible, Bejing is secretive concerning the direc-
tion that its present modernisation and build-up of its nuclear forces — it is
currently the only nuclear wegpons dtate with a growing nuclear arserd —
might be teking. This provides a pretext for those in the US and Russan
nuclear wegpons complexes to plead for a ‘hedge policy with China in
mind, and contributes to a feding of insecurity around the whole Asan rim
that is conducive neither to nuclear disasmament nor to non-proliferation. If
anything, China's attitude towards US NMD plans is even more hodtile than
that of Russa China sees not only its Strategic nuclear deterrent threstened
by the deployment of territorid missle defences, as the United States may
progress from initidly ‘thin’ to ‘thicke’, that is much more capable,
gysems. Ching, in some contrast to Russia, sees its nationa interests aready
being jeopardised by tacticd missile defences if gpplied to its own region,
notably to Jgpan and Taiwan. US plans to deploy such systems in East Ada,
ogtengbly to counter the North Korean missile threat to its dlies and its own
forces, therefore run counter to Chinese wishes. China is aso concerned that
missle defences deployed in Tawan, or even mobile nava defences
brought forward to the Tawan Strait, might embolden political forces in
what Bejing regards as an irredentis province to enhance their efforts to
atain independence. China is adamant that no negotiations in the CD in
Geneva should go forward on any issue as long as an arms race in space —in
Baijing's view a synonym for missile defences— is aso under way.

The two European nuclear wegpons states, France and the United Kingdom,
are presently less of a hindrance to further progress in nuclear arms control
and disa'mament. Naturdly, each is determined to gick to its nuclear
wegpons daus, and this in itsdf, is not overly helpful for the case of
disarmament. In addition, a certain French reluctance to accept transparency
as a universd principle of security policy that should be applied, rigoroudy,
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to the nuclear sector has helped to prevent stronger transparency measures.
But a least France has now accepted the principle of transparency in the
European Common Postion for the 2000 NPT Review Conference, and in
the Find Declaration of that conference. Both France and Britan have
impressvely reduced ther nuclear arsends and ther inherent operationd
flexibility, and have taken messures to scde down ther nuclear wegpon
production complexes as wdl. Both have dso implemented the principle of
maeking disarmament Steps irreversble, France in its decison to cose its
teting gtes in Polynesa Britan by subjecting former militay fissle
materia  production facilities and surplus materid to EURATOM  sdfe-
guards, waiving the right to reverse this step. London has dso achieved an

exemplary degree of transparency.

Decidgons by the two South Asan rivds, India and Pekistan, have not made
the world any esser for nuclear ams control and disssmament. Both
countries gppear to be poised to engage in a nuclear arms race, without the
reessuring dability that reigned for most of the time during the East-West
nuclear arms race after (but not before) the Cuban missile criss.

India is addressing three targets a the same time to gain acceptance as a
globa power, to acquire a deterrent vis-avis China and to stay ahead of
smaler, but troublesome, Pakistan. That the Indian government that decided
to go nuclear openly was the mogt naiondis, and partidly even Hindu
fundamentdist, that ever governed the subcontinentd democracy is by no
means an accident. Ambitions of greainess and regiona dominance, rather
than hard-core security interests, tipped the bdance in the direction of
testing as opposed to mantaning an ambiguous datus. India has declared
its willingness to develop — a a minmum (sic) deterrent — a triad of
submarines, land-based missiles and bombers, emulating the superpowers at
a time when two nuclear weapons dates, Britain and France, have trimmed
their nuclear forces to one and two components, respectively. India is
clearly driving a nucler ams race that, depending on the scope of the
nuclear posture adopted by New Dehi, may give new impulse to Chinese
modernisation and, as a consequence, Russian and US plans aswdll.

Pekigan is a the receving end of this race (though not necessarily in
subcontinental  conflict policy, which it is pushing by its maerid, paliticd,
and occasondly even direct military support for dissdents and externd
Idamic fighters). While Pekigan has little chance of maiching any Indian
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posture on its own because of a lack of resources, given the general assump-
tion that nuclear wegpons are an ‘equaiser’ a nucler saemate may be of
comfort to Pakigani military planners rather than worry them. Unfortu-
nately, this nudear dyad will not necessrily emulate the rdative sability of
the East-West one. What was then feared by some drategists, but never
redised in practice, the assumption that limited war might be possble a
little risk because nuclear deterrence once a conflict has broken out would
prevent escdation to the exisentid levd, may wel encourage politicians
and military leaders to try minor provoceations and incursons. The 1999
Kashmir war could turn out to be the firs of many such dangerous (because
prone to escdation) skirmishes, each of which would include the risk of
crossing the nuclear threshold.

Isad, among dl de jure and de facto nuclear wegpons dtates, is the one
likely to be least inclined to move in any way towards ams control for the
time being, and the one whose podiure is having the worse effect — in terms
of proliferation — on its environment. Isadl has a least sSgned, though not
yet ratified, the CTBT. Washington cgoled it with condderable effort into
agreement on dating CD negotiations on a cut-off and a readiness to
negotiate, though that was never put to the test. Israd, to the dismay of its
Arab neighbours, Egypt in the firg ingtance, proved stubborn in its ress
tance to any symbolic or practicd gesture in the aams control talks in the
aftermath of the Madrid process. Neither exploratory talks about a nuclear
weapon-free zone nor technicad discusson on what verification measures in
such a zone might entall, nor sgnificant gestures such as the cosng down
of the (now near obsolete) Dimona reactor were acceptable to Isragl. In
return, the Arab, notably Egyptian, dtitude is increasngly hardening on
measures on nuclear disssmament or non-proliferation that do not include
Isad or contain a least criticism of Isad’s nuclear capability, a demand
which, in turn, is opposed by the United States.

On the negdtive sde, biologicd and chemica wegpons proliferation must be
counted as an obdacle to nucler ams control and disarmament. Some
nuclear wegpons dates explicitly or implicitly wish to presarve the nuclear
option as a deterrent and a possible means of retdiaion agang attack with
such wegpons. At least this argument has been put forward to judify a
reluctance to proceed rapidly with dissrmament measures, pronounce a no-
fird-use doctrine or give unconditiona negative security assurances to non
nuclear weapons states.
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The Wegtern Alliance has changed its nuclear posture and doctrine consid-
erably. Nevertheless, it refuses to renounce the option of first use of nuclear
weapons. European non-nuclear wegpons daes are arguing that asking the
Americans to proceed to no-fird-use and, consequently, withdrawd of the
few tactica nuclear wegpons ill deployed in Europe, might be interpreted
in Washington as a sgnd tha the Europeans can do without the Alliance,
and might thus precipitate the decay of NATO. Americans are reluctant to
propose that step to Europeans lest the nontnudear dlies lose fath in the
American guarantee and condgder acquiring a nuclear wegpons capacity of
their own, with devastating consequences for the nuclear non-proliferation
regime. With these contradictory expectations, NATO is quite unwilling at
present to move beyond what was stated in its new Strategic Concept. It is
thus impossble to meet the (more or less symbolic) Chinese cdl for an
agreement on, or a lee commitment to, no-fird-use and thus give Bdjing
at least one success in the arms control arena.

On the podtive dde is the genuine interest of the nuclear wegpons dates in
avoiding nudear war and in diminishing threats from nuclear proliferation
and other wegpons of mass destruction. To the extent that their own arms
control and disasmament activities help to fogter this interest, they will be
willing to do so. The crunch may come if dl of them come close enough to
minimum deterrent podure levels to face the dtark decison of ether
reducing to zero or envisaging a world in which an increesng number of
countries have weapons of mass destruction. We are, however, far from this
point, and it is not clear whether this Manichean dternative will ever be on
the agenda in the foreseeable future, but we cannot excludeit.

Ancther factor helping arms control is the pressure exerted by non-nuclear
wegpons dates to take more determined Steps a nuclear disarmament.
Presently, we can distinguish between severa groups of them.

Fird, there are those who are much more interested in the nudear umbrella
than in anything ese and caution their nucdear-amed alies agangt bolder
deps towards disaromament rather than the other way around. Turkey,
Poland and South Korea, because of their specific geopolitical location, are
casesin point.

Next are those dlies that would not want to risk their relationship with ther
nuclear armed friends for the sake of disarmament, but would rather like to
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see them engage in more intense arms control and reduction measures,
partly because they are concerned about the fate of the non-proliferation
regime if the present dtuation prevals patly because they like every
meesure that helps reducing the discrimination inherent in the exigence of
two kinds of daes, and patly because they genuindy beieve in nudear
disarmament. Audrdia, Canada, Germany, Japan and the Netherlands are
examples.

Thirdly, there are the moderate non-digned countries that want red progress
in nuclear disarmament, but redise that pushing the nuclear wegpons dates
too hard makes no drategic sense because nuclear dissrmament can only be
achieved with, not againd, the possessors of nuclear wegpons. This position
is epitomised by the New Agenda Codition, a group of seven dates dtriving
to give new impetus to nuclear disarmament.

Fourth, there are the traditiond nontdigned countries, with ther sweeping
demands for fixed timetables and the immediate negotiation of a nuclear
wegpons convention which — by andogy to the Chemicd and Biologicd
Wegpons conventions — should contain a general ban on dl nucdear ams
and related activities They have log much of ther influence to the New
Agenda Codlition, however.

It is the New Agenda Coadlition whose fresh gpproach has led to enhanced
pressure on the nuclear wegpons dates. Ther requests cannot lightly be
dismissed as unredigic and utopian, as they are trying very hard to frame
their proposds in an incrementa and doable way. This approach helps to
garner measured or strong support from the second group. The fourth group,
while dicking in princple to its farther-reaching, more radical ideas about
disssmament, is dso rdlying — though with some grumblings — behind the
NAC agenda in order to achieve a least something. For the first time,
therefore, the vagt mgority of non-nuclear weapons states are agreed on a
st of politicd demands to put before the nuclear wespons dates. This
congelation carried, for example, the 2000 NPT Conference, where a least
some of the nuclear weapons states conceded rather more than they had
initidly intended.

This dightly improved internationd setting has to be set againg the present
complete lack of popular interest in the subject. The effectiveness of popular
commitment could be fdt during the early 1980s and, more recently, during
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the find series of French nuclear tests in the South Pacific. Since then, it has
evaporated even though nuclear arms control and dissrmament have entered
aperiod of stagnation, if not crisis.

1.3 Prospectsfor specific stepsin arms control

This pattern of factors that facilitate or impede further progress in nuclear
arms control and disarmament frames the prospects for the various tresties,
conventions and agreements on the arms control agenda. We must expect
that the relaionship between the US Presdent and Congress will be very
tense, and that does not bode well for agreements that the President wishes
to negotiate. Presdent Bush will possbly find it somehow esser than Mr
Gore would have to preval with ams control agreements in the Senate,
snce more Democratic than Republican Senators may be ready to vote for a
treaty out of conviction rather than for the sake of partisan politics The
downsde, however, is that so far Mr Bush has not shown any srong
inclination to support ams control as an integra pat of nationd Security
policy. He has, with patheticdly unconvincing reasoning, publicly opposed
the CTBT. His advisers have not shown much sympathy for a cut-off of the
production of wegpons-grade fissle materid. He regards the ABM Treaty as
obsolete and would rather subscribe to unilaterad reductions in drategic
nuclear ams than to negotiated and codified limits. On the other hand, his
readiness to envisage such deeper cuts is a plus compared to the — incom+
prehensble — consarvatism of the Clinton nuclear targeting legecy (see
above). Altogether, the new President does not look overly attractive from a
disssmament and non-proliferation perspective; but of course atitudes often
change when incumbents redlise dl the implications of their office.

We should not expect Russa and China to give in easly to US wishes on
changing the ABM Tresty and edablishing a nationd missle defence,
however thin it may be. Russa will most likely wish to retain the option of a
MIRV-ed mobile, land-based missle, thus undoing one of the magor
achievements of START II. China will eventudly follow suit, MIRV-ing its
own land-based drategic component as well. India, and, as a corollary,
Pekigan, will likdy adapt its own definition of ‘minimum deterrent’
upwards if the edtablished nucler wegpons dates in ther environment
enhance ther own offensve capabilities. At some point, Russan and
Chinese efforts at adapting ther own offensgve options to — not red, but
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anticipated — US defence capabilities will hdp nudear pundits in the United
States to overcome present barriers and make a renewed effort at enhancing
the US nuclear arsendl.

China has dready made it clear that it is not prepared to negotiate on a cut-
off as long as there is not a compensatory, paralel negotiation track to
prevent an ‘ams race in outer space. It gppears that Bejing takes quite
serioudy the more advanced, or exotic, aspects of the NMD programmes as
well as other research and development programmes being pursued by the
US Space Command. The latter could bear fruit a decade from now and
envisage space as deployment ground for offensve, conventiond, precison
wegponry that could attack a variety of targets in space, in airspace and even
on the ground. China is aso hedging its bets on enhancing fissile materid
production if a successful, large-scde NMD deployment were to compel
Bdijing's military planners to enhance the planned sze of its nudear arsend
a the end of the present modernisation process. Chinds present veto
position makes it easy for other non-enthusasts of a cut-off, such as India,
Pakistan, Egypt or even Isradl, to stay cam.

It is hard to be a non-proliferation/dissrmament optimist a present. The
man reason for this is the glaring lack of US leadership. Againg its own
better judgement, the United States has been laying the foundation for a
renewed nucleer arms race at the end of which its own nationa security will
be diminished — no mater how much it invess in anti-missle defence
Without a clear US example, and outstanding leadership, it is hard to see
how the nuclear arms control and disarmament train will move forward. The
US, of course, is not the only culprit. Russan resentment, Chinese opacity,
Indian ambition, Iragi mdiciousness, dl these factors work in the wrong
direction. But the sad truth is that the most decisive roadblock in the way of
further progressis the most powerful state on earth: the United States.

It will take much willingness to compromise on both Sdes to overcome the
increasingly acerbic feding of stdemate. An agreement between the United
States and Russia does not appear completdy out of the question, but it
would require such a shift in Washington's postion that the chances appear
dim. The United States woud have to agree to much deeper cuts than the
military leadership was ready to accept in the Clinton era, and a much lower
levdl of missle defence than Presdent Bush has announced he deems
necessary. In addition, Russa would possbly srongly prefer a forward
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deployed, boost-phase defence that is unequivocdly targeted againgt the
‘states of concern’, North Korea and Iran in paticular. This is what Pres-
dent Putin has proposed and where he has offered cooperation on, even joint
management of, a missle defence sysem. If the United States indsted on a
larger, home-based configuration, some other concesson would be needed
to dlay Russan concens. a moratorium on the enlargement of NATO
towards the East and/or a binding commitment — rather than just a politicd
datement — that nuclear wegpons would not be stationed on the territory of
member dtates that entered the Western dliance after 1990. Even better, an
agreement to withdraw al US tacticd nuclear wegpons from Europe in the
context of an overdl regulaion for nondrategic nuclear wegpons, as
envissged by the 2000 NPT Review Conference, might help mitigate
Russan fedings of insecurity without in any way compromisng Wesern
Security.

With China, the issue is dmilaly complex. The following ‘package
illustrates this complexity and demondrates the consderable concesson
ather sde would have to make:

aUS commitment to deep cuts in offensve Strategic forces,

a Chinee indication of what the end point of the present nuclear
modernisation might be;

a US undetaking to limit itsdf to a ‘thin’ rather than an extensve
missle defence;

a US willingness to engage discussons on preventing an ams race in
outer space in the context of the CD;

a US willingness to agree to a mutud, bilaterd, no-fird use policy with
China, following the modd of the Russan Chinese underdanding;

a Chinese readiness to withdraw most of the missle batteries a the
Tawan Strait coadline beyond the range a which they could drike
Tawan,

a US commitment to withdraw its readiness to defend and supply
Tawan if and when Taiwan declares independence, and to renounce the
build-up of atacticd missle defence on theidand.

While the package does not sound unreasonable to European ears, it would
meet s0lid resgance within the US paliticd community, notably on the
Republican sde. It is thus doubtful whether a compromise that could save
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ams control from the present stdemate and a quite possble breskdown
later on can be shaped in redlity.

1.4 Non-proliferation and nuclear disarmament

A deeriorating dtuation in nucler ams control and disskmament has a
bearing upon the dability and coherence of the nuclear non-proliferation
regime. This view assumes that there is a continuing relationship between
the two subjects. Not everybody, however, holds this view. There have been
many efforts to deny that a reationship exids a dl. Countries, 0 the
reasoning goes, decide to embark on nuclear weagpon programmes because
of regiond or even locd security concerns. What the established nuclear
powers do, whether they build up their nuclear arsends or reduce them, does
not affect this reasoning & dl. Another argument goes further, maintaining
that, as the big nuclear wegpons dates disarm, they encourage would-be
nuclear powers because the differentid between the top nuclear wespons
dates and the newcomer diminishes, and an emerging nuclear arsend thus
caries greater leverage and currency than if measured agang the tens of
thousands of warheads in the arsends of the United States and the Soviet
Union a the height of the East-West conflict.

On the surface, these arguments sound quite convincing. Judged againg
historica experience, however, they do not stand. Recent research con
ducted by my associales and me has shown that more activities geared
towards the acquigtion of nuclear wegpons have darted in periods of high
Superpower tenson and growing armament, while most renunciation of such
activities took place in the period between 1985 and 1995 when relations
between the United States and the Soviet Union — and its successor Russa —
were as good as ever before or since.

Of course, it is true that countries usudly have very specid security cork
cerns when they decide to acquire nuclear wegpons. But the fact that it is
nuclear wegpons they wish to possess does not come out of the blue
Medium and smdl powers as wel as would-be great powers watch what the
redly powerful countries are doing, and they try to emulate their pattern of
behaviour. As long as the United States, in particular, sticks to nuclear
wegpons, and as long as the other permanent members of the UN Security
Council hold them, it would be surprisng if ambitious powers did not
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believe that nuclear weapons were of consgderable use. If, on the other hand,
the US government followed the advice of experts like Paul Nitze or
Gengrds Butler and Horner, among others, on the quedtionable military
usefulness of nuclear arms, and conduct its own defence policies in accord
with that assessment, the incentive to follow the example of the present
nuclear weapons sates would diminish congderably. In contrast, as long as
the world's most powerful military conglomerate ever — NATO — sticks to
an option of firg use — againgt what threet, one is tempted to ask — and
declares nuclear wegpons the ultimate guarantor againgt dl sorts of thrests,
risks and wars, it is hardly surprisng that others wish to retain this option as
well.

This is the levd of the logic of emulation, which is much more powerful
than many think. On a more legd-political plane, the reationship between
nuclear proliferation and nuclear dissrmament goes in the same direction.
The NPT has defined this rdationship, in its Article VI, in a cear but
weakly worded manner. Since, the 1995 NPT Review and Extenson
Conference, the 1996 Advisory Opinion given by the International Court of
Judtice, and the 2000 NPT Review Conference have worked to clarify and
define the meaning of Art. VI of the NPT. It contains an unequivocd legd
commitment by the nucler wegpons dates to negotiate effective nuclear
disamament agreements, and, eventudly, to diminae al nuclear wegpons

in thelr possession.

It should be emphasised that this commitment is the counterpart of the non
nuclear wegpons dates undertaking to renounce the acquigtion and
possession of nucdear wegpons. While it is true that this renunciation might
be in the nonnuclear weapons dates interests even if present nuclear
wegpons dates maintan with ther satus for some time, the higory of
negotiation of the NPT and the thirty years of debates within the NPT
community have snce then made it dear beyond any misunderganding that
the readiness by the vast mgority of non-nuclear wegpons states to renounce
the most powerful weapon of the day was conditiond on the commitment
by the nuclear weagpons sates in Art. VI, and that non-nuclear wegpons
dates may have a legd clam to withdraw from that undertaking if the NWS
were in continuing and evident breach of ther Art. VI commitment. If, for
example, the United States, in the absence of any pressing security require-
ment, were not to agree to the Russan suggestion to go below the 2,500-
warhead limit envissged for START Ill, just because the civilian and



Harald Muller 49

military security leadership deemed it fashionable to dick to the time-
honoured Cold War targeting doctrine, nor-nuclear weapons states might be
judified in complying less with ther Tresty commitments. At the very lesd,
they might not see any good reason to go forward to ever farther-reaching
verification measures on their own territory such as those required under the
Additiond Protocol to the NPT. The dow rate of ratification of this protocol
is awarning 9gn that should not be ignored. We are not yet a a point where
NNWS might withdrav from the Tresty out of frudration. It cannot be
excluded, however, that this point may be approached in the future. The
discrimination implied in the NPT is not something that can stand forever. It
was accepted as a lesser evil for the interim — lesser than a world increas-
ingly populated by nuclear-armed dates. If, however, nuclear weapons
dates view the NPT as a licence to perpetuate their status, the bass of the
bargain is undermined. That danger should not be underrated.

In addition to serving as a valid excuse for NNWS not to agree to new
undertakings, or to cut down established ones as long as no progress in
nuclear disarmament is made, the rift between NWS and NNWS has
immediate effects on the coheson of the nonproliferation regime. The
regime has been chdlenged by only a very few dates, which, under the
cover of fathful treaty membership, recklesdy pursue clandestine activities
for producing nucler wegpons. The tresty community has a chance to
confront these rule-breakers as a consolidated, closed and powerful unit.
That opportunity will only be there, however, if the community is united
and not divided. The persstent resentment of the ‘have-nots againgt the
‘haves, however, creates niches where miscreants can hide in the wrong-
headed but red solidarity of their nonnuclear peers. Compliance poalicy,
then, is left to the unilateral action of the most powerful which, if anything,
enhances misgivings among non-nuclear wegpons dtates tresty members and
the disgance they perceive between themselves and the nuclear wegpons
dates. The decaying solidarity within the NPT community is one of the
biggest thregts to the persstence of the regime; the 2000 consensus declara-
tion is, in some ways, mideading: the compromise was won because the
nuclear weapons states promised more than they could possibly be prepared
to implement. If they fdl short of these promises, however, the non-nuclear
wegpons daes disgppointment, if not outrage, will fdl on them with a
vengeance.
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The rdationship between nudear disasmament and non-proliferation can
thus be formulated as a dud difficulty: without disarmament, non
proliferation will erode, and without non-proliferation, disssmament will not
go forward. The present stdemate in the globa and bilatera disarmament
process is thus doubly troubling. It may well encourage or motivate some
dates that are on the point of embarking or continuing nuclear wegpons
progranmes to go forward. This in turn will give new ammunition to those
in nuclear wegpons states who are opposed to further reductions, want to
develop — and possibly to te — new nuclear wegpons, and see the whole
process of ams control and diss'rmament as an annoying, illegitimate and
unnecessary congraint on nationa freedom of action.

1.5 European interestsin non-proliferation and nuclear arms control

The countries of the European Union are concerned that the proliferation of
nuclear wegpons and their means of ddivery may develop into a red threat
to European territory. We have not yet reached that point, but containing
any further development in that direction remains a pivota security interest
of the Union. The European countries thus have a common interest in
maintaining and strengthening the nuclear nontproliferation regime.

The risk that nuclear materid, equipment, or knowledge could travel from
the area of the former Soviet Union to undesrable dedtinations requires
paticular atention, and indeed engagement. Individudly and together,
European countries have underteken efforts to contain this risk; some of
them do so presently with enhanced intensty in the activities of the G-8. It
Is also noteworthy that the EU’s common position for the 2000 NPT Review
Conference included a demand for the control of tactical nuclear wespors.
The large number ill possessed by the Russian Federation, the emphass of
such wegpons in Russd's new security doctring, and the lack of any binding
rules covering them is reason for concern. Europe has a particular stake in
tactica nuclear arms cortrol.

In a broader perspective, the Union's existence is based upon multilateral
tregties The Union would thus thrive best in a security environment in
which multilaterdism and the rule of law dominated. Thet is not to deny the
need for robust military capabilities sysems based on the rule of law
aways need, as a last resort, the means of enforcement. However, in order



Harald Muller 51

to make enforcement the rare exception and compliance the norm, the
armaments and defence policies of nation-states should be governed as far
as possble by commonly agreed rules The EU thus has an interest in
successful arms control multilaterdism that, & least for the moment, is not
shared by its dly, the United States. What might seem on the surface to be
certain disagreements on detall is only the symptom of more fundamentd,
damost philosophicd differences on how internationd order should be
shaped and enforced.

This generd interest deriving from the naure of the Union gives Europe a
paticular stake in the main objective of the NPT, namely that the number of
nuclear weapons sates should not be further increased. Nuclear anarchy
would cetainly diminate dl progpects for an internationd security policy
based on rules. By the same token, Europeans have strongly professed their
preference for the integrity of the present assortment of ams control
agreements of which the ABM Treaty is a most important part. It has been
agued above that the arms control fabric could wel unravd if the ABM
Tresty were to be given up unilaterdly by the United States. In addition to
dability of the present system, the Europeans would like to see further
reductions by the big two nuclear weapons states and an enhanced readiness
by China to take some tangible, in contrast to merely rhetoricd, steps to
approach the game of arms control, notably in the area of trangparency.

These common European interests cover consderable ground and condtitute
a 0lid bass for a common policy. This was cdearly expressed in the
Common Postion for the NPT Review that has aready been mentioned
severd times. The Common Pogtion was quite noteworthy in that it did not
contain just generdities and did not focus smply on the ‘easy’ issues of
universdity of the NPT, or safeguards, but addressed the most sendtive
issues of arms control and disamament directly, something that had never
before been possble With its emphass on transparency, irrevershility,
accountability and tactica nucler wegpons, the EU was capable, for the
firga time of subdantidly influencing the Conference and, in particular, its
final declaration.

That this achievement is described as noteworthy points to continuing
tensons of interest that, necessarily, persst within the Union. While Britan
and France, the two intra-Union nucler weapons states, share common
interests as andysed above, they have ther nationd interests that are a
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times contradictory to those of the more disarmament-minded members of
the Union, such as Irdand and Sweden, who participate in the New Agenda
Cadlition. As long as the onus of disssmament is on the two big nuclear
wegpons dates, this conflict of interest can be contained. It might, however,
be much more difficult to overcome once degp cuts have brought Russian
and American numbers closer to those of the other three. Differences may
aso perdst over the degree of transparency and accountability desired by
the non-nuclear wegpons states members as opposed to what Britain and, in
particular, France are prepared to ddiver for the time being.

These intra-union contradictions notwithstanding, for the time beng the
common interest in keeping the totdity of arms control, dissrmament and
non-proliferation going will hold the European countries together rather
than keep them apart. They should seize the opportunity to take the initiative
ealy on in the new US adminidration, to work on US willingness to
accommodate legitimate and essentid Rusdan security interests, and to
multiply diplomatic approaches towards the ‘States of concern’ regarding
missles thet are now being envisaged by the members of the MTCR —
largely on the bass of European (and Canadian) proposas. For the rest,
Europe must hope that the results of further tests will lead to a more sober
asessment of the posshiliies of NMD in Washington, dampen unilaterdist
enthusiasm and lead the United States back to the centrist road of a policy of
arms control and non-proliferation.



Chapter Three

THE ULTIMATE WEAPON REDUX?*
USNUCLEAR POLICY IN A NEW ERA

Robert A. Manning

Since the beginning of the nuclear era, a each stage in the development of
nuclear wegpons daes arsends, there has been some guiding US doctrine
defining the role of nuclear weagpons. During Eisenhower’s tenure it was
‘massve rediaion” The Kennedy adminidration developed ‘flexible
response.” By the late 1970s and into the Reagan era it was ‘counterforce
and ‘warfighting'. Then, as the Cold War ended, amost overnight Washing-
ton and Moscow swiftly reached accords to dismantle massive amounts of
the hardware and weaponry of an era past. Yet, so bloated were the arsends
of both nuclear powers that a decade later each dde ill has some 6,000
deployed nuclear warheads, with no near-term prospects of reducing levels
below some 2,000-2,500 weapons — even after cuts exceeding 80 per cent
those at the height of the Cold War. But guided by what US doctrine?

So convoluted did American nuclear logic become during the Clinton era
that, after a decade of pursuing policies designed to achieve the maximum
denuclearisation of Russa, when Russan negotiators suggested that the
build-down to be negotiated in the proposed START Il taks be reduced
from 2,500 to 1,500 warheads, the United States refused. ‘We can limit the
nuclear danger by going down to a level of 2,000 to 2,500 without jeopard-
ISng our interest with respect to nuclear deterrence,’ then State Department
spokesman James Rubin responded. This despite the redity, as articulated
by a Pentagon think-tank’s survey, that, ‘The United States is no longer
concerned with large-scde conflict in Europe that could escaae into
nuclear exchanges.’ 2

! The Random House Dictionary of the English Language, 2% edn. (New York, 1987)
gives redux asadj. brought back; resurgent.

See ‘Strategic Forces and Deterrence: New Realities, New Roles?’ in Strategic
Assessment 1999, Institute of National Strategic Studies, National Defense University,
Washington, DC.
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But what is the contemporary cdculus of deterrence? Is deterrence ill
relevant, and if so, can it be achieved without nuclear wegpons or with less
reliance on nuclear wegpons? Long-held assumptions of arms control and
nuclear drategy dike have been overtaken by new and emerging redities.
There is no contemporary equivaent of the ‘Fulda Ggp' — the centra Cold
War scenario where Soviet tanks might come pouring into Western Europe
in a conventional conflict escdating into a globd nuclear war. Indeed, it is
difficult, even for experienced scenario-spinners, to contrive scenarios
where military conflict between the United States and Russa would escdate
into nuclear war. Yet the managers of US grategic forces during the 1990s
remained animated by much the same logic and in addition have begun to
aticulate new concepts of utility for nuclear wegpons entirdy unrdated to
Russa But even after a mgor nuclear posture review in 1993 and a policy
review in 1997, for the firg time in nearly hadf a century, there was no clear
concept defining a new drategic doctrine: where US weapons fit into US
national security strategy and the purpose of US nuclear wegpons. With the
assumption of office, the Bush adminidraion — based on policy ideas
initidly floated during the Preddentid campagn — offers the prospect of
fresh thinking about nuclear weapons as it begins its nuclear posture review
in thefirg haf of 2001.

The nucler danger 4ill exigs but it has been fundamentdly transformed.
Rather than Russan drength, it was Russian weekness, the fear of ‘loose
nukes, that preoccupied much of the American nuclear bureaucracy during
the 1990s. Rather than superpower-centred, the danger is incressngly
multipolar. The mach of technology (eg. diffuson of bdligic missle
technology and the emergence of more cgpable balisic missle defences)
and the geopalitics of a world dominated by one superpower are dtering
notions of drategic dability. These factors make for a very dynamic security
environment. Indo-Pekigtani  devdopments highlight the digtinct possibility
tha nucler war could not only occur but could reman principdly a
regional matter. Even the bedrock concept of deterrence has begun to come
under question or &t least has begun to be redefined.

[11.1 New nuclear era

In the first half decade after the Cold War trends seemed to be towards
devauing nuclear weapons. A spate of ams control agreements — CFE,
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INF, START I, START Il and unilaterd tecticd nuclear wegpons cuts
accompanied the winding down of the superpower druggle. France and
China joined the NPT, which was then extended indefinitely, and a host of
nations denuclearised. UNSCOM seemed to keep Irag from missle and
nuclear breakout. In 1994 the United States signed an ‘Agreed Framework’
with North Korea under which Pyongyang froze and promised to eventudly
dismantle its nuclear wegpons programme. The International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA) was acquiring impressve new monitoring cgpabilities.
Anti-proliferation norms appeared to be strengthening.

As the latter half of the 1990s rolled into a new century, however, develop-
ments began to point to more troublesome redlities which suggest that such
positive trends might be rather short-lived. From the American perspective,
the nudear danger began to gppear increasngly complex and multifaceted.
The 1998 tedting of nuclear wegpons by India and Pekistan, and officid
‘coming out of the closet’ of both South Asan daes as overt nuclear
wegpons dtates, was a watershed development. It was emblematic of the
eroson of the non-proliferation regime, which gppeared incressingly & risk
in aworld of at least eight de facto nuclear weapons states. Fears of Irag and
Iran attaining nuclear weapons capability have been an animating force in
US foreign policy. Now the second hdf of the nuclear century is character-
ised by the increasing diffuson of wegpons of mass dedtruction and the arc
of potentid conflicts in the generation ahead dretching from the Persan
Gulf to North-East Ada, a veritable unbroken chain of proliferation. At the
same time, the momentum of the US-Russan nudear build-down seemed to
fdter. The soread of bdligic missles potentidly tipped with chemicd and
biologicd weapons has generated idess of new purposes for nuclear
wegpons in the cottage industry of ‘counter-proliferation’ & the same time
as the mord authority of the nuclear wegpons states has eroded and a
revauaion of nuclear weapons appears to be unfolding.®

Ironicaly, the likdihood of nucdear use — dther in a regiond conflict, in
response to the threat or use of chemica biologicd atack or by terrorists —
iSs probably grester now than in the bipolar era No less ironic, the new
nuclear threets which have preoccupied US nuclear policy managers over

% See Stephen Blank, ‘Undeterred: The Return of Nuclear War,” Georgetown Journal of

International Affairs, Summer/Fall 2000, for a discussion of the new security environ-
ment and how it has ‘ conventionalised’ nuclear weapons.
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the past decade are in large measure the result of the unanticipated — and
often vexing — dilemmeas of how to get rid of wha were the crown jewes in
Washington and Moscow’s arsends. Moreover, new factors in the Srategic
equation, paticulaly the imminent prospect of missle defence systems
deployed by the United States and perhaps by its dlies, has further compli-
cated the drategic cdculus of potentid proliferators as well as nuclear
wegpons states such as China and Russa Indeed, we have begun a new
century with a multipolar nuclear world in which bureaucratic inertia has
gppeared a more powerful force shaping the US nuclear arsenal and stances
on arms control than any carefully conceived and well defined doctrine.

The greatly underestimated part played by bureaucrdic inertia in shaping
policy helps explan eght years of little change in the US theory and
practice in regard to nuclear wegpons. If and when START Il is fully
implemented, the United States and Russa will gill have some 3500
warheads each. The twenty-fird century nuclear nightmares begin with the
hangover from the superpower <and-off: tons of fissle maeid and
inadequate command and control of weapons in Russa rasng feas of
nuclear smuggling or accidentd launch from a Russan ‘loose nuke' and
US and Russan missiles on dert status.

However, a number of US andysts — some in consarvative circles in and
aound the Bush adminigration — have begun to view US nuclear wegpons
as facing didinctly post-Cold War chdlenges including some chilling
possble scenarios nuclear exchanges in an Indo-Pakistani or Isradl-lrag
conflict, US-China conflict over Taiwan, or nuclear terrorism by an extrem-
ig group acquiring nuclear bomb materid. All are more than the duff of
post-Cold War scenario-spinners. they are — in varying degrees — plausible
conflict scenarios, and ones in which the US-Russan nuclear badance may
be largdy irrdevant in regard to deterrence. While within the redm of
posshility, such outcomes are not necessaily the trend or the rule but may
be the exception — the troubling lacunae of the non-proliferation system.
Neverthdess, the ingredients for proliferation — insecurity, ambition,
aggression, technology — have not diminished. Moreover, the revauation of
nuclear wegpons that began in the late 1990s, evidenced in the discusson of
new utility (eg. counter-proliferation) and the hiatus in new US-Russan
ams reductions, has further eroded the mord authority of a non
proliferation ethos.
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A 1997 Preddentid Decison Directive (PDD) seemed to suggest a posture
of continuity plus ‘hedging’. It reportedly said tha ‘nuclear wegpons now
play a smdler role in our security drategy than at any point during the
nuclear era’ Yet a the same time, the policy directive stressed that nuclear
wegpons sill mattered, with ‘rogue’ dtates as possible targets and the role of
nuclear wegpons to deter ‘aggresson and coercion’ by maintaining the
capacity for a response that, ‘would be certain, overwheming and devadtat-
ing’.* Yet this modification did not cdl for any basic changes in the Single
Integrated Operationa Plan (SIOP) that guides nuclear targeting. In its two
reviews, the Clinton adminigtration did not rethink the core assumptions of
US nuclear wegpons policy.

Indeed, the fundamenta questions about control of the atom reopened by
the USSR's demise, though debated among the intellectud and politicd
dite, are only beginning to be addressed: what is the purpose of nuclear
weapons, does the end of the East-West conflict enable us to rid the world
of them, do they reman the ultimate wegpon of last resort, or do new
redities require a rethinking of the concepts of nuclear deterrence? Does
curent targeting drategy reflect the threst environment, or are there new
and different requirements? In light of the unfolding Revolution in Military
Affars (RMA), do new high-technology capabilities acquired by the United
States and other advanced nations put a new premium of relatively low-tech
wegpons and ddivery sysems — bdlidic missles, and chemicd, biologicd
and nuclear wegpons? Is ‘asymmetric warfare€ the prime threat facing the
United States? And how does one define drategic equilibrium in a world
where there are three or four mgor nuclear wegpons powers, none of whom
is a fuly-fledged or even overt adversary, and some of whom are develop-
ing missle defence systems of varying degrees of efficacy?

The Bush US nucdlear podure review will dmogt certainly reflect the new
and emeaqging chdlenges highlighted by two commissons, one on the
baligic missile threst and the other on the military uses of space, both
chaired by the new US Secretary of Defense, Dondd Rumsfeld. Rumsfeld's
condusions on the balisic missle threat added a new sense of urgency to
American national security thinking. Of particular  consequence was  the
notion that the US inteligence community underestimated the pace and

4 See R. Jeffrey Smith, ‘Clinton Directive Changes Strategy on Nuclear Arms, The

Washington Post , 7 December 1997.
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scope of the missle threat.® The steady diffuson of technology and modern
indugtrial bases have put nuclear, chemical, biologicd, bdlisic missle and
cruise-missle technology within the reach of more than 25 nations and — as
evidenced by the 1995 use of sarin gas in a Tokyo subway by the cult group
Aum Shinri Kyo — nonstate actors.® The deceptive fact that no nation (prior
to the 1998 South Asian developments) overtly joined the nuclear club since
China exploded a nuclear device in 1964 tedifies to the potency of the
nuclear taboo. But it overlooks the fact that ‘opague or ‘virtud’ prolifera-
tion offers an intermediate satus to countries wishing to keep their nuclear

options open.

The two most likely potentid zones of conflict contain numerous candidates
for proliferation, paticularly, Iran and Iragq in South-West Asia, Japan, and
possbly Korea and Tawan in an uncertan North-East Asa All of these
potentid conflict aress involve vitd US nationd interests and nations that
are treaty dlies of the US (Japan, Korea, Turkey/NATO) for whom ex-
tended deterrence is an important ingredient in ther respective drategic
caculus. In the case of South-West Ada, the risk of a Middle East conflict
ecaating into a nuclear exchange involving Israd, or US troops deployed
in theatre, should Baghdad or Teheran obtain nuclear weapons in the course
of the next five to ten years, cannot be dismissed.

[11.2 Thenew nuclear debate: abolitionistsvs. recidivists

Though the nudear future will dmogt certainly be shaped largdy by Adan
security dynamics, the locus of the new nuclear debate has been centred in

US Congress House Armed Services Committee, Report of the Commission to Assess
United States National Security and Space Management Organization, 106" Cong.,
2001 and US Congress House Armed Services Committee, Report of the Commission
to Assess the Ballistic Missile Threat to the United Sates, 104" Cong., 1998.

®  See ‘Proliferation Threats of the 1990s, Hearing before the Senate Committee on
Governmental Affairs, 24 February 1993, SHrg. 103-208. On the status of nuclear
proliferation, see Leonard Specter, Mark McDonough and Evan Mederios, Tracking
Nuclear Proliferation (Washington DC: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace,
1995). For an appraisal of the low cost and availability of missile and nuclear technolo-
gies see Peter D. Zimmerman, ‘Bronze Medal Technologies' Orbis, Winter, 1994. On
the status of missile proliferation see Robert Shuey, ‘Ballistic and Cruise Missile
Forces of Foreign Countries’, CRS Report For Congress 95-688, 5 June 1995.
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the United States” In his most recent plea for nuclear abolition, essayist
Jonathan Schell points out in Foreign Affairs that, ‘The Cold War was a
goecid circumgtance irrefutably different from any other struggle on earth.
Now it appears that the Western nuclear powers believed that no specid
crcumstance was needed to judify nucler ams’® This leads Schdl to
conclude that the dominant nuclear paradigm is one of indefinite possession,
thereby eroding the nonproliferation regime and fostering a vicious cirdle
of proliferation. In any case, these threats and new dtrategic developments
form the new nucler agenda, conceptudly, one in which verticd (eg.
nuclear datus of the United States, Russa, China) and horizontd (eg.
nuclear wannabes) risks are increasingly part of asingular chalenge.

The question of wha nuclear future lies ahead — a reversd of the build-
down, a wave of proliferation or a margindisng of nuclear war — must be
seen as pat of a broader reshgping of globa inditutions and patterns of
internationd relations dowly unfolding a decade dsnce the demise of the
Soviet Union and, aove dl, a reflection of the regiona and globa security
environment. It puts to the test liberd inditutiondist theory — particularly in
dynamic and economicaly interdependent East Asa — and may underscore
a less comforting but more plausble redity: internationa sysems work to
the degree that leading powers are invested in them. Yet the current nuclear
predicament features the United States as the pre-eminent globd power
whose dominance can only be chalenged by asymmetric conflict for the
foreseedble future and which may have defensve sysems just over the
horizon, further complicating notions of Srategic Sability.

Againg this backdrop, a new and sharply polarised nuclear debate emerged
in the mid-1990s, one that rightly harks back to the origina efforts to
control the atom in the 1948 Acheson-Lilientha report.® While it has been a
lower profile debate over the past several years, the voices of the ‘New
Abadlitionists continue to echo, most recently in Jonathan Schell’s Foreign
Affairs essay. Wha has intrigued many is tha those now suggesing the

See Thérése Delpech, ‘Nuclear Weapons and the “New World Order”: Early Warning
from Asia’ Survival, Winter 1998-99, for a discussion of the centrality of Asiain de-
fining the nuclear future.

8 See Jonathan Schell, ‘ The Folly of Arms Control’, Foreign Affairs, September/October
2000.

See the Washington Quarterly, Summer 1997, pp. 85-210, for a good cross-section of
views by prominent nuclear advocates and abolitionists.
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United States ought to take serioudy the long-stated — if intentiondly vague
— rhetoricdl god of ultimady diminating nudear wegpons (to which the
US has pledged in Article 6 of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT))
have not been the usua suspects. It is one thing when ‘Greens cdl for
ridding the planet of nuclear wegpons on the mora grounds that they are
unacceptably dangerous and unnecessary. It is quite another when leading
Cold War nuclear theologians such as Paul Nitze, Fred Ikle and the very top
military offidas recently in charge of the US nuclear arsend question the
wisdom of retaining large numbers of nuclear wegpons — and even the
wegpons themsalves.

Advocates of radicd cuts are united in the view that nuclear weapons have
diminishing utility, but differ on whether nuclear weapons have lost al or
merely some of ther vaue, and hence whether to retain a modest nuclear
stockpile or reduce to zero. Some are animated by the mora outrage of
traditiond anti-nuclear proponents, many naiona security heavyweights
questioning the nuclear status quo employ a new drategic cdculus in which
nuclear wegpons are peripherd. In a high-profile gesture, a group of 60
retired top military leaders from the United States, Europe and Russia issued
a daement in December 1996 cdling present arsenas ‘excessve and
urging deep cuts to 1,000 or lower while envisoning ‘progress towards
nuclear abolition’. The Canberra Commission pointed clearly in the same
direction, if wanting to take further steps towards the god of abolition. The
most celebrated new abolitionist, General Lee Butler, a veteran of nuclear
policy who headed the US Strategic Command until 1994, darts from the
shift in the risks versus benefits ledger in the absence of US-Soviet Strategic
competition leading to a mord imperative. ‘Accepting nuclear wegpons as
the ultimate arbiter of conflict condemns the world to live under a dark
cloud of perpetud anxiety.’ *°

But other nuclear doubters focus on hard-edged security consderations,
viewing nuclear weagpons as a means rather than an end. Paul Nitze, for
example, sees the end of East-West druggle and the advances in US
precison-guided munitions and other hi-tech wegponry as opening the
progpect of achieving deterrence largely through conventiond ams.
Andrew Krepinevich, . a leading defence andyst and member of the

10 Gen. Lee Butler, ‘Remarks to the National Press Club’, 4 December 1996, distributed
by the Stimson Center.
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Pentagon’'s 1997 Nationd Defense Pand, argues that the nature of post-
Cold War threats — principadly Bosnia-type loca, ethno-nationdist or Irag-
type regiond conflicts — and new military technologies meen that ‘the utility
of the US nuclear arsend will likely be edipsed by the capabilities of a host
of emerging conventiond and eectronic weapons’!* Fred Ikle complains
that, ‘new thinking has been obgtructed by the Cold War detritus and by
ingrained habits of thinking’ If the nuclear legacy did not exis, he asks
rhetorically, would the Defense Secretary ‘testify before Congress that the
US is required to purchase 3500 drategic warheads? Would Russian
defence planners. . " make Smilar alguments?

The question of what are the imperatives of security in a new era is a centra
eement in the new debate. One of the mogt lucid abolitionist views of the
emerging security  predicament was presented by Bary Blechman and
Cathleen Fisher of the Stimson Center, who argue that the character of
internationd relaions:

‘is undergoing an irreversble trandformation that will eventudly invali-
date rationdes for wegpons of mass destruction . . . Technology diffusion
and economic interdependence are cregting a world in which growing
numbers of gates share important common interests . . . The governments
of those modenist dates have delegitimated the very idea of using mili-
tary force in the settlement of disputes.’*2

There is a compdling case that the dructure of relations among dates is
evolving. Certanly war between France and Germany today is unimagin
able. There have been debates raging in American academic circles as to
whether democracies go to war againgt one another and, indeed, whether
war among maor powers has become obsolete’® Yet outsde the zone of
transatlantic democracies there is a wide swathe of red and potentid
ingability and nudear proliferation and possble nuclear conflict, as
discussed above, from South-west to North-East Asa

' See Andrew F. Krepinevich, Jr., ‘Forging a Path to a Post-Nuclear US Military’, Issues

in Science and Technology, Spring 1997, pp. 79-84.

12 See Barry M. Blechman and Cathleen S. Fisher, ‘Phase Out the Bomb,’ Foreign
Policy, Winter 1994-95, pp. 79-95.

13 See Michael Mandelbaum, ‘s Major War Obsolete? Survival, Winter 1998-99.
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Indeed, there is an eerie sense of dgavu in such optimigtic views. In 1848,
John Stuart Mill argued that burgeoning commerce was, ‘rapidly rendering
war obsolete . . . The great extent and rapid increase of internationd trade

. is the principd guarantee of the peace of the world’ A century ago,
during the firda wave of globdisaion, Ivan Bloch wrote a multi-volume
classc cdled Is War Obsolete?, arguing, ‘The dimensons of modern
armaments and the organisation of society have rendered its [war's] execu
tion an economic imposshbility.” None the less, unlike many contemporary
politicdl scientists, he concluded presciently that war was likely. Norman
Angdl’s 1910 best-sdler, The Great Illusion, explained that, ‘Internationa
finance has become s0 interdependent and so interwoven with trade that . . .
politicdl and military power can do nothing. Globaisdion, then as now,
tends to be overrated as a force obviating military conflict. In the view of
most American andyds, the notion of a benign security environment in
which US nuclear wegpons have lost their relevance holds little sway.

[11.3 Recidivist backlash

Clearly basing a naiond security policy on such a fundamentd shift in the
nature of interdate relaions is nether prudent nor politicdly feesble a the
end of a century during which Auschwitz and Hiroshima dramatised an
unprecedented human destructiveness that increased exponentidly with the
ad of technology. Whether in Saddam Hussaein's quest for hi-tech weap-
onry, Bosnia, or in the machetes of Rwanda, the dark sde of human nature
has not been expunged from the soul of man. The spectre of terrorist attacks
on American targets, whether embasses abroad or on American soil (eg.
World Trade Center) highlights to many US analysts a world thet is differ-
ent, but not necessarily less dangerous than in years past.

But wha gands out to many US andyds is the fluidity of current and
potentid threets a a time of epochd trangtion, in terms of both security and
technology. Indeed, as was the case during the first period of globalisation a
century ago, new technologies, whether trains, tanks and telegraphs or, now,
micro-electronics, tend to expand military capabilities in Smilar proportion
to indugrid (or pos-indudrid) capacity. After dl, the same Internet
herdded for fostering the globd village dso endbles users to download
knowledge of how to meke a nudear bomb and conduct information
warfare. Such dark fears, dong with entrenched thinking and bureaucratic
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interests, generated what might be dubbed a ‘recidivists backlasy to the
new abalitionist offensve in the late 1990s.

This camp, long scepticd about arms control, tends to blur the important
diginctions among nuclear heretics and views them as dl pat of a sngle
dippery dope leading to a foolish squandering of the US nuclear deterrent.
The recidivigds ae genedly uncomfortable with the new nuclear logic
expresed in initiatives such as the comprehensve test ban, curbs on the
production of nuclear materials, and above dl, have a latent fear of Rus3a,
and fear the rise of China and new threats from Third World proliferators.
They view extended deterrence as the critical factor in the Cold Peace of the
past four decades. But deterrence is no longer defined in Cold War terms,
though nuclear wegpons, in this view, have not log their vaue A 1998
forum organised by the Center for Security Policy which included two
former Secretaries of Defense concluded that cdls for radica cuts were ‘ill-
advised and reckless’ denounced the Comprehensve Test Ban Treaty
(CTBT) as a prime reason why, ‘the US capability to produce and maintain
nuclear weapons is in a dangerous date of decline’** Another andytica
argument in this view is that deterrence is no longer as effective as during
the Cold War. Moreover, some see new utility for nuclear weapons in either
pre-empting or retdiating to WMD attacks.

More moderate voices in the pro-nuclear camp do not question the current
nucdlear build-down, but exhibit deep discomfort with the impulse of
abolition. Former National Security adviser Genera Brent Scowcroft and
Arnold Kanter, former under-secretary of State, for example, concede that,
‘No one can “prove’ how many nuclear wegpons are appropriate, excessve
or inadequate . . ." But they rgect the argument ‘that the world can be made
safer in direct proportion to the number of nucler weapons which are
dismantled.’*> They worry about the destabilising, unintended consequences
of going too low. Indeed, a recent report from a sudy group organised by a
consarvative think-tank has examined current and future requirements and
the rationadle for US nuclear forces. The group, severd of whose members
have assumed top policy-making podtions in the Bush adminigtration,
concludes that the dynamic nature of the current period precludes locking

14 See Center for National Security Study summary of Roundtable on the Nuclear
Deterrent, 25 August 1997.
®  See Brent Scowcroft and Arnold Kanter, ‘Which Nuke Policy,” The Washington Times,
24 March 1997.
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the United States into a posture bound by irreversble seps, whether
technological (eg. condraints on bomb-making abilities) or politica (rigid,
negotiated arms control agreements). ‘Even the most basic of variables
concerning US nuclear force posture requirements (eg. the identity of likey
foes) may change repidly, affecting US nuclear requirements. The current
relatively benign conditions cannot be predicted with any confidence to
pertain in the future’** However, the study group report did not advocate a
postion on the gppropriate structure and quantity of the US nuclear deter-
rent in the new and emerging circumstances facing US policy. Indeed, there
ae dffeing views among consavaive draegic andyss. To some, the
andyds reinforces the view that nuclear wegpons retain their importance,
that not only is ams control dangerous but that nuclear reductions or
dramaticdly dtering the SIOP would leave the US undble to meet its
requirements and compromise the ability to preval in possble nuclear
conflicts. Implicit in this view is a drong desre to mantan US nuclear
uperiority. Others who hold the same andyss of the drategic Stuation see
far less utility for nuclear wegpons in the US defence cdculus based on the
unfolding RMA, and especidly, a world in which robust missle defence
sysdems ae deployed. This latter view is embodied in candidate Bush's
campagn initistive, made officid policy by Presdent Bush in his 1 May
NDU speech.

The conservative backlash found bold expresson in the US Senate debate
over ratificaion of the CTBT in 1999. Though the Joint Chiefs and leading
scientists expressed confidence in the Adminigtration’s $40 billion Stockpile
Stewardship programme to be able to mantain the safety and rdiability of
the US arsend, recidivists feared it would decay, rendering our deterrent
incredible. In addition, they pointed to difficulties in verification as reasons
to oppose the test ban, long the goa of non-nuclear states as an emblem of
Superpower seriousness in reducing nucdlear ams. The fact that the United
States has the data from over 1,000 nuclear tests (China has conducted 41)
from which to do advanced computer smulations and sub-critical teds gives
the United States a large advantage in maintaining the sockpile while
sopping China and Russa from testing counts for little to these sceptics.

16 See Rationale and Requirements for US Nuclear Forces and Arms Control, National
Institute for Public Policy, January 2001. The group included Stephen Hadley, the new
Deputy NSC Adviser, Robert Joseph, now Senior Director for Counter-proliferation,
Missile Defense, and Homeland Defense, top Pentagon adviser, William Schneider Jr.,
aswell as senior analysts from US weapons |aboratories and other notable ex-officias.
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More recently, breskthroughs in smulaion a US nuclear laboratories in
mid-2000 may ad renewed efforts to gain Senate gpprova for the CTBT,
abet with some US legidative caveds.

It is, however, a best an open question whether the new Bush adminisira-
tion will renew the effort to ratify the CTBT. There are dements in the
Adminigration who have been less scepticd than the prevaent voices in the
Congress about pursuing the CTBT, abeat with some new conditions such
a a five- or tenyear review process. Such compromise has succeeded
before, particularly in the case of the Chemicd Wegpons Convention, which
was rdtified after a number of Congressond concerns were addressed.
However, there are some nuclear specididts, not least a various US nationd
laboratories, who question whether US nuclear arsends can be adequately
mantaned — or that new nucler wegpons can be modified or designed
without any testing. In any case, should the CTBT languish and reman
unratified by nuclear wegpons dates (including India and Pakigtan), it would
certanly undermine the spirit if not the premise of the 1995 extenson and
2000 conference of the NPT. Moreover, it would give licence to India,
Pakistan, Russa and China to conduct further tests should they aso seek to
develop new weapons, or in the case of China, seek to MIRV.

[11.4 Nuclear state of play: the good, the bad, the ugly

The redlity is that both Sdes of the debate have valid concerns and ingghts
into both the posshilities and pitfals of a less nuclear era. Yet both are
ultimately flawed. One does not have to beieve in universd disarmament,
much less by a specific date, nor have unredigtic expectaions regarding the
reliability of regimes, inditutions, tresties and agreements for countries
facing threats to their security, to see the need to rethink the role of nuclear
weapons.

Despite recent backtracking and speculation about the destabilisng effects
of yet to be pefected missle defence sysems, there is substantid good
news in the contemporary nuclear world. Indeed, the world may now be
potentidly better positioned to hat the spread of WMD — and the United
States to lead by example — than & any time since the period immediady
after World War I1. It is worth recdling the momentous developments that
reinforced the nuclear taboo: under current arms-reduction accords, entire
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categories of wegpons (intermediate-range missles) have been diminated,
and after START Il and Il ae implemented, US and Russan nuclear
arsenas will have been reduced by nearly 80 per cent from Cold War pesks.
Moscow has indicated a willingness to go ill lower to 1,500 warheads; and
George W. Bush has suggested that deeper and unilateral cuts beyond those
envisoned so far might be on his agenda.

Irag’'s and North Korea's nuclear subterfuge sparked (admittedly limited)
efforts to bolster non-proliferation mechanisms, including the role of the UN
Security  Council; democratisstion has accompanied the roll-back of
proliferation in Argenting, Brazil and South Africay Ukraine, Kazakhgtan
and Belarus gave up nuclear weapons and joined the NPT as non-weapons
sates. The NPT was successfully extended indefinitely in 1995 and redis-
ing the CTBT is now in sght. The 1994 North Korea nuclear ded may yet
prove to be an important precedent of demand-side non-proliferation — or
prove to be a dangerous precedent further eroding te regime if the IAEA is
unable to eventudly reach a clear judgement about the discrepancy in
Pyongyang's declared and actua plutonium. Many of the new developments
— the CTBT, fissle materid cut-off, increased transparency in wegpons
states — have reduced the discriminatory character of the nuclear bargain.
There remains the posshility that nuclear wegpons can be devalued as the
currency of power. While admittedly best-case scenarios, it is not implausi-
ble that, during the tenure of George W. Bush, actuarid tables may dter the
Iraq threat; that reformers may preval in a more democratic Iran, and that
North Korean missles and WMD could be sharply diminished through
diplomatic bargains or regime collgpse.

For the United States, current redities — the end of the long, twilight
druggle, new security dynamics, new and emerging US high-tech conver:
tiond military cgpabiliies and a ragpid mach towards missle defence
sysems — point to a sgnificant de-emphags of nuclear wegpons in military
planning. It is increesingly possible to argue, as George Kennan did (unsuc-
cessfully) in 1949, that nuclear wegpons should be viewed as ‘superfluous
to our badc military posture — as something we are compdled to hold
agang the posshility that they might be used by our opponents’!’ In the
foreseegble future, the benefits to US security of mantaining a robudt,

17" See Memorandum by the Counsellor, Foreign Relations of the United States, 1950, vol.
1,22-44,
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globd nuclear triad may be surpassed by the advantages of a less nuclear
world.

US policy, however, has been driven less by a drategic vison than by the
momentum of the winding down of the Cold War, ideology, and technolog-
cd imperatives. The enormous task of implementing and building on the
framework of the Bush-Gorbachev nucdear build-down (not to mention the
barrage of multilatera arms control efforts) consumed — if not overwhedmed
— the energies of beleaguered policy managers during the Clinton era. The
new nuclear problems of safdy <oring and destroying warheads in a
veifiddle manner, accounting for dl nudear maerid and doring and
destroying fissle materids, are al uncharted territory. The physica task of
destroying some 1,500-2,000 warheads a year is a daunting new chalenge
requiring intrusve verification and previoudy unimagineble Washington:
Moscow cooperation. This is much of the story of the Clinton administra-
tion in regard to nuclear wegpons.

Thus, it is understandable that there has existed a kind of conceptua deficit.
In the firg nucdear haf-century, drategic redities were more lucid, shaping
the guiding doctrines Eisenhower had ‘massve retdiation’ to overcome the
Soviet conventional advantage with nuclear superiority. During the 1960s
we had ‘flexible response’, desgned to get beyond an ‘adl or nothing’
cdculus. And in the pog-Vietham era it was counterforce and war fighting
as superpower arsends spirdled to astronomica levels. Was there ever
redly a requirement to hit 35,000 targets? Though the bass of past nuclear
doctrine is long gone, no new doctrine is in evidence. The 1994 Nuclear
Posture Review (NPR), the firdg mgor review of nucear policy in fifteen
years, made some modest adjusments but concluded that the nuclear status
of START Il was jud right: it was ordained by the gods that the United
States and Russa needed 3,500 warheads. The arbitrary nature of US
nuclear logic was panfully evidet when Presdents Clinton and Ydtdan
agreed to negotiate a START |IIl accord, further reducing their respective
nuclear arsenas to about 2,000-2,500 warheads each some 18 months |ater.
Moreover, it raises questions about the reasoning of the NPR and the 1997
policy review, both of which clamed a need to ‘hedge againg the possbil-
ity of aresurgent Russaif its democratic experiment fails.

But if one is concerned about Russa, is that not an argument for getting rid
of as many Russan warheads as rapidly as possible? And if that is the case,
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why is it Russa that is pressng for deeper cuts? Indeed, with the ascent to
power of Vladimir Putin, we have seen remarkable developments. Within
weeks of becoming Presdent, Putin got START Il ratified, conditional on
START Il and the ABM Treaty, ratified the CTBT, and launched an
asstive campagn agangt US plans to deploy nationd missle defence
systems that would lead to abrogation of the ABM Treaty. Moscow's new-
found diplomatic agility put the United States in a preposterous Stuation of
rgecting Russan offers to reduce down to 1,500 or 1,000 warheads, thus
aguing to keep the roughly 2500 envisoned in START Ill. The US
absence of new drategic doctrine left a policy driven by buresucratic inertia
and something of a tautologicd argument: we need the extra 1,000 wegpons
because that is what US operations plans require. But if Russa is not an
adversary, why have not operationa plans been dtered to reflect new
redities? Careful andyss of Congressond testimony by the Joint Chiefs
reveds that their case for not going below the force posture envisoned after
current nuclear agreements is that below such levels they would not be adle
to accomplish the missons they have been assigned. The implication is that
should the Nationd Command Authority determine, for example, that there
arefar fewer remaining targetsin Russia, deeper cuts could be considered.

Ironicdly, Russan wegkness has led to a revauing of nuclear wegpons in
Russan defence caculus, which in turn complicates US thinking on nuclear
weapons. In fact, Russa faces a predicament not dissmilar to that of the US
in the 1950s. the sharp decline in conventional capabilities has lowered the
nuclear threshold in Russan military doctrine and led to a discarding of the
adways propagandisic Soviet ‘no-fird-use policy. The Russan view that
nuclear wegpons might be used to deter or respond to conventiona conflicts
Is quite explicit and codified in an April 2000, Russan foreign ministry
document articulating Moscow’ s security doctrine.'®

Thus, tacticd nuclear wegpons, in contemporary Russan thinking, appesar
part of a new drategic concept. One Russian analys, Nikolai Sokov, argues
that one consequence is ‘renewed attention to nondrategic nuclear weap-
ons, which are viewed as a deterrent to NATO's conventiond forces in a
mirror image of the misson assgned to NATO's tacticd nuclear wegpons

18 See Nezavisimaya Gazeta, 22 April 2000.
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during the Cold War.'*® Sokov suggested that if another round of NATO
expandon occurs, one option that may be consdered is placing tactica
nuclear wegpons in Kadiningrad. Recent reports suggest that nuclear
warheads may have dready been sored in Kdiningrad, perhgps in an effort
to deter or adjust to the next round of NATO expanson in 2002-03, when
the Bdltic states may join.?®

But it is agued by some US andyds the ‘nuclear parity’ and continued
Cold Wa ams control paradigm in US-Russan rdations is profoundly
counterproductive. The premise of this approach is that of the Cold War, of
adversarid relations. But a present and for the foreseesble future, while
there will certainly be numerous issues on which Washington and Maoscow
differ, it is difficult to envison any dispute risng to the levd of nudear
exchanges. Moreover, the drategic god of both the United States and
European Union is to fadilitate Russa's trandformation into a plurdig, rule
of law-based market economy. In such a universe, for the United States,
would Russan nucler wegpons be subgantidly different from French
nuclear weapons?

One measure of the weight of Cold War baggage on American thinking is a
recent and otherwise unusudly innovative study done by a veteran ams
control officid. In a comprehensive assessment of ams ontrol, Jan Loda, a
senior Pentagon officid in the Clinton administration concludes that the US
nuclear arsena should be reduced to 1,200 warheads and that current
START and ABM Tresgties should be replaced by a new ‘Strategic Trans-
parency, Safety and Stability, treaty. Yet he dso argues that, ‘Deterring a
Russan nuclear atack should be the primary misson of US nuclear
forces.’?

The key point in terms of assessng nuclear requirements is to bear in mind
that the purpose of ams control is to enhance dability and predictability,
and reduce the risk of war. That is the measure of virtue in any arms control
accord, or for that matter any unilateral actions dtering Strategic postures, as

19 See Nikolai N. Sokov, ‘Russia’s Approach to Deep Reductions of Nuclear weapons',
Stimson Center, September 1997.

See Bill Gertz, ‘Russians Move Nuclear Weapons to Kaliningrad,” Washington Times,
3 January 2001.

See Jan Lodal, The Price of Dominance, Council on Foreign Relations Press, February
2001.

20

21
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was the case in the Bush-Gorbachev unilatera-reciproca moves to reduce
tacticd nucler wegpons in 1991. The prospects for conflict among the
magor powers are low in the near term. Russa remains in a grey zone, part
partner, pat latent potentid threat, though the character of Russa and the
nature of US-Russan rdations have been transformed. Yet this is not
reflected in the doctrine guiding views of nuclear wegpons which is part
Mutua Assured Destruction and part reassurance.

This dtuation is further complicated by the progpect of US deployment of
naiond missle defences, perhaps by the end of the decade. Should such
deployments be redised, a whole new layer of complexity in cdculaing the
relationship of offence and defence arises in seeking to determine what
conditutes drategic stability — depending on what architecture of defences is
built. At present, the US focus is on developing missle defence capabilities,
with few discernible conceptud notions of how to define such complex
equations beyond the smple aithmetic of missle defence interceptors
versus potentia warheads.

[11.5 New realities, new thinking

There ae, however, important sgns that US thinking about nuclear
wegpons has begun to move in new directions. In a mgor statement during
the 2000 Presdentid campaign, Bush accused the Clinton adminidration of
being ‘locked in a Cold War mentdity’ and cdled for ‘a new approach to
nuclear security that matches a new era’# Bush daboraied on this theme in
a mgor speech on drategic policy on 1 May 2001 a the Nationd Defense
Universty, arguing, ‘We need new concepts of deterrence that rely on both
offensve and defensive forces. Deterrence can no longer be based soldly on
the threat of nuclear retdiation . . . we need a new framework.'?® Bush has
broadly outlined a new draegic vison weighted heavily towards establish-
ing defensve sysems, though he sad tha ‘deterrence remains the firgt line
of defence. Yet in his campagn daement, and more emphaticaly in
his 1 May speech, Bush boldly daed that, ‘Russa itsdf is no longer our
enemy. The Cold War logic that led to the creation of massve stockpiles on

22 See Governor George W. Bush, ‘New Leadership on National Security, statement of
23 May 2000, on www.georgewbush.comwebsite.
23 Seethe New York Times, 2 May 2001 for the text of Bush’ s speech and analysis of it.
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both sides is now outdated. Our mutua security need no longer depend on a
nuclear balance of terror.’

Instead, Bush pointed towards a defence-oriented world which de
emphasised nucler wegpons. ‘America should rethink the requirements for
nuclear deterrence in a new security environment, The premises of Cold
War nuclear targeting should no longer dictate the size or our arsend . . . |
will pursue the lowest possble number consstent with our nationa secu-
rity.’** Presdent Bush fulfilled the promise of Candidete Bush, and quickly
initiated a review of the US nuclear force posture to determine US require-
ments, but spoke of reductions ‘sgnificantly lower than wha has dready
been agreed to under START II’, and suggested unilateral reductions rather
than protracted arms control negotiations. In addition, Bush argued the
United States ‘should remove as many wegpons as possible from high-alert,
har-trigger satus.’

The degree and timetable for the redisgion of such US policies
reman an open question. ‘Operationdisng the technologies for effective
national missile defences gppear problematic before the 2008-09 period at
the earliest, and amidst a divided Congress obtaining the budget will be
no less problematic?> None the less, for a Presdentid candidate to unvell
such an initigive in the mids of a campaign in which foreign afars wes a
margina issue was a remarkable development. No less, the rapid pace of
initiating change in the firgt 100 days of the Bush adminidration is riking.

The initid thrust of missle defence proponents is to respond to the threat of
the proliferation of bdligic missles, faced with the prospect tha they
would deliver WMD. At the theetre leve (e.g. sysems such as PAC-3 and
Navy Lower Tier) the consequences for the larger dtrategic baance among
magor nuclear powers gppear minima. In regard to the implications of exo-
amosphere nationd missle defence sysems in the process of being
developed, different architectures would have different implications for
potential adversaries of the United States. The two options consdered by
the Clinton adminigration, the so-cdled C-1 and C-3 options, would have
meant 100 interceptors based in Alaska, in the former case, and 200 inter-

24 Bush 23 May 2000 statement cited earlier.
®  See Roberto Suro, ‘Missile Defense is Still Just A Pie in The Sky’, Washington Post,
12 February 2001, p. A3.
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ceptors in two different locations in the case of the latter. Neither option
would neutrdise the Russan nuclear deterrent. Moscow’s concern was that
such options were only the beginning, and that more robust systems could
eventudly follow. In the case of China Bejing would dmogt certanly
tallor its nuclear modernisation s0 as to be adle to overcome whatever
defence architecture the United States might build.

China is dealy the wild cad that looms larges in a dynamic drategic
landscape that will impact the direction of US policy. Bejing has a modest
arsenad of some 350-450 wegpons, only some two dozen ICBMs. It is
modernigng its nuclear arsend quditaively — eg. smdler, more accurate
warheads, solid-fud, longer-range missles multiple-warhead missles — and
quantitatively. China has viewed its nucdear capability defensvely, as a
deterrent, though there are some indications that Bejing may be dtering its
view and adopting a limited deterrence posture (contemplating nuclear use).
Because it is a smaler nuclear power, it has so far not been in the ams
control equation, and its podtion has varied over the past decade. But
China's datus as a riang grest power only partly integrated in the current
international order suggest that its nuclear behaviour may be the sngle most
important varicble affecting the nucler datus quo in the early twenty-firs
century.®

During the course of Presdent Bush's tenure, China will deploy the DF-31,
a lid-fud mobile missle that will dter its drategic reationship with the
United States (and Russia). The DF-31, and a longer-range missile, the DF-
41, not projected for deployment before 2010, will for the first time provide
China with a survivable second-dtrike capability. The concern that its
modest nuclear arsend may be neutrdised by a robust US naiond missle
defence system is one that has preoccupied Chinese nuclear planners. Some
in the United States explicitly seek to neutrdise Chinds deterrent, while
others have little interest in China a al but are focused on obviating US
vulnerability to WMD attack.

In any case, China is likdy to take whatever steps may be necessary to
avoild such an outcome. Chinds nuclear modernisation will  continue
regardless of what decisons the United States takes on missile defence.

% See Robert A. Manning, Ronald Montaperto and Brad Roberts, China, Nuclear
Weapons and Arms Control, Council on Foreign Relations Press, April 2000.



Robert A. Manning 73

However, the end-date of tha modernisation — whether China develops
MIRV-ed missiles, and the force dructure of its nucler arsend — may Iin
ggnificant measure be an outcome of word-case planning againg US
missle defences. Some in the United States may hope to replicate the
experience with the Soviet Union, by forcing what is viewed as a fragile
regime in Bejing to divert resources to militay competition. For the
foreseedble future, however, China, which has in place a nuclear infrastruc-
ture, could accelerate production of nucler warheads without prohibitive
cods. At present, offence (including penetration aids and decoys) is sgnifi-
cantly chegper than more effective defence and, unlike the USSR, China has
a dynamic economy. But in any case, it should be kept in mind that even a
tenfold increase in Chinese drategic nuclear warheads to roughly 250 would
not effect the strategic balance appreciably.

[11.6 Opague nuclear powers

More broadly, the question of emerging WMD threats is another factor
shaping Washington's nuclear caculus. The superpower build-down has
had no favourable impact on the saus of threshold or opague nuclear
powers — Isradl, Indig, Pakistan — nor on nuclear wannabes. Iran, Irag, and
possbly North Korea. This, of course is a powerful counter to the abolition
igs. The Gulf War brought to centre stage the new threat of ethnic and
regiond conflicts, unfrozen by the end of the Cold War, being played out
with WMD. Irag, and then North Korea, dramétised the redity that small
powers have the capacity to complicate, if not potentialy deter, intervention
by US forces and/or dlies on digant battlefidds with missles and chemicd
or nuclear wegpons. In the foreseeable future they may attain the capabilities
to directly threaten the territory of the United States?” The ever-widening
diffuson of technology, reflecting incressingly sophidicated indudrid
bases in nonWesern countries, is an irreversble redity of the multipolar
post-Cold War world. The US Rumsfeld Commission report issued in 1998
underscored this new sense of threat. It concluded that US intelligence could
not adequately detect or predict the capacity of so-called ‘rogue dates to
acquire bdlisic missles. The report, punctuated in August 1998 by a North

27 paul R. S. Gebhard, ‘Not by Diplomacy or Defense Alone: The Role of Security
Strategies in US Proliferation Policy’, The Washington Quarterly, Winter 1995,
vol. 18, no. 1, pp. 167-79.
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Korean test of an intermediate range Taepo Dong missile over Jgpan, gave
new impetus to US plans to develop and deploy missile defence systems.

What could cause a new wave of proliferation that could mpact the trgec-
tory of US nuclear palicy? Ironicdly, the very success of US forces in the
Gulf and the war over Kosovo, of their precison-guided munitions (PGMs)
and dectronic domination of the battlefidd, dmost certainly heightens the
goped of nuclear weagpons to potentia proliferators who, lacking magor
power dlies and faced with overwheming conventiond force, may see
utility in the logic of the nuclear deterrence that guided the superpowers
during the Cold War. When asked what he thought were te lessons of the
Gulf War, the Indian military chief-of-staff reportedly replied, ‘Never fight
the US without nuclear wegpons’?® Similaly, when former US Defense
Secretary William Perry, sent to Pyongyang as Specia Envoy, asked North
Korea to give up its bdligic missle progranme he was told by DPRK
military leaders, ‘We will not be Yugodavia. As the US-Soviet ams race
further recedes, other countries may try to follow in the footsteps of the
nuclear powers, seeking to use nuclear thrests to achieve politicd and
military objectives. Or if the United States withdrew its security guarantees
from, say, Japan or South Korea, how would they respond?

In the Middle Eag, it is unredigtic to expect Isad to reinquish its ultimate
insurance policy until there is a full-blown peace in the region accompanied
by disamament of WMD by potentid adversaries in the region. This redlity
is reflected in Israd’s podtion of supporting a zone free of WMD. In the
interim, the dangers of conflict escdating to the nuclear level cannot be
dismissed. Smilaly, in South Ada, for Pakigan nuclear capability is the
great equaiser agangt an Indian conventional edge. So long as the basic
antagonism — symbolised by the Kashmir dispute — between Idamabad and
Dehi exigs, Pakigan is unlikely to reconsder its nuclear option. Moreover,
the growth of Idamic politicad groups outsde government control and the
posshility that a troubled Pakisan could move into the failed-state category
rases the posshility, dbeit ill remote at present, of a nightmare scenario
in which anti-Western Idamic groups could gain control of Peakigtani
nuclear weapons.

28 Cited in Les Aspin paper, ‘ From Deterrence to Denuking’ in Shaping Nuclear Policy in
the 1990s: A Compendium of Views, House Armed Services Committee, 1992.
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[11.7 Theimportance of being nuclear

For US drategidts, there are severa important conclusions to draw from this
brief overview of the nuclear landscape. One is that, despite the mord or
legd linkage in the NPT, as a practicd matter there is perhaps only a
tangentia relationship between the numbers of superpower warheads and
horizontad proliferation. In South Ada the Middle East and North-East
Ada nuclear wegpons are viewed as a deterrent or a means of coercion
based on the regiond security dynamic. Conversdy, while US nuclear
wegpons may be of some utility againg a micro-nuclear power, one with
warheads in the single or double digits, such emerging nuclear thregts do not
require large nuclear stockpiles. They are irrdevant to Bosnia-type conflicts.
It is difficult to envison such a scenario of nuclear use, beyond a misson of
counter-proliferation — tha is, pre-emption of a detected nuclear facility or
any dtudion that would require more than warheads numbering in the
dozens or perhgps hundreds. In the case of nuclear, biologica or chemica
terrorism by a non-date actor, nuclear weapons have no reevance as a
deterrent, and retdiation could be problematic. Such scenarios have led
some US andyds to argue for a new nuclear mix, with smdler warheads
designed to penetrate hardened bunkers or silos.

The quesion of how the new American preoccupation with defensve
systems to counter current and emerging missleWMD threats might impact
the non-proliferation regime does not gppear to be a mgor concern in US
thinking. Indeed, the entire new focus on counter-proliferation and ‘home-
land defence appears to assume cetan limits to the efficacy of non
proliferation. Moreover, it is agued that the very defensve nature of the
new US initigtive should not be thregtening to adherents to the nont
proliferation regime. In any case, the logic of counter-proliferation and
missle defence appears premised on an assessment of the limits nork
proliferation structures. That is to say, the ambitions and/or fears of some
middle powers — for the foreseeable future, middle powers in the arc from
SouthhrWest to NorthhEast Asa — augur for proliferation. The logic of
missle defence is that, for prospective proliferators such as North Koreg,
Iraq or Iran, neither the NPT nor mgor arms reductions by the mgor nuclear
powers are likely to deter their ambitions. Given US concern that in future
regiond conflicts, adversaries such as Irag might obtain WMD capahilities
that could condran the US ability to mobilise coditions and intervene,
prudence counsals developing a capacity to neutraise the threst.
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Another concluson is that nuclear weagpons clearly continue to have a
deterrent vaue. As a sudy in the late 1990s by the Nationd Academy of
Sciences put it, ‘As long as nuclear wegpons exig, this very exisence will
exet a detarent effect — exigentid deterrence — agang unrestricted
conventional war among maor powers . . . even the existence of the idea of
nuclear weapons — more specificaly, the ability of many dates to make
them — is enough to creste an existentia deterrent effect.’?® Whether as a
hedge againgt uncertainty in the case of Russa and China, as a means of
security assurance for dlies, or as a means of reversng proliferation,
nuclear wegpons remain part of the globa and regiond security equation.

[11.8 Calling the South’s bluff: revisiting the nuclear bargain

But does dl this mean that the commitment made by the United States
towards nuclear disarmament under the NPT is empty rhetoric? The issue is
more complicated than that. Obvioudy, nuclear weapons cannot be unin
vented. This brings us back to the origind dilemma of controlling the atom
that led to the unsuccessful Baruch Plan to place the atom under interna-
tiona control. The essence of the nuclear bargain between the nuclear haves
and have-nots condsts of a willingness of the South to eschew nuclear
wegpons in exchange for cooperation in peaceful uses of nuclear energy and
a generd commitment to disarmament. It is worth recdling the precise
language of Article VI of the NPT, which requires parties.

‘. . . to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures rdating to
cessation of the nuclear ams race a an early date and to nuclear disar-
mament, on a treety on generd and complete disamament under drict
and effective internationa control.’

What is dways overlooked in the non-nuclear South's rhetoric is the linkage
of nuclear disamament with ‘generd dissrmament, both under ‘effective
control.” Redlisng such a state would require a radicd new definition of the
meaning of sovereignty. On the question of nudear disssmament, the end of
the Cold War and new US conventiond military cgpabilities lead one to see

29 See The Future of Nuclear Weapons, National Academy of Sciences, 1997.
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how former Defense Secretary Les Aspin could muse, ‘If we now had the
opportunity to ban al nuclear weapons, we would.’*

As a matter of principle, if adequate verification and enforcement aganst
nuclear breskout were possble, a zero nuclear option could be in the US
interest. But the requirements of ‘anywhere, anytime chdlenge ingpections
and deeply intrusve monitoring would require no less than something a
leest as intrusive as UNSCOM was hoped to be. Yet UNSCOM was only
possble after Irag's defeat in the Gulf War, with the authority to burrow
under every nook and cranny in lrag. And that took overwhdming military
defeat, and even then UNSCOM has proven of limited utility. Smilaly, a
reasonable definition of effective enforcement would have to go far beyond
mandatory sanctions to include a UN Security Council mandate for pre-
emption if intdligence verifying nuclear proliferation were obtained. As a
practicd matter, such internationd consensus s unimaginable for the
foreseegble future, making nuclear abolition a risky and unwise course that
would likdly leave the world less safe.

Ancther practical problem is the fact that we do not know how many
Russan warheads exid, and therefore how much nucler materid there is.
In the United States, the Department of Energy has admitted to 2.7 tons of
Materid Unaccounted For (MUF; about 10 kilograms of plutonium are
needed to make a bomb). Lack of transparency is a mgjor issue in regard to
China as wel. Thus even gpproaching 100 per cent effective control of
nuclear materia appearsimpossble.

[11.9 Conclusion

Where does dl this leave the nuclear predicament? In regard to nuclear
doctrine and philosophy, there is a need to begin to write the next chepter in
the nuclear era There are severd areas where traditional notions might best
be redefined, and George W. Bush's statements sketched an outline of many
of them. One tha will be increesngly important is defining the mix of
offence and defence in drategic sability. Yet to date, such definition of the
new equation of drategic sability remains dusve, and is likely to reman so

30 Les Aspin, op. cit. in note 28. Aspin’s paper is one of the most thoughtful government
attemptsto identify a post-Cold War logic and strategic agenda.
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until more certanty emerges about the effectiveness of missle defence
technologies. Some in the Bush adminidration favour dggnificantly more
robust options than those consdered by the Clinton administration under
which the arithmetic would leave deterrence in place in regard to Russig,
and at least under the C-1 option, probably Chinaaswell.

One doctrind issue is that of no firs use of nuclear weagpons. Only China
now has such a declaratory policy. But the new conditions linking horizon
td and verticd proliferation suggest that it might be wise for the United
States to consider the idea of no firg use of WMD. This formulation covers
the contingency of chemica or biologicd warfare, leaving open the poss-
bility of nuclear retdiation on the premise that, in mora terms, there is no
difference between the use of nuclear, biologica or chemicd wegpons. The
redity is tha, as a practicd matter, no US presdent would rule out the
option of a nuclear response if, for example, Saddam Hussein poisoned the
water supply of New Y ork city.

As to a new doctrine, for want of a better &m, sufficient deterrence is a
candidate. This concept would redefine deterrence, understood largdy in
conventiond terms, margindisng nuclear weapons role principdly to that
of deterring use by others (induding WMD) and factoring in defensve
sysems. The underlying doctrind assumptions are the irrevershility of the
US-Russan build-down and some certainty regarding the end-state of
Chinese nucler modernisation. This problem is a the heat of the current
nucler agenda and involves the complex task of ensuring veifigdle
destruction of warheeds, the trander of fissle materid to places of mon-
tored storage and ending the production of fissle materid. In this regard,
more important than lower levels of nuclear wegpons is the de-derting of
nuclear weapons — separating warheads from missiles in a credible, verifi-
able manner. There is a large spectrum of options in regard to dtate of de-
deating, ranging from dismantlement to doring warheeds and missles
Sseparately where it would take a matter d hours to mate then. Nuclear use
in regard to pre-empting WMD attack or in response to WMD attack cannot
be ruled out, though both are difficult to envison and would be very
scenario-specific, depending on the circumstances. The current and emerg-
ing secuity environment argues for a US ability to reconditute some
portion of its nucler warheads in a timdy manner if deeper cuts than
START Il numbers are envisioned.
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The answer to ‘how low can you go? is in consderable measure dependent
on China. Presuming that the Russan build-down is not reversed, we are
dill left with two nuclear superpowers (France and Britain have made smal
reductions) that are reducing while China is modernisng. Increasngly there
IS a new drategic triangular relaionship with the nuclear (and drategic
defensve) postures of the United States, Russa and China that will shape
the nuclear future. Given that China is in the process of modernigng its
nucler arsenad both quantitatively and quditatively, there is necessaily a
relationship between the floor of the US-Russan build-down and the ceiling
of Chinese modernisation. If US-Russan militay conflict is difficult to
imagine, a US-China conflict over Tawan is entirdy plausble, and escaa
tion into a nuclear exchange, while not a high probability, is hardly unimag-
inable3!

The United States and Russa could offer to make radica cuts beyond
START Il if China were fird to declare its inventory of warheads and
fissle materid, and exchange data on the basis of a willingness to agree to
freeze its current number of wegpons. Or China could commit to a ceiling
within an agreed range of the US-Russan build-down. A variation on this
might be a trilatera or US-China negotiation setting the parameters of both
US gtrategic defences and Chinese offensve systems.

Bdligic missle defences, as Beijing's rdentless public diplomacy cam
paign againg them underscores, are an important factor for Chinese military
planners in determining their nuclear requirements. China is modernising,
and will continue to modernise quditaively, its arsend regardless of US
policy, but the quantity and structure of its modernised drategic force will
be shagped in no smal mesasure by US actions on missle defence. If Bejing
refuses a floor-caling linkage, less is not necessarily better if the result is
destabilisng. But if al the declared nuclear powers pursued such a course
the effect would be to margindise nuclear wegpons. In such a drategic
universe, it would be posshble to envison a redist case for an end dSate
perhaps somewhere in the 600-1,200 warhead range for the United States
and Russa in the 2015-2025 time frame. In the end, the debate over nuclear

31 See Brad Roberts, ‘Nuclear Multipolarity and Stability, Institute of Defense Analysis,
Alexandria, Virginia, November 2000, for a thoughtful discussion of the new dynamics
of nuclear multipolarity and the centrality of Asiain shaping the nuclear strategic envi-
ronment.
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abolition is unnecessary, counterproductive, and a diverson from advancing
the redl nuclear agenda.

There ae 4ill more complicating factors in concaving and implementing
nuclear drategy, especidly the emergence of missle defence technologies
but dso the militarisation of space. It is difficult in a democracy for a
political leader to eschew developing technologies that could mean prevernt-
ing potentid missle atacks on its civilian populaion. Thus in the light of
such emerging technologies, some ague that the doctrine of Mutud
Asaured Dedruction is immord: how can a government judify placing its
citizens a risk of attack if the means to avoid it are avalable? In any event,
if missle defence technologies currently being developed and tested prove
effective with a high degree of precison, and are deployed by the United
States and perhaps by others, the drategic equation becomes ever more
complex.

One plausble scenario is US-Russa offence cuts in exchange for defence
limits agreement. Such an outcome would likely put pressure on Bejing to
come to terms with some US missile defence architecture as the least bad
dternative. Such scenarios, of course, presume technologica, budgetary,
and/or politica condraints that might lead the United States to move in such
a direction. At bes, it would open up the posshility of moving to a world
not of offence, but of defence. If such technologies were made available to
Europe, Russa and China, what would the world look like? This new
gtuation would pose the question of how to define drategic Stability, what is
the offence/defence mix, in a world where there are three or four mgor
powers with nuclear wegpons and in which missle defence systems are part
of the drategic baance. This may be an even grester chdlenge now just
over the horizon.



Chapter Four

EUROPE AND DETERRENCE

Lawrence Freedman

IV.1 Deterrencewithout the United States?

Debates over the Europeanisation of defence during the Cold War years
invariably hinged on the nudear question. The reason for this was draght-
forward. Those who believed that Western Europe could — indeed should —
defend itsdf without the United States were required to explan why they
wished to make an dready dire drategic Stuation worse. There was an
imbalance of power supposedly faced by the West as a result of the Warsaw
Pact's preponderance in conventional capabilities over NATO and the
Soviet Union’s parity, at least, with the United States in nuclear capabilities.

To argue that the United States was not needed required the validation of at
least one of the following propostions:

The ‘threat’ had been grosdy exaggerated and was redly quite manage-
able. This was a congant refran from radica critics of NATO, but it
was undermined by the conspicuous Soviet military build-up of the
1970s. Furthermore, the East’s unassailable conventiond superiority had
become a European article of faith during the 1960s debates with
McNamara's Pentagon over flexible response. It was difficult for Euro-
pean governments to point to a hopeess inferiority when it suited them
in one context but then to shift to assartions of a virtud baance in ar
other context.

The Europeans were ready, willing and able to build up ther own
conventiona forces to match those of the Warsaw Pact or a least pro-
vide a form of credible resstance. Through much of the 1960s and
1970s the Europeans were struggling to sustain defence expenditures at
higoricaly modest levels and there was no prospect of any subgantiad
incresse.

A combined British and French nuclear force could provide a redigtic
dterndive source of deterrence againgt a conventional aggression. For
reasons discussed below this proposition was never taken serioudy.
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The internationd sysem was sufficiently dable that any sysem of deter-
rence was unlikely to be severdy tested, and so any deployments in the
name of Europe could be made to support a politicd point about the
growing unity of West Europeans. This was probably a least hdf beieved
by a number of European politicians but it was a high-risk propostion to
uphold in public, especidly if it turned out to be wrong.

All schemes developed for a European defence entity by Euro-visonaries
auffered from the fact that the two European nuclear powers, Britan and
France, diverged markedly on the role of nationd nuclear forces and the
possibility of extended deterrence. In private, views were less far gpart, in
that Britan's private rationdes tended to be more naiondigic while
Frances private nightmares included Europe being abandoned by the
United States. It was dso clear that the two countries shared an interest in
protecting their nuclear forces from pressures to sacrifice them for the sake
of globa disamament. None the less, they saw the political roles of these
forcesin quite different ways.

The possble deterent value of their forces was not in itsdf in dispute. It
was evident that Moscow had to accept some risk that these smal forces
would be used in retdiation should it decide to embark on an aggressve
course. During the 1960s part of this aggresson might have been to disarm
them by means of pre-emptive dtrikes againgt air and missile bases but once
they both acquired submarine-launched systems they could clam a second-
drike capability. De Gaullés notion that it would be sufficient to show a
capacity to ‘tear off an am’ to dissuade the Soviet Union from attacking
France had some plaushility. Britan offered a more convoluted drategic
rationale, based on ‘multiple centres of decison’, suggesting that the whole
point of a British nuclear force was to reinforce the American deterrent by
adding a further complicating factor in Soviet cdculaions. It was generdly
understood, however, that this hid a more basc insurance policy — a fdl-
back pogtion in the event of an American desertion. That it would be the
height of imprudence to mount direct attacks on nuclear powers while their
arsends were survivable, even if smal, was rarely chalenged.

The red problem lay with the rest of the Alliance. Who was to deter attacks
on them? Either they created their own nuclear deterrents or they drew on
those dready in exisence. By and large, new nuclear arsends were to be
discouraged. France deployed most of the sandard pro-proliferation
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arguments in its own cause — that the non-proliferation treety was discrimi-
natory and patronisng in its assumption that only the edablished nuclear
powers could be trusted with these weapons — and so initidly was in no
podtion to deny others the same right of nuclear development that it had
ingsted upon for itsdf. Over time this incondstency worried the French as
little as it had worried its nuclear predecessors. At any rate the criticd
proliferation issue in Europe was West Germany. There were few more
provocative acts that Bonn could take in the eyes of any of Germany's
former enemies than to follow the British and French examples. If it was not
to do so, Germany had to be reassured that others were willing and able to
deter on its behdf. It was doubtful that either Britain or France was redly
prepared to take on this respongbility. The British deployed their nuclear
forces forward in Germany, but only in the context of an Anglo-American
nuclear deterrent. The French would not even go that far. Thelr capabilities
were ds0 redively smdl and s0 the Germans (as well as other dlies who
were in no pogtion to even begin to think of their own nuclear capacity)
could not accept them as reasonable dternatives to the American nuclear
guarantee. The Ameicans had dready made ther nuclear commitments,
admittedly a a time of gpparently decisve superiority, and few in Europe
were disposed to lose them.

The logic of Gaullig nuclear doctrine was that dliances of any sort were
untenable in the nuclear age. This would be true whether the dliance in
question was American or French-led. The logic of the British podtion was
that nuclear dliances were quite tenable, especidly so when the deterrent
was provided by a superpower. In addition, London considered itself bound
by the 1958 agreements on nuclear sharing with the United States, so that it
could not pass on to France what it had learnt through its privileged access
to American technology (and this Hill remains a potentid condraint). Under
de Gaulle, France had a any rate been dismissve of Britain as an independ-
ent drategic actor, deriding it as no more than an extenson of the United
States in European affairs. Britain had reciprocated by seeing France as
untrustworthy and nationdidtic. It was content for France to continue to
absnt itsdf from the higher military coundils of NATO, as that left Britan
able to keep for itsdf the effective second-in-command pogtion. In this
context, for Britain the rea value of an independent nuclear force was not
the influence it might provide over hypotheticd Soviet decisons in highly
remote war contingencies, but the more immediate influence it provided
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over American decison-making in dl security matters. This is why it was so
often presented as the centrepiece of the ‘ specid relaionship.’

The falure of other European dates to follow the French lead reinforced
NATO's role as the prime security provider for Western Europe. In this
context the only interest in a more coherent European gpproach lay in the
drengthening of the European ‘pilla’ in NATO, to convince the Americans
that they were worth defending. There was a case for developing a European
voice to avoid an dmost complete dependence upon American drategic
leadership, which was not aways trusted. The most daring manifestation of
this during the 1960s, however, was the Eurogroup. The underlying fear was
dill less that the Americans would lead their dlies to catastrophe but that
they would be abandoned, and so the main point of European cooperation
was to hold the Atlantic Alliance together and not to push it gpart.

If Presdent Pompidou had been able to bresk more free from the Gaullist
legacy then he might have found in Britan a willing interlocutor on the
practicdity of a more digtinctive European defence entity, possbly even
extending to nuclear cooperation. Edward Heeth, Prime Minister from 1970
to 1974, was an ardent believer in European integration and had at one point
in opposition mused publicly about a European deterrent force. He could not
take this forward outsde the framework of NATO. In addition to ther
postive views on the continuing primacy of NATO, Heath's sSuccessors
took an increesngly negative view on the politicd character of the Euro-
pean Community. While in NATO the European postion tended to be
developed and expressed as a result of BritishGerman leadership, a least
until the late stages of the Cold War, in the European community the project
was pushed forward by a Franco-Geman axis, involving fird Giscad
dEgang and Schmidt and then Mitterrand and Kohl. Throughout this
period the British felt congtantly sddined and disregarded, so that by the
late 1980s, with Thatcher now epitomisng a much more sdf-confident and
assartive Britain, a substantia gap had developed between British views and
the rest of the European Community over its future drategic direction. To
the European enthusiagts the British had no interest in anything more than a
free market: to the British sceptics the Europeans were engaged in a
foolhardy and probably doomed enterprise to create a new superstate.
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IV.2 TheUnited Stateswithout deterrence?

This divergence meant that any question of teking European integration
further into the defence sphere was kept firmly on the back burner. Integra-
tion was largely driven through economic convergence and socid harmoni-
sation. As Germany remained unsympathetic to French defence policy it
took care not to suggest that a common policy could extend much beyond
foreign policy, and the difficulties experienced here in establishing common
European postions did not augur well for even more ambitious exercises.
There was, none the less, a discernible shift in European opinion, including
British, as a reault of the firs years of the Reagan adminigration. With some
notable exceptions, Europeans largdy recoiled from what was seen as a
combination of extreme anti-Communist rhetoric and reckless nuclear
doctrines. Instead of worrying about whether they would be abandoned by
the United States, they began to worry that they might insteed be led into
some catagtrophic conflict in the name of outmoded Cold War dogmas and
irrespongble nuclear theories. Symbolic of these worries were firg the plans
to deploy cruise and Pershing missles in lae 1983 and dso Reagan's
drategic defence initiative (SDI) of March 1983, better known as ‘dar
wars .

It is important to be clear that, by and large, European governments did not
share the views of the protex movements that campaigned vigoroudy
agang cruise and Pershing missles. They understood, for example, that
rather than being ingpired by American plans to fight a limited nuclear war
on the Continent, their origins lay in European efforts to provide some sort
of answer to the Soviet SS-20 and to warn Moscow away from any ambi-
tious nuclear plans of its own. The fact that the intermediate-range missles
were targeted againg the Soviet homeland undermined any notion that these
could be credible means of fighting a limited nudear war. Officid Europe
saw the Reagan adminigtration as a public relations disaster, unable to grasp
that its bellicose utterances and disregard of arms control cast doubt on
whether it was mature enough to lead the Alliance. It was feeding the anti-
nuclear movement, which was in practice dready anti-American, and this
made it difficult for Alliance governments to provide officia support for
American policy. The Alliance was put under grest strain. The remedy, they
argued, was to go back to the ‘deterrence and déente’ formula of the 1960s
Harmd Report: assart Wedtern interests in containment but not conflict and
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demondrate a readiness to explore decent relations with the East via ams
control.

The deviaion of the ‘Reaganauts from the NATO norm was epitomised by
dar wars as much as cruise missles Even Mrs Thatcher, who was well
disposed towards Reagan and sufficiently impressed by American techno-
logical capacity to be inclined to give star wars the benefit of the doubt, took
fright a the implications of Reagan's datement about his preference for
protecting Americans rather than avenging them. Deterrence theory de-
pended a one level on the credibility of indinctive nuclear vengeance, and
congant American assertions that they saw serious mord as wel as paliticd
problems with nuclear retaiation threatened to subvert NATO doctrine. Mrs
Thatcher worked hard to get Reagan to tone down his language and reassert
traditiona American pogtions. For Britain and France there was a further
problem in that if by some chance star wars could be made to work then the
credibility of their individua nuclear deterrents would suffer.

Out of this came the ‘reviva’ of the Western European Union as a means of
developing a reasonably coordinated European dtrategic perspective on the
big issues of the day to be compared and contrasted with that of the United
States. During the mid-1980s it had some influence, in formulaing a
response to SDI and then to Gorbachev, but by the end of the decade the
scde of the upheavas in the European security system were cregting new
tensons among European countries. Prime Miniser Thatcher, for example,
athough one of the firs to recognise Gorbachev’'s potentiad and assert her
readiness to do business with him, was equdly convinced of the need to
maintain an orthodox deterrence posture. West Germany, by contrast, could
see that al the Cold War assumptions would soon need to be regppraised
and, once a US-Soviet agreement had been reached to remove dl cruise and
Pershing (and SS-20s) from Europe, saw little point in moving to new types
of short-range forces that could only hit those parts of Centra and Eastern
Europe that were aready moving away from the Soviet sphere of influence.
As the Cold War came to an end, deterrence was a divisve issue within
Europe, and was leading to one of the most subgtantiad Anglo-German spats
for some time It then ended S0 definitively, with the reunification of
Germany, that the argument soon petered out, with the British conceding.

Nor could Mrs Thatcher find much support for her view that the new unified
Germany might now need to be deterred (in economic more than military
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terms). Mitterrand might have shared some of her concerns but his inginct
was to move to a closer union to entangle Germany in a network of com-
mitments and interdependencies, while Thatcher's indincts were the
oppodte. A combination of the digractions of the Gulf criss and then her
fal from power in November 1990 took her more dramatic concerns out of
the European political debate, dthough the renewed Franco-German drive
for European integration aggravated the divergence between the British and
therest.

IV.3 Theimpact of the Gulf crisis

The immediate impact of the end of the Cold War on drategic thought was
remarkably modest, as if dl that was going on was a re-bdancing of power
within Europe. As the Soviet bloc dwrank and Germany was reunified,
NATO no longer had to worry about conventiond inferiority but, a least
until the falled Moscow coup of August 1991, the threat was 4ill posed in
terms of a resurgent Soviet Union. It was the old problem only now much
eader to solve. The potentid adversary was much smdler and its forces
were digant: if they started to grow and move closer there would be ample
warning time. So it was possble to cut back conventiond forces but they
would be configured largdly as before. There was no need to cling to the
prospect of nuclear firg-use. Conventiond victory should dways be in
NATO's grasp, so it would be the opponent who would have to contemplate
nuclear escddion. As if on cue, Soviet generds, in ther firgt atempts to
make doctrind sense of their new circumstances, accepted the role reversa
and discarded past pledges of no-fird-use. It was now in NATO's interest to
margindise nuclear wegpons, and so they declared them weapons of last
resort. Only France, ill adhering to a rather purist view of deterrence,
reserved its position.

When Presdent Bush (senior) proclaimed a new world order in September
1990, in the context of the developing Gulf cridgs, in one important respect
he was ill influenced by old thinking. The concept assumed that the Soviet
Union would remain a serious player in internationd affairs, except tha
indead of a deadly rivd to the United States it could be its partner in
ensuring tha members of the United Nations followed the dictates of
internationdl lav and did not follow Irag’'s example and invade ther
neighbours. The denouement of the Gulf criss was adso perfectly compre-
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hensble in terms of classca bdance of power theory. At dake were
territory, control of vita resources and the principle of nonraggresson. The
other classcd principle of nonrinteference in internd affairs was ds0 in
evidence, as the anti-Irag codition was put together on the basis of a narrow
consensus, which excluded the right to remove the government in Baghdad.

The Gulf War turned out to be one-sided, but that was not how it gppeared
in anticipation, and it was conducted in terms of high drategy, with text-
book ar drikes followed by daff college manoeuvres. The nuclear dimen
son was crucid in two respects. Fird, the criss was as much bound up with
Irag’'s drive to acquire nuclear, dong with chemicd and biological, wegpons
as it was with the occupation of Kuwait. It was the cumulative evidence of
this drive, and embarrassng disclosures about the culpability of Western
countries in abetting it, that led to the rgpid deterioration in relations with
Irag during the first months of 1990 and encouraged Western leaders in their
efforts to ded decisvey with Saddam Hussein. As Saddam had shown
himsdf ready to use chemicd weapons, againg both the Iranians and Kurds,
and had dso mounted missle atacks agang Iranian cities, it was dways
likely that mass terror would be part of Iragi Srategy.

In terms of deterrence theory the Gulf criss and war provided a sgnificant
case study. It had nothing to say about deterrence in conditions of parity but
did offer indications about how to deter unusudly reckless daes with
access to serious means of destruction. The question posed prior to hostili-
ties was how to stop Irag usng chemica weapons either on the battlefield or
agang lsad and Saudi Arabia One possble answer was tha nuclear
threats might be sufficient for this purpose. The British took the view tha
past negative security guarantees, tha is, promises made (during the 1978
UN Specid Sesson on Disamament) not to use nuclear wegpons aganst
non-nuclear dates, ruled this out. They assumed that a combinaion of
defensve measures, including protective suits for troops, and overdl
conventional  superiority, meant that the alies could respond as they wished
to further outrages without having to perpetrate outrages of their own. Just
before the dart of hodilities this was made explicit. The French took a
gmilar view. In private the Ameicans had no intention of resorting to
nuclear use, but in public they remained ambiguous, on the grounds that it
was best to kegp Saddam guessing. The most specific deterrent threat, made
by Secretary of State James Baker to Irag's Foreign Minister Tariq Aziz on
9 January 1991, was that if chemica wegpons were used then the United
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States would ensure that Saddam’s regime was toppled. In addition it was
made clear to Iragi commanders in the field that they would be consdered
personaly responsible for the consequences of chemicd use.

As chemical wesgpons were not used by Iraq then deterrence of some sort
worked. The Iragis themsdves indicated that they were influenced by the
progoect of nuclear retdiation, dthough as much from Isad as from the
United States. There may have been an dement of ex post facto raiondisa
tion here. After dl, it suited Iraq to present its falure to use its chemicd
arsend as a result of high drategy, exdting its postion as a country that had
to be deterred by the most powerful forces of the most powerful sate, rather
than because its locd commanders were disoriented and frightened or
because its means of delivery were unsuitéble and in disaray. Certanly,
Isradli dudies of the mechanics of usng nuclear wegpons to deter chemica
attacks indicated a number of problems, in addition to the specificaly Isradli
one of acknowledging a hitherto covert nuclear datus, including what to do
about poorly executed chemica attacks that falled to make any impact. The
concluson was that there redly was no dterndive but to keep the enemy
guessing: any attempt to define with precison the circumstances in which a
nuclear counter-strike would be launched would generate grest controversy
and send confusing sgnals. When NATO later consdered whether it should
meke an explicit link between chemica or biologicd attacks and nuclear
fird use, it came to the same concluson. Until the scde and intengty of any
attack was understood it was difficult to be sure of the appropriate response,
and in mogt cases sufficient retribution could be exacted by conventiona
means, but it probably did no ham if those contemplating mounting such
attacks took account of the possbility that they just might lead to nuclear
retaliation.

Iraqg was not completely deterred during Desert Sorm. Scud missles, dbat
with conventiond warheads, were launched againgt Saudi Arabia and Israd,
oil wells were set on fire and oil pipdines were opened into the sea. The use
of ol as an environmenta wegpon was unpleasant but, in the end, manage-
able. The Scud atacks were in themsdves limited in thar physica impact
but psychologicaly they did consderable damage and required a variety of
extraordinary exertions from the codition. One response was to deploy
Patriots for the purposes of missle defence. As with the Scuds they were
supposed to stop, these dso had a psychologica effect, in this case caming,
and disproportionate to their physca achievements. The net result of this
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episode was to draw attention to the potertid influence of smdl, and not
necessarily very dedructive, attacks againgt civilian populaions and to pose
the issues of active defence and/or deterrence through punishment in a new
light.

IV.4 Asymmetric strategies

The combination of a convincing conventiond bettlefiddd victory and some
nasty unconventional scares in the Gulf shaped Western perceptions of the
likdly course of mgor war for the rest of the 1990s. With advances in
information technology reinforcing Western conventiond  superiority, and
tak of a ‘revolution in military affars, NATO countries gppeared to be
acquiring an unassalable battlefidd advantage. Saddam might even be
excused for miscaculating Western drength, but after his resounding defeet
it was hard to see any other would-be aggressor making the same mistake
again. The very same logic that had prompted the Soviet generds to turn in
1990 to nuclear deterrence as their best option againgt an ascendant NATO
was likely to prompt other potentid adversaries to look a forms of uncon
ventiond war directed agangt civil society, from terrorism to weapons of
mass destruction, to undermine the West' swill to prosecute any war.

Such ‘asymmeric  draegies loomed increesngly large in American
thinking as the 1990s progressed, and dominated consderations of contin-
gencies involving the ‘rogue dates — Irag, Iran, North Korea — and even
China The inclination of these and other ‘rogues as they pursued their
regiond ambitions would be to deter the West from intervening by raisng
the entry price to unacceptable levels. This led to American proposals for
counter-proliferation  drategies, normaly interpreted as forms of pre-
emption, and later to missle defences. We will return later to the missle
defence issue. For the momert it is important only to note its origins in what
might be called resdud big-war/high-strategy scenarios.

Thee big-war/high-strategy scenarios continued to dominate American
military thinking into the twenty-first century, but not so much European.
There were two reasons for this. The fird and most important was the
fragmentation of the Soviet Union at the end of 1991. This was followed by
economic upheavas and the inner decay of the Russan Army, to the point
where it was dmog risble to continue to plan for big-war scenarios
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involving a revitdised Russa The Americans might be able to look at
China as a potentiad replacement ‘big power’ threst, but the Europeans
tended to see China as following a cautious path and, equaly important, far
away and not threstening any of ther vitd interets The Russan problem
shifted within a few years from one of excessve drength to one of exces-
sve weakness. There were red concerns about nuclear systems being
imperfectly mantained and guarded, rasng a vaiety of spectres. unauthor-
iIsed missle launches, terrorits or locd warlords seizing wegpons, the
goread of radiation as a result of accidents, including the corroson of
discarded nuclear submarines, nuclear materias or even know-how (in the
form of impoverished and disgruntled scientists) being secreted abroad to
work for rogue states.

These various spectres simulated two types of responses from the West.
The fird was a series of measures of financia and technica support to help
Russa manage its contracting nuclear establishment. The second was a
determination to get as many nucler warheads as possble out of the
system. The focus here was less on the larger Strategic weapons covered by
forma arms control agreements but rather on the smdler ‘tecticd’ systems,
which seemed much more likdy to fdl into the wrong hands. Rather than
wait for negotiated arms control, the mgor powers set in motion a series of
unilateral, and largely reciprocated, efforts to remove nuclear wegpons from
generd-purpose forces a sea, on land and in the air. Britain and France
joined in this process, so0 that ther submarine-launched long-range missles
were left as the essentia core of ther nuclear forces. They continued to
ress becoming pat of formad drategic ams control, athough somewhat
ironicaly Ukraine, Bdaus and Kazakhgtan did sgn and ratify the 1972
ABM Treay in the process of divesting themsdves of those nuclear
wegpons and facilities that had been left on their territories when the Soviet
Union turned into the Commonwedth of Independent States. These various
measures had the effect of confirming the Western nuclear forces as last-
resort systems for increasingly unlikely contingencies.

IV.5 Weak statesand low strategy
Meanwhile a different sort of conflict was sarting to capture the Western

drategic imagination. The simulus here came largely from the Yugodav
Wars of Disolution but dso from conflicts dsewhere in Africa and Asa
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Ther unifying feature was tha they took the form of civil wars and saw an
intermingling of the dvilian and militay spoheres with the fighting often
conducted by militias and againgt locd people. While the problems of how
to cope with strong states produced classcd ‘high drategy’, the problems
posed by wesk dates fdling apart cdled for ‘low drategy.” High Strategy
connotes the forming of dliance and grest power conflicts, and involves
preparations for decigve battles againg well-armed opponents. It raises
questions of deterrence in terms both of avoiding wars atogether and of
preventing the use of particularly noxious and destructive wegpons during
the course of awar.

Low drategy involves usng armed forces to dleviate distress, kegp warring
factions apart, introduce a modicum of law and order and support those
atempting to revive economic life and recongtruct central government. It is
likdy to involve low-intendty operations, often a&kin to high-intengty
policing. The digtinction is by no means dear-cut, and, as the Bosnian and
then Kosovar wars demondrated, high drategy and high-intendty opera-
tions can soon come into play even when the Stuation gppears to cdl for no
more than low drategy. The crossover point might be the move beyond
consensud operations, wherein the beligerents accept that external forces
will interpose themsaves as peacekeepers between them, or work around
them to provide humanitarian relief, to non-consensua operations, wherein
one paticular beligerent requires the impostion of exceptiona redraints
and even defeat. In such cases issues of deterrence dso arise, dthough as
pat of a much more complex politico-military process then ever envisaged
in the sort of systematic deterrence theory developed for superpower nuclear
relations.

During the 1990s the United States armed forces showed themsdlves to be
uncomfortable with low drategy. Their experience of intervening in civil
wars was unhappy, notably with Vietham and Lebanon. There was no desire
to get caught in further quagmires, with forces bogged down for indefinite
periods in the middle of an inconclusve conflict. Nor were they interested
in what were derisvey cdled ‘congtabulay duties. The American military
wanted to prepare for big wars that could be fought to a decisve conclusion.
Ther political masters tended to the view that the American people would
only accept casudties in war if the stakes were pdpably high. It might be
added that when the Americans found themsalves engaged in peace support
operations they displayed no particular agptitude, with deployments domi-
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nated more by issues of force protection than engagement with the loca
society. Thus, American forces were hadily withdrawn from Somdia in
1994 just asthey had been from Beirut a decade earlier.

By contrast, and possibly because of ther traditions of imperid policing, the
British and French did demonstrate an aptitude for this sort of operation. In
Bosnia they found themsdves working closdy together in UNPROFOR,
demondrating tecticdl competence dthough with limited Strategc success.
They adso worked closdy with other European countries, including the
Spanish, Dutch and Itdians and laterly the Germans, but they generdly
congdered themsdves to be in a dass goat in tems of thar military
cgpabilities and prowess. When announcing the modernisation of the French
amed forces Presdent Chirac paid the British armed forces the surprising
accolade of citing them as a moddl. The British Strategic Defence Review of
1998 explicitly looked to humanitarian interventions as setting the force
requirements for the future, while being careful not to rule out larger, Desert
Sorm-type operations.

The problem was thet, to the extent that these interventions did demand big
war capabilities, the Europeans were hard-pressed to provide them. This was
particularly true with ar power. In an age of precison wegpons this offered
the most obvious area of comparative advantage but when it came to
mounting mgor ar campaigns, againg Serbs in 1995 and 1999 as wel as
Irag in 1991, Europeans could provide a best about a quarter of the total
and were deficient in key capabilities. So to the extent that any conventiona
deterring or, as was more often the case, coercing needed to be done, any
Wedern operation was highly dependent upon the United States. From the
European perspective this had two unfortunate consequences. Fird, it
limited their options if the Americans did not want to be involved. Second,
to the extent that they did, the Americans tended to recast conflicts in terms
of high rather than low drategy. That is, the politica context tended to get
amplified, so that the enemy could be viewed with darity, and the focus
becane one of influencing the decisons of politicd leaders rather than
shaping the complex struggle for territory on the ground. The Americans
could just about be persuaded to provide forces for consensua post-conflict
peacekeeping activities but they were highly reluctant to commit ground
forces into what was described during the Kosovo war as a ‘non-permissve
environment.’
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This had important implications for debates on European security. During
the Cold War years the defence debate was framed in terms of high Strategy.
American power baanced Soviet power through the medium of NATO.
Only the French clamed to believe that the baancing act could be sustained
without the Americans, and it is not too unfair to suggest that this postion
was easer to proclam on the safe assumption that it would never be
adopted by anybody else. European postions on the great issues of deter-
rence were teken in the light of Alliance politics The Germans sought
reessurance that American decisonrmaking took their needs fully into
account, the British sought to shape American decisiortrmeking, while the
French sought to assert their independence from American decision-making.

During the post-Cold War years the European defence debate has increas
ingly been framed in terms of low drategy. The inditutiona implications of
this have been addressed regularly since 1990. At the start of this period it
was argued that, in the absence of a Warsaw Pect threat, NATO could
declare itsdlf obsolete and disband. The Gulf War was not fought by NATO
but the codition dearly benefited from the multinational understandings and
shared procedures developed within NATO, and so it seemed to retain a
functiond benefit that it would be unwise to rdinquish. In addition, NATO
remaned the man means of exeting American influence over European
affars. When enlargement was fird mooted and then implemented it was
implied that NATO was becoming less of an dliance and more of a ‘secu
rity-community’, a means by which the Czechs, Hungarians and Poles could
demondrate their new asociation with the West, dthough this benign view
never convinced Moscow and was undermined when NATO fought as an
dliance in the soring of 1999, days after the firg enlargement had been
completed. For the reasons dready mentioned, any conflict that required a
major air campaign could only be handled by NATO.

IV.6 The European Security and Defence Policy

The European Union's attempts to present itself as a security provider fared
less wdl. Britain was out of sympathy with the trgectory st by Kohl,
Mitterrand and Deors, when Presdent of the Commisson, and without
Britain's enthudagtic involvement there could be no credible defence
initigtive. Britain's wariness was reinforced by the lack of European
coheson over the Gulf. France committed forces but was forever launching
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its own peace initiatives, while Germany appeared prohibited by its Congti-
tution from committing forces and seemed to view the whole enterprise with
deep miggivings The European Parliament regularly disgraced itsdf in
faling to provide robust backing to the codition. London and Paris con
ducted their diplomacy largely as permanent members of the Security
Council rather than members of the European Council of Ministers. Matters
barely improved over Yugodavia When the criss broke in June 1991 the
Americans were told that this was a European show and they need not
bother themsdves, a message they were happy to receive. European efforts
to broker a dea were congtantly thwarted, not least because they could not
be backed up by credible coercive threats. Peacekeeping forces were
insarted into an ongoing corflict in Bosnia They did hdp in food didribu-
tion but atrocities continued despite their presence. Forces deployed in the
form of amdl and lightly-armed groups appeared not so much as a reminder
to the Serbs of more robust action to come as hostages whose vulnerability
was likely to deter more robust action. By 1995 the British and French were
moving to reorganise thar forces to play a much more effective role on the
ground, but this was overshadowed by the combined impact on the Serbs of
a Croatian counter-offensve and American arpower. By now the Europesn
Union had been sdeined, with the key roles being taken by the UN, NATO
and the ‘ Contact Group.’

To the extent that provison had been made for the development of a
diginctively European approach to the exigencies of the post-Cold War
world, this had come through the Western European Union (WEU). As st
out in 1992, the Petersberg tasks — humanitarian intervention, evacuation,
peacekeegping and crids management — amost defined low drategy. WEU,
however, had no capacity of its own to mount any operations, and attempts
to giveit arole tended to the farcica or symbolic.

In 1998 a new impetus was given to proposas to bring defence more into
the European Union. The key shift was in British perceptions of the issue.
The new Labour government was anxious to demondgrate its European
credentids but unable to move forward quickly on a single currency.
Defence was an area where it could expect to take a leading role. More
important, there was growing concern in London that the United States was
becoming increesingly reluctant to intervene, or a least was looking for a
divison of labour whereby it would provide the big war arpower while the
Europeans concentrated on more hazardous ground operations. These fears



96 Nuclear weapons: a hew Great Debate

resulted to some extent from the attempts to manage the developing Kosovo
criss during 1998. The experience of the 1999 war demondtrated that it was
important not to under-estimate American resourcefulness and Saying
power. None the less, Washington continued to recoil from a ground war
and this limited the Alliance' s freedom of Sirategic manoeuvre.

In addition, Kosovo demondrated the limits to conventiond ar power as a
deterrent. There were two possible reasons why Milosevic was not im-
pressed by NATO's explicit threats of ar drikes. The firs was that the
business of the Serbs in pushing Albanians out of Kosovo was unlikdly to be
impeded by ar drikes, as it could be conducted in smdl groups operaing
from trucks rather than by highly visble armoured columns. It was dso
evident from the dtatements made by NATO leaders that there were no
developed plans for a ground campaign and little interest in commissoning
any. Second, both the 1995 Deliberate Force operation over Bosnia and the
1998 Desert Fox operation over Iraq had been reatively short and barely
punitive. Milossvic may have cdculated that something smilar could be
survived and by the time the dlies cdled it a day, the process of ethnic
cleanang would be complete. Whether the experience of Allied Force will
change future perceptions is difficult to tel. The surprisng tenacity of
NATO can be explaned by reference to the enormity of the humanitarian
crime they faced in the soring of 1999. Moreover, the lack of a ground
campaign dill made it very difficult to bring matters to a conduson, and in
the end it was the growing power of the resurgent KLA that provided the
critical indicator of Serb fallure to meet a core drategic objective. NATO
countries will probably not want to leave themsdves so bereft of more
decigve options in the future.

Put these various conclusons together and out comes an agument for
developing a European capability that can make a serious impact on criss
management in and around Europe should the Americans choose not to get
involved & dl or, if they do, confine themsdves to arpower. Without such
a cgpability there is a risk that the European Union will find itsdf caught in
some dangerous bluffing during the course of future crises, or will not be
believed even when not bluffing (which is what hagppened to NATO in
March 1999). Out of these conclusions have emerged the various proposals,
eventudly rdified by the European Union's Nice summit, for a European
Rapid Reaction Force.
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This inititive aoused some controversy in Britan, largely because of
clams from the Conservaive oppogtion that it reflected an attempt to
displace NATO from its role as Europe's leading security provider. Occa
sond datements from Presdent Chirac gave support to this critique. Prime
Minister Tony Blair's response stressed that the idea was not to demonstrate
independence from the United States but only to take steps to ensure that
Europe was able to operate done if necessary (‘separable but not separate’,
in the approved phraseology). The debate encouraged the view that there
was a dichotomy between the smadl-war/low-strategy functions, appropriate
for the EU, and the big-warhigh-strategy functions that it would not and
could not take over from NATO. This view is likdy to be reinforced by the
arivd of Presdent Bush (junior) to the White House and security policy
becoming dominated by two men — Richard Cheney and Colin Powel —
closdly associated with the view that the proper purpose of American forces
IS to prepare for and where necessary fight big wars and that other conflicts
are distractions.

IV.7 Thefuture of European nuclear deterrence

All of this may seem somewhat beside the point when considering the future
of nuclear forces, except that it helps explain the dmog totd lack of public
debate on this issue in European countries let done any suggestion that this
might lead to a combined force, acting on behdf of the rest of Europe — the
sort of idea that had currency in the 1960s and 1970s. If this had been taken
to be the implication of the force — the ultimate in high drategy — then no
British government would have dared let the CESDP project get so far.
Enough trouble has been caused by suspicion that the inteligence sharing
with the United States — the other great pillar of the ‘specid reationship —
might be jeopardised if Washington darted to believe that information so
ganed might get to the wrong people or be used to pursue ingppropriate
policies. The benign neglect of the nucler issue has been a necessary,
though by no means sufficient, condition for progress on European defence
cooperation.

British and French bilaterd discussons on nucler matters are far more
intense now than they ever were during the Cold War. These discussons
cover a range of issues, from targeting to submarine deployments to ams
control, but they are largely geared to getting whatever limited efficiencies



98 Nuclear weapons: a hew Great Debate

might be obtaned without faling foul of the tems of US-UK nuclear
cooperdtion, or in defending the force from externd politica chalenges
These are as likdy to come from dlies as from adversaries, and take the
foom of demands for disaomament. This defensve inginct explans why
even these modest forms of nuclear cooperation are sustained away from the
public eye and are geared to keeping matters that way. They are about
mutual support O as to retan a devestaing capability under nationd
control. Britain and France are not keen for them to be on a negotiating table
or even, in the context of CESDP, be put into the purview of the Council of
Minigers.

In what circumstances might the nuclear issue acquire grester sdience in the
future, and how might this effect wider security policies? The firg point to
make is that it is no longer the case that the lack of public interest in the
issue is amply a result of a lack of information. In its 1998 Sirategic
Defence Review, for example, the Labour government reveded far more
detals on the nuclear force than had ever been reveded before yet this
dtracted virtudly no media interest a dl. One reason for this is tha in
Britain, as in France, there is now a consensus among the politica dite
supporting the nuclear force and so it is not a source of public controversy.
Another reason is that there are no mgor expenditure decisons and o, at
least for the moment, the priority of the nuclear force as agang other forms
of defence, or wider public, expenditure does not need to be asserted. While
London and Paris have held on to their core nuclear capabilities they have
been prepared to discard periphera items such as short-range tecticd
systems.

It is possble that progress in disssmament negotiations might lead to
questions about whether these forces might be reduced or diminated
atogether as a grand abolitionist gesture. By and large London and Paris
have been content for Washington and Moscow to cary the burden of
explaning the dow pace of disamament and demondrating that they have
made some effort to keep their part of the NPT bargain. It may be hard to
explan exactly what security function the nuclear forces dill perform but by
the same token it is hard to describe the benign consequences of their
withdrawal, except to place great hope in the power of a good example. At
some point follomng a breskthrough in START the differentid between the
gze of the European arsenals and those of Russa and the United States
would cause comment and lead to cdls for ther direct incluson in future
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rounds of talks, but even is this did lead to participaion in ams control it
would not necessarily have mgor impact on force levels.

A catagrophic nuclear event of some sort, from a mishep a a Russan
fecility to a nuclear exchange involving Pekisan and India, would undoubt-
edly push the risks involved in sugtaining nationd nuclear cgpabilities to the
centre of public debate. At the start of 2001, questions related to the toxicity
of depleted uranium shells as used during the Bosnian and Kosovar wars
caused a gtir when they were linked to cancer among those exposed to Sites
close to where these munitions had landed. Given that not only was the link
between the illness and the shells uncertain, but the numbers involved were
no where near those likely to be affected by the most modest nuclear evert,
this gives some indication of the speed with which an issue can edtablish
itsdf and catch governments unawares. The British and French governments
hold on to rationaes for their nuclear forces that are vague and imprecise,
and minigers could find themsaves under severe pressure when asked to pit
these rationdes agang contrary arguments related to public safety or
risking an arms race or a provocation.

Deterence will have to be a the heat of any rationdes. There is no
suggestion that these wegpons are to be used for offensve purposes. A
prestige rationde might be advanced, but for countries such as France and
Britain the time has passed when they need to presarve ther internationa
danding through a nuclear datus. The traditionad deterrence argument that
referred to the need to balance the superior conventional capabilities of the
likey adversary is even less credible when the NATO countries collectively
account for the bulk of the world's regular forces. The resdud deterrence
agument is therefore the need to deter other nuclear powers, of which
Russa remans the closest to home, and possble future nuclear powers,
such aslran or Irag.

One quedtion is whether these arsends might be of vaue in deterring the
non-nuclear capabilities of so-cdled rogue dates. Acts of terrorism are
dways possble, especidly from Middle Eagtern militants, in response to
what might be percalved to be iniquitous Western policy, but this is quite
different from large-scde nucler or chemicd attacks. Milosevic made no
evident attempt to target civilian life in the West during the Kosovo War,
and the contingencies which might prompt others to do so remain hard to
identify unless things go badly wrong with Russa West Europeans ae
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within range of far more countries missiles than the United States, yet there
is little clamour for any sort of balisic missile defence. One reason for this
may be nervousness about the ‘rogue state’ concept, which the United States
has now aso dropped. It risks sereotyping and, by suggeding that some
dates are beyond reasonable hope, precludes politica measures designed to
blunt their aggressveness and bring them in out of the cold. Ancther is that
the technical demands on bdligic missle defence for Europe ae even
higher tan those for the United States, and even there they seem demanding
— and expendve — enough. Even if a technicd fix were possble the
proximity of many European countries to zones of conflict means that it is
not hard to imagine a vaiety of methods by which terible things might be
done to ther cities without missile attacks.

The asociation of bdligic missle defence with the arms races of the Cold
War and its prohibition under the 1972 ABM Treaty meant that an Ameri-
can programme could gill be presented as an atempt to gan complete
Superiority over al comers and even create conditions for a fird-strike
cgpability. The Clinton adminidration denied any such intention with its
Nationd Missle Defence programme, and the modesty of its am as wdl as
its poor peformance in testing, cdmed the more darmigt fears. West
European governments understood that it would be unwise to insst tha the
Americans remained vulnerable when they had means of doing something
about it, and that old fears about decoupling were irrdevant. Their man
concern was that the United States would unilaterdly abrogate the ABM
Treety, thereby credting a criss with Russa a a time when Russa was
dready feding put upon as a result of NATO enlargement and the dismissa
of its complaints over Western policy in the Gulf and the Balkans.

The enthusasm of the 2001 Bush adminigration for NMD means that the
issue has to be managed, but this will not depend upon its relevance for
deterrence. The most that can be clamed is that in some future criss the
United States will fed freer to take a tough line than it might otherwise have
done because of an extra degree of security that it can cope with missle
atacks, dthough how substantid that degree will depend on the Presdent’s
belief that the sysem will work as advertised during its first red test, and
that other means of harming Americans in substantid numbers cannot be
found. As most contingencies involve the question of whether the United
States is prepared to intervere in conflicts in regions other than its own, a
issue will be whether the United States is deterred rather than whether it can
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deter. It is arguable that unless the stakes are very high and the commit-
ments ae firmly esablished Washington will be cautious in the face of
thrests a levels much lower than missles with nucdear or chemicd war-
heads. If the United States is emboldened through the congtruction of a
baligic missle defence of some sort then the mgor European concern
might be that they would bear the brunt of any retdiaion. There is no
reason to suppose that the United States would disregard concerns of this
sort. The risk, if the Europeans press such concerns too vigoroudy, is that
Washington will respond with inherently implausble promises of extending
the defensve shied to them.

The European interest is probably best served by treating NMD as a matter
of domestic American poalitics, geared to the threat of a future Congressiona
invedigation after some horrific incident when the question is posed why
the proper precautions were not taken even though the technology and
resources were avalable. In these terms the issue is quite managegble in
Alliance politics and avoids the danger of the question of European coopera-
tion in defence becoming tangled up with a row over the highest-profile
American military programme. The more the case is developed according to
specific scenarios the more problematic it will seem and the greater the risk
that divergences in drategic perspectives across the Atlantic will be ex-
posed. European concerns will be dlayed if a way can be found to gain
Russan compliance. This is nothing to do with drategy, high or low, other
than a generd dedre to avoid aggravating reations that are dready quite
tense.

To the extent, however, that the clams made by NMD advocates about the
dangers of the proliferation of bdligic missles have to be taken serioudy
then the question of nuclear deterrence will be raised. It is one thing for the
Americans to accept the costs and uncertainties of congructing a doubtful
baligic missle defence but quite another for West Europeans to even begin
to contemplate something smilar, with or without American help, when
faced with a more subgtantid threat posed by shorter-range missles. To
explan why it is possble to be secure without defences, they are dmost
obliged to point to deterrence, arguing that ‘rogues would not be 0
irrational as to discount the prospect of devadtaing retdiation if they dart
unleashing wegpons against Western centres of population.
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European governments recognise that there is no point in arguing that the
Americans mugt remain vulnerable as ther dlies for the ske of solidarity.
The old ‘decoupling’ argument was that the Americans would not act on
Europe's behdf because they cdculated risks quite differently, and saw no
reason to accept the dangers of threastening nuclear responses merely to
deter events that did not affect them directly. If the Americans were less
vulnerable then, in principle, deterrence would be more, not less, credible. A
greater vulnerability could possbly meen tha the Europeans become
hostages for American behaviour — the sort of concern that was evident
during the early Reagan years. However, the new risk of decoupling has
nothing to do with comparative vulnerability and more to do with whether,
as the level of threat to Europe is reduced, the United States consders its
vita interests to be so engaged. Would a CBW outrage in a European city
arisng out of what had appeared to be a low-intendty EU operation in the
Mediterranean area have the same implications for Washington as a Warsaw
Pact invason? Even if the Americans wanted to help deter such events do
they know how to do so in advance?

The Europeans have teken the view tha they do not wish to clam to be
deterring nortnuclear events with nuclear forces, but the more they dart to
condder their security options independently of the United States, and have
in front of them the issue of dedructive atacks by ddinquent states, the
more they may find the rationde for the nationd nuclear forces given an
uncomfortable scrutiny. The old question of who is to deter on behdf of the
non-nuclear European states has not gone away but judt, for the moment,
logt sdience. It is not yet clear that there are any better new answers than the
old answers, which are highly dependent upon American extended deter-
rence. It has for some time been the case that the best arguments for nationa
forces are precautionary, presenting them not so much as geared to current
and wdl-defined contingencies but rather as prudent preparations for
dangerous future contingencies that may be implausble and certainly cannot
be defined with any certainty. It is not an argument tha lends itsdf to
intendve public debate, which may be one reason why the essence of
European nuclear policy isto avoid such adebate.



Chapter Five

RUSSIA AND THE FUTURE OF NUCLEAR POLICY

Dmitri Trenin

In 1986, Mikhail Gorbachev, then Generd Secretary of the Soviet Commu-
nig Party, unveled, with al the usud pomp, a grandiose initiative aimed a
ridding the world of nudear wegpons by the end of the millennium. At that
time this was regarded as another Soviet propaganda move, but soon
Gorbachev became a convert to the idea of deep reductions in nuclear arms,
ultimately leading to the gdated god. In 2000, Viadimir Putin, Russas
presdent, was dso taking about deep reductions in nucler wegpons
sockpiles. Putin, however, proceeds from a very different world-view and
his proposas are guided by an entirdy different set of factors. Most impor-
tant, the idea of ridding the world of nuclear ams has been roundly rejected.
Russia has come to appreciate the Bomb.

What are the reasons for that turnaround, and what are their implications?
What kind of nuclear power will Russa be, and equipped with what policy
and doctrine? In this context, how enlightening and how forward-looking
are the Russan foreign, security and defence blueprints adopted in 2000?
What is the state of the nation’s nuclear arsend, and in what direction is it
likey to change? How does Russa reate, in tems of both maintaining
badance and ability and the nature of rdations, to the other established
nuclear powers? How does it approach the new clamants to that status?
How does Russa see the post-Cold War era arms control and the process of
WMD proliferation? Last but not least, as the European Union becomes a
more coherent whole, including in terms of security and defence palicy,
how will Russardate to Europe s potentia nuclear dimenson?

The essay that follows will atempt to address dl these quettions, with the
humble underganding that there is 4ill too much uncertanty to dlow
definite answers to be given to at least some of them.
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V.1 Thestateof the Russian nuclear arsenal

A decade dfter the USSR's demise, the Russan nucdear arsend, dill
impressive, is fag ageing and dwindling in 9ze — a wading as, in the
words of one militay commentator.' It ill numbers just under 1,200
ICBMs, SLBMs and heavy bombers, with some 6,000 warheads? By
1 January 2003, pursuant to the START Il treaty, the number of Russan
warheads will be reduced to 3500. This huge Soviet legacy must be
compared with the minuscule sze of Moscow's financid resources. The
defence budget for 2001 is around 300 hillion roubles, or just under $11
billion® The lack of adequate funding for building new missles' and a
partia loss of production assets located in Ukraine have left Moscow with
only one option — extending the service life of wegpons, most of which were
built in the 1980s. This extendgon, however, has its limits. Neither START I
levels nor even the much lower levels agreed in 1997 a Helsinki (2,000-
2,500 warheads) are affordable for Russia. Thus, irrespective of US-Russan
agreements, the Russan nuclear arsend will seadily decline in the foresee-
able future. According to one estimate, by 2008 (by which time al other
ICBMs will have been phased out), it might consst of about 1,300 warheads
deployed on 300 Topol-M ICBMs, 7 Delta-1V SSBNs and some 80 heavy
bombers.>

The current Srategic triad is likely to be preserved, but the reative sze of
its components could change condderably. At this time, the Straegic
Rocket Force (SRF) accounts for 60 per cent of all weapons, the sea-based
element about 30 per cent and the air-based one the remaining 10 per cent.
The Russan Generd Staff plans to cut the ICBM force's share to as little as

1 Mikhail Timofeev, ‘Sokraschenie RVSN objektivno | neizbezhno', Nezavisimoe
Voennoe Obozrenie, 2000, no. 27, p. 1.

2 The Military Balance 2000-2001, p. 120.

® Interview with Colonel General Andrei Nikolaev, chairman of the Defence Affairs
Committee of the Russian State Duma. Krasnaya Zvezda, 16 December 2000, p. 3. In
purchasing parity terms, the actual amount is about twice as much.

4 The share of nuclear forces in the defensebudget has declined from 18 per cent in 1999
to 15 per cent in 2000. The trend is likely to continue. See Nezavisimoe Voennoe Oboz-
renie, 2000, no. 26, p. 3.

>  Anatoly Dyakov, Timur Kadyshev and Pavel Podvig, ‘Yadernyy paritet in natsional-
naya bezopasnost v novykh usloviyakh', PIR Center Paper no. 14, p. 44.
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10-15 per cent of the total.® Whether this plan will be accepted and imple-
mented is hard to tell, but the forthcoming deep reduction in the number of
nuclear wegpons has dready resulted in a mgor reorganisation. Between
2003 and 2006, the SRF will probably be abolished as an independent
amed service, a datus it has enjoyed since 1960, and become a branch
which could eventudly be absorbed by the Air Force. The five rocket
amies will be phased out, and only a couple of the 19 rocket divisons will
remain.

Although the nuclear forces are said to be the best preserved and most
combat-ready pat of the Soviet military legacy, funding is dealy inade-
quate. While some 95 per cent of ICBMs are reported to be combat-ready,
very few submarines put to sea The August 2000 sinking of the Kursk, a
nuclear attack submarine, has become a symbol of the problems plaguing
the Russan Navy. The flegt of heavy bombers which nearly became extinct
in the early 1990s is only being assembled just now through the purchases
of Tu-160 arcraft from Ukraine and some resumed indigenous production.

The mainday of Russas future ICBM arsend is the single-warhead Topol-
M (SS-27). Its fird two regiments of 10 missles each were deployed in
1998 and 1999, and the ‘norma’ production rate in the next decade was
initially st a 20. In 2000, however, only 6 missles were produced. In
addition, the older road- mobile Topol (SS-25) missileis being refurbished.

The successor to the Soviet-era SLBMSs, the R39UTTKh (SS-NX-28), was
cancelled after test falures, and no new missile has been produced. This led
to the suspenson of work on the new SSBN, Yuri Dolgoruky, begun in
1996. The new sea-based wegpon system is unlikely to be deployed before
the end of the decade.

The ar component of the Russan drategic nuclear triad is made up of the
relatively recently produced Tu-160 and Tu-95 bombers, which are likely to
gay in service until 2010 and beyond.

®  See Alexei Arbatov, ‘Stavka nayadernye sily’, Nezavisimoe Voennoe Obozrenie, 2000,

no. 48, p. 4. Arbatov himself clearly favours the ICBMs and would consider dropping
the other two elements of the triad altogether.
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The command and control system of the Russan drategic nuclear force has
to rdy on an infregructure which has srunk and is in need of repair,
modernisation or replacement. The land-based early warning system has lost
severd long-range radars which are now located in the newly independent
dates. Only one new radar has been built, in Belarus. The fleet of space
satellites has been dredticaly reduced for financia reasons’ A new genera
tion of early warning satellites, however, is dready in the pipdine®

The numericd decline of Russan drategic nuclear forces will continue, as
will their ageing. Moscow’s response to the latter problem, due to its severe
financid problems, has been to introduce new missles a an affordable rate
and to extend the sarvice life of the bulk of the force. To ded with the
former problem, the Kremlin has been proposng paralel deep reductions of
both Russan and US asends. The mid-term prospect for Russa is to
remain a mgor nuclear power, abeit with reduced satus. The tak is of an
‘intermediate pogtion, somewhere between the pre-eminent power of the
United States and the smaller nuclear forces of China, Britain and France. In
the more distant future, between 2010 and 2015, if China expands its
drategic nuclear arsend  dradtically, it could reach numericd parity with
Russa a the levd of 700-800 warheads, thus cancdling Russas unique
advantage over its huge and dynamic neighbour.

V.2 Russan perceptionsof other nuclear powers policies

The main new dement in the current Russan perception of the other nuclear
powers is that it treats them separatdy, rather than as a group which
Moscow needs to balance en bloc. With the promised strategic partnership
faling to maenidise, the United States remains the prime focus of Russan

concerns and the principd object of nuclear deterrence exercised by
Moscow.

Official Moscow's view of the United $ates assumes that Washington is
bent on drengthening and expanding its globa hegemony. The Russans
point in paticular to the continued exisgence of NATO, its esstward

" Colonel General (retd.) Volter Kraskovsky, ‘Strategichesky schit rzhaveet’, Nezavisi-

moe voennoe obozrenie, 2000, no. 43, p. 6.
Nikolai Mikhailov, ‘Nauchno-tekhnichesky potentsial | oboronnaya bezopasnost’,
Nezavisimoe Voennoe Obozrenie, 2000, no. 26, p. 4.
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enlagement despite  Moscow’s protests, the practice of humanitarian
intervention (& la Kosovo) without a UN Security Council mandeate, and
epecidly US plans to deploy a nationd missle defence (NMD) system.
That system, it is argued, is desgned to provide America with nearly totd
protection, in the literal meaning of the Russan word for security, bezopas-
nost — the absence of threats. NMD, if deployed, would scuttle the 1972
Anti-Bdligic Missle Treaty, which is regarded as the cornerstone of
drategic Sability.

In this context, Russan nuclear wegpons are seen as a politicad counterbal-
ance to the growing unipolarity in the internationd sysem. The hbilaterd
nuclear reaionship with the United States is basicaly unchanged from the
Cold War period: deterrence remains the name of the game for both sides.
Detargeting of missles is symbolic, but essentidly meaningless. Moscow
notes the refusd by the US Senae to ratify the Comprehensve Test Ban
Treaty, and the Pentagon’'s rductance to dgnificantly cut the number of
targets ligted in the Single Integrated Operationd Plan (SIOP). The expan
gon of the traditiona role of nuclear wegpons by dlowing ther use in locd
conflicts and for the purposes of counter-proliferation has been noted by the
Russans. However, they attach more importance to the opposite and more
recent trend in American military thinking, which seeks to minimise the role
of nuclear wegpons, capitdisng on advances in highly precise conventiond
wegponry and missle defence technology. Interestingly, Russan experts
treat post-Cold War deterrence in terms of a ‘safeguard againg backdiding
to confrontation’.® They dealy bedieve tha in the absence of true partner-
ship Russids nuclear status sets the limit beyond which Moscow’s interests
will not be ignored by the West, thus preventing serious collisons.

At the same time, Russan experts, andysing operations like Desert Sorm in
1991 and Allied Force in 1999, highlight US advances in harnessng the
Revolution in Military Affars. They see America as being on the threshold
of a post-nuclear age, when the missors traditiondly assgned to nuclear
wegpons can be effectively fulfilled by precisonguided conventiona arms.
A globd renunciation of nuclear wegpons, coupled with NMD, they warn,
would meke the world safe for Americas domination.’® Thus in the

®  Major General Vladimir Dvorkin, ‘Y adernoe sderzhivanie: vzglyad v buduschee’, Pro

et Contra, vol. 3, Issue 4, Autumn 1998, p. 46.
Sergei Rogov, ‘Stavka na yadernyy schit’, Nezavisimoe Voennoe Obozrenie, 2000,
no. 28, p. 1.
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dtuation when the United States is becoming ever less reliant on nuclear
wesgpons to safeguard its national security, Russa is even more wedded to
its nuclear arsend, and to the model of mutual assured destruction (MAD).

Having had to drop the notion of drategic parity with Washington, Moscow
is conddering ways of asymmetrica deterrence on the basis of the baance
of capabilities rather than numbers.

Russa is just beginning to learn the art of deterring a sronger power from a
position of relaive weakness. On the one hand, it wants to make sure that in
dl concevable circumstances the United States will reman vulnerable to
Russan nuclear drikes. On the other, it is developing non-traditional ways
of handling apotentia adversary, such asinformation warfare.

Britain and France, by contrast, are regarded in Russa as rdatively benign
nuclear powers. Moscow accepts that their nuclear mission is to ensure
nationd survivd in extremis. London and Paris are credited with being
responsble and not unduly assertive international actors, and their arsends
are certified as non-threstening. Politicdly, British and French ams have
been virtudly excluded from the modified centrd nuclear baance, so tha
they are no longer regarded as mere add-ons to the US part of the Russan
Western drategic equation. Some even regard these smal nuclear forces as
offering some usgful lessons for Rusda in its dedine Russan military
experts, however, continue to view British and French nucleer modernisa
tion with some concern. They dso warn tha the redisation of US NMD
plans would make Britain an accomplice of Washington, for the new system
would include radars and other assets based in the United Kingdom.™
Conceivably, that could place Britan and France in different drategic
gtuations, as viewed from Moscow. So far, however, the Russans have
shown no interest in atempting to drive a wedge between the United
Kingdom and France on nucler maters. Rather, they have been thinking
more about joining forces with Americas European dlies to condran US
NMD plans. Reviving Moscow's 2000 idea of a European-wide TMD and
eaborating on its content (which Russa has consgtently faled to do) would
be aussful option.

11 See remarks by Defence Minister Igor Sergeyev during his visit to Britain, December
2000.
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China presents a totally different picture. The Russans are ambivdent on
this issue to the point of schizophrenia On the one hand, Beijing is formaly
Moscow's drategic partner, and, a least for some members of the estab-
lishment, even a potentid dly in opposng US world hegemony. From
NATO enlargement in Centrd and Eastern Europe to proposed US TMD
deployments in East Ada, joint oppodtion to separatism and humanitarian
intervention and a united front agang nationd missle defences, Sino-
Russan drategic partnership has been growing in scope and intensty.
Conveniently for Russa, Chinds nuclear forces are smdl and rddivey
unsophisticated. Even if expanded, they are not regarded as a match to
Russas arsend. Very importantly, throughout the last decade, the Russan
defence industry has been sdling China about $1 hbillion worth of ams per
year. Chinese military contracts, which for years have been keeping a
number of Russan defence enterprises dive, are now being extended to the
cash-gdtrapped research and development centres. Minatom, the influentid
Russan nuclear indudry ministry, regards China as a paticulaly lucrative
markel. Russan nucler scientits and drategic missle specidists are
reported to be sharing their expertise with their Chinese counterparts.

On the other hand, a growing number of dite and ordinary Russans ae
beginning to harbour suspicions, even paranocia about potentia future threats
from China While most of these perceived threats (such as ‘demographic
aggresson’) lie outsde of the traditionad security sphere, the acquistion by
China of a nuclear force comparable to Russas could make it even more
difficult for Moscow to manege its increesingly powerful neighbour. When
Beijing achieves draegic nuclear parity with Russa, the hidoric reversa of
the two countries’ roles will have been completed.

Despite these fundamentd divergences, Russian dites tend to agree that
they have a breathing space of between 10 and 20 years before the potential
threats dtart to materidise. This is likely to be a period d mgor uncertain
tiesin the domestic evolution of both countries.

Russa does not officidly regard India and Pakistan as new nuclear powers.
Moscow cdls on both Delhi and Idamabad to exercise redraint, sign the
CTBT axd ‘regulate ther reaions with the IAEA and other internationd
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organisations > At the same time, Russan perceptions of Indian and
Pekisani nuclear policies differ consderably. Moscow recognises Ddhi’s
grest-power aspirations as both legitimate and unproblematic (for Russa).
India has been Moscow's long-ganding friend and dly. Democratic and
predictable, it harbours no desgns on the teritories which Russa sees as
vitd to its security. It is equaly opposed to Mudim extremism and separa-
tism. It is a recipient of Russan ans ddiveries on a par with China
Secretly, the Russans must be pleased that the Indian bomb is de facto a
counterweight to growing Chinese power on the continent of Asa Thus
from the very beginning Moscow abstained from sanctions and even harsh
criticism in response to India’ s nuclear tests.

Although no sanctions were imposed on Pakistan either, Moscow looks at
Idamabad’'s policies with digtinct concern. From the Russian point of view,
Pekistan's credit history is worrying. During the 1979-89 war in Afghan-
dan, Pakistan was the supply base for the mujahidin rebels. More recently,
it has been the principa supporter of the Taiban regime, which the Russan
leadership sees as the principad source of tenson in the region and even a
potential  aggressor trying to expand its influence and its fundamentdist
brand of Idam into Centrd Asa Opague and authoritarian, the Pakigani
military regime is feared to be ungtable. Should it disntegrate, there is a risk
that extremist forces might triumph in Pekisan In the worst-case scenario,
an I[damic bomb may become aredity.

With the end of US-Soviet rivdry in Middle East, Moscow's dtitude
towards Isradl’s probable nuclear arsena has changed. With no Arab clients
dependent on Russa for ther military protection, Russa can take a more
relaxed dttitude. Moreover, the links between Chechen rebels and Arab
extremists have added a new dimenson. Consequently, Moscow sees the
Isradi bomb as both the ultimate argument in the Jewish state€'s sruggle for
aurvival and as a mgor argument in regiond power reations. Occasondly,
however, Russan diplomats could use US leniency with regard to lsrad’s
nuclear programmes as evidence of Americas double standards when it
comesto proliferation.

12" president Putin’'s remarks to Indian and Russian journalists, 1 October 2000. See

http://president.kremlin.ru.
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V.3  The future role of nuclear weapons in Russian defence policy and
military doctrine

Since the bresk-up of the Soviet Union, nuclear weagpons have been fully
rehabilitated in Russia as both a legitimate insdrument of sate power and the
foundation of internationad dability. They are now offidaly credited with
having saved the world during the Cold War. On the other hand, nuclear
abolitionigs have been margindised. The vaue of brute military force has
increased. The euphoria of Gorbachev's verson of the ‘end of history’ has
evaporated. Having done an about-turn, Russa's ruling éites have ‘returned
to higory’ and embraced a very harsh verson of redpolitik. This archac
mentality somewhat reminiscent of the preWorld War | modd, posits that
bitter traditiond clashes of interest among the mgor powers are probable.’?
Most members of the current establishment believe that Russa can only
survive as agreat power.*

In 2000, Vladimir Putin 9gned several policy documents creeting a set of
guiddines for Russan foreign, security and defence policy. Although more
philosophicd and bureaucratic than dtrategic or operational in nature, they
provide an interesting indght into the Russan government's thinking,
indluding on nuclear issues®

Nuclear wegpons are conddered to be both the key status symbol and the
principd argument of the supporters of great-power ideology. The immense
dedtructive capabilities of Russas vast arsend of nuclear weapons are
deemed to confer on the country the coveted status of a great power.
Nuclear wegpons, a great equaiser, should thus compensate Russa for its
glaing deficiencies in other dimensons of nationd power, in such fidds as
economics, finance, or information technology, where Russas power is
currently negligible.

13 Colonel General (retd.) Evgenii Maslov, PIR-Center Paper no. 10, p. 5.

14 Sergel Rogov, Russia's leading civilian defense expert, writes, e.g.. ‘Russia cannot
survive as a second-rate state. Due to its position in the world it can only survive as a
great power’. See Sergei Rogov, ‘Stavka na yadernyy schit’, Nezavisimoe Voennoe
Obozrenie, 2000, no. 28, p. 1.

The package includes. The National Security Concept of the Russian Federation; the
Military Doctrine; the Foreign Policy Concept, and afew other blueprints.
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Possession of nuclear wegpons is dso associated with permanent member-
ghip in the UN Security Council. When, however, the Council is bypassed,
ignored, as in 1999 by NATO over Kosovo, nuclear weapons become the
only red atribute of a great power. The surviving mutud deterrence
relationship with the United States is the bass for specid rdations with
Washington, which must take Moscow serioudy despite dl its wesknesses.
The same agplies to Russds rdations with the West in generd. In large
part due to its nuclear arsend it recaved specia treatment from NATO in
the form of the Founding Act, and was admitted to the G8. Russian leaders
and generals were not reluctant to use references to their nuclear capabilities
as a political tool to warn the West about the consequences of such actions
as NATO enlargement, the Allied aerid bombardments of Serbian targets in
Bosnia and later of Yugodavia, and the US missile defence projects’® At the
time of the USSR's bresk-up, Turkey was gspecificaly waned not to
interfere in the South Caucasus, for fear of a nuclear reprisal. Findly,
folowing the withdrawd of dl Soviet nudear ams deployed in the newly
independent states into Russa, Moscow has offered its nuclear umbrella to
the CIS countries. Extended deterrence has been advertised as a foundation
for dliance-building and thus extending Russas zone of influence across
the new Eastern Europe, South Caucasus and Central Asia.

Even more than in Soviet times, nuclear wegpons have come to be consd-
ered as the mangay of nationd defence and security.’” This is the direct
result of the imploson of the Soviet geodtrategic podtion in 1991 and the
plight of the Russan armed forces. Today’s Russa is a pre-eminent military
power only due to its nuclear arsend. For the first time since the Second
World War, Russa has logt its military superiority in both Europe and Asa,
where it is outnumbered and outgunned by NATO (hot to mention the
latter’s quditative edge) and by China The Russan leadership has had to
adopt the West's Cold War drategy of using nuclear cgpabilities to adjust
the ovedl militay bdance in a dgtuaion of conventiond inferiority
(enhanced deterrence).™®

18 see, eg., Admiral (retd.) V. P. Popov, Rear Admira (retd.) V. G. Lebedko and Rear
Admiral (res.) A. P. Rudomyotkin, ‘Zachem nam nuzhen strategicheskiy raketny krey-
ser “Yuri Dolgoruky” ', Voennaya Mysl, 1998, no. 5, September-October, p. 24.

17" See the Military Doctrine of the Russian Federation; Major Genera A. F. Klimenko,
‘Osobennosti novoy Voennoy doktriny’, Voennaya Mysl, 2000, no. 3, May-June, p. 30.

18 This strategy is broadly supported by the population. A public opinion poll by the
ROMIR polling group in July 2000 resulted in 22.7 per cent of respondents accepting
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Although a nuclear attack or a large-scae war with the United States and
NATO is thought to be an extremey remote possibility, nuclear deterrence
of the United States and its dlies remains a prime task of Russds nuclear
forces. More recently, in the light of the Kosovo criss, another task was
added to that, namely, deterrence of a limited stand-off attack againgt Russa
or itsdlies (actudly, Bdarus).

Russa has been offering nuclear guarantees to other dlies among the CIS
dates. These guarantees, however, have not been finalised. More impor-
tantly, with the sole exception of the ArmeniaTurkey reationship, it is
difficult to imagine dtuaions where those guarantees would be rdevant to
the current security concerns of the new states.

Nuclear weapons are aso consdered to be a hedge against new prolifera-
tors, many of whom are Stuated dong Russas southern periphery. Findly,
they are dso commonly regarded as a hedge a a time of military reform.*®
The problem with both of these notions is that neither the would-be prolif-
erators nor those who present a red threat to Russa are likely to pay too
much attention to Russas nuclear arsend. Military reform, in other words,
may be safdy pursued without much regard for US conventiona superior-
ity, but it is actudly being atempted agangt the background of a deadly
corflict in the North Caucasus and the smouldering condition of Centra
Asa

The important psychological vaue of nucler wegpons should not be
overlooked. One has dso to think in terms of the status nuclear weapons
confer on the Russan head of state, much of whose persond postion among
his peers to a large extent derives from the fact that he is concurrently
commander-in-chief of the Russan Armed Forces and is accompanied
everywhere by his nuclear suitcase. Suffice it to refer to Presdent Ydtdan's
de facto farewedl message to Bill Clinton ddivered from Bejing in Decem-
ber 1999.%° Russan military commanders do not measure up their forces
agang the riff-raff Mudim rebes in the southern borderlands, and derive

the use of nuclear weapons in defence of supreme national interest. In a critical situa-
tion for their country, 21.2 per cent of Russians would favour going nuclear.
Nezavisimoe Voennoe Obozrenie, 2000, no. 42, p. 8.

19 TheMilitary Doctrine 2000.

20 veltsin issued a strong rebuff to Clinton, for the US President ‘had forgotten for a
minute, for asecond that Russiais anuclear power’.
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their presige from their possesson of nuclear ams. To some extent, this is
true of the bulk of the political class and the security and defence establish
ment in Russa

The Russan leadership has effectivdly had to drop the principle of numeri-
cd paity with the United States® Even though for a few more years — or
longer, if Washington agrees to Moscow's proposa of sharply reduced
levels — the two countries will keep comparable nuclear weapons holdings,
American technologica, production and financid capabilities will  be
immensdy higher. There can be no repeat of the US-Soviet ams race, if
only because Russa lacks the resources. Indtead, Russan drategidts are
crafting a more sophidicated baance of capabilities which includes de-
ments such as counterforce effectiveness, redidic launch on  warning
options; guaranteed delivery of warheads to targets in a second dtrike, etc.?
Maintaining this balance is consdered the key to draegic sability. Thus,
the god is to reiably deter the United States a& minimad levels of around
1,000 weapons. As nuclear force levels are faling, deterrence is becoming a
more complex task.

In this context, the task of inflicting ‘unacceptable damage on an enemy
has been revised; ingtead, the new military doctrine has adopted the notion
of ‘designated damage .?® This involves a dradtic reduction in the number of
warheads which would have to be guaranteed to reach ther targets. The
answer to the question ‘How much is enough to deter?, however, depends
to a very large extent on the ‘pain barrier’ of the nation to be deterred. In the
opinion of some independent Russan experts, in the case of the United
States it could be crossed with no more than two dozen ddiverable war-
heads.

As far back as 1993 Russia dropped the Soviet no-fird-use pledge, which
was little more than a propaganda ploy. Since then, Russa’s readiness to
use nuclear wegpons firs has been repeatedly confirmed and strengthened.
Initidly it was reed as a ample borrowing of NATO and US drategies of

2L This was first made in President Yeltsin's address on national security to the Federal

Assembly on 25 June 1996.

Major General Vladimir Dvorkin, ‘Yadernoe sderzhivanie | dogovor SNV-2',
Yadernoe Rasprostranenie, Issue 17, May 1997, p. 8.

The Military Doctrine of the Russian Federation, approved by President Putin on
21 April 2000.

22
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the 1960s and 1970s, in response to overwheming Warsaw Pact superiority
in Centra Europe, i.e. as a means of last resort, to forestal a crushing defeat
and nationa catastrophe. This would in theory gpply to the European and
the Far Eagtern/Siberian theatres. Later, however, the range of scenarios
where Russamight consider first use was expanded.

Thus, nuclear wegpons are no longer regarded smply as a deterrent, but as a
means of warfighting. A cdose reading of officd Russan documents may
leed one to conclude that even preventive nuclear drikes in a loosdy
defined criss Situation are not ruled out.?*

In Europe, this could serve as a warning in a Bakans-type Stuations, with
the purpose of denying NATO any benefits from a low-risk ar campagn
agang Russa or her dly Bdaus In Centrd Ada a smilar waning could
be served on the Tdiban dlegedly poised to invade their CIS neighbours.
The warning shots will probably be fired with tacticad nuclear wegpons
(TNW), which have remaned somewhat of a mydey desite dl the
openness now associated with drategic amaments® It is known, however,
that a new tacticd missle, the Iskander, is being developed. Hexibility and
survivability of weapons are particularly important.

This means that Russan military doctrine has fully embraced the concepts
of limited nucler wars and of nuclear escdation, both bitterly criticised and
ridiculed in the Soviet era.

The truth, however, is that most of the red threats that Russa is facing are
non-military in nature, and those which are can hardly be countered usng
nuclear weapons. Although a few madmen cdled for a nuclear bombard-
ment of Chechnya a the start of the second war there, no one serioudy
condgdered that option. Meanwhile, the Chechen war is likey to drag on
indefinitdy, with no progpect of a victory for Russa Centrd Ada and
Afghanisan are Smilar cases. For one, the red source of threat is the
sharply worsening socio-economic conditions and the thoughtlessy repres-
dve palitica regimes in the former Soviet republics which have not yet
become ether fully-fledged states or cohesive nations. The Idamic extrem:

24 Vladimir Zakharov, ‘Regionalnye ugrozy Rossii | yadernyy faktor’, PIR Centre Paper
no. 14, p. 32.
25 |van Safronchuk, ‘ Buduschee yadernykh sil Rossii’, PIR Centre Paper no. 10, pp.36-7.
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igs there are as little deterred by the prospect of a Russan nuclear strike
againg them as are the Chechen rebels.

This mismatch was dramaticdly reflected in what gopeared on the surface to
be a hitter personad feud which erupted in 2000 between Defence Minister
Sergeyev and Chief of the Generd Staff Kvashnin. Beyond the persondli-
ties, and even beyond very red factiond and service interedts, the issue was
the nature of military threets to Russia and the ways of deding with them.?®
In a nutshel, Igor Sergeyev's podtion assumes that the man threst to
Russa will continue to come from the United States and its NATO dlies,
and that this chdlenge should be met by boldering Russa's own dSrategic
nuclear forces. Anatoly Kvashnin, by contrast, is more concerned about the
locad and regiond conflicts dong Russas southern periphery. To prevent
those conflicts, and to prevall in those which have not been prevented,
drategic nuclear forces are as good as usdess. Generd Kvashnin forcefully
argues in favour of conventiona forces suited for the conflicts of the new
age. In Kvashnin's view, grategic nuclear forces can be dragtically reduced,
even down to 500 weapons?’ They would contain 100-150 slo-based
ICBMs, 120 SLBMs on 8 submarines, and 70 heavy bombers on two air
bases. Critics have argued that the ‘Kvashnin Plan’ would make Russian
nuclear forces vulnerable to a pre-emptive counterforce srike by the United
States, which would be able to escape retdiation. At the same time, it is
clear that de-emphasising the role of nucdear wegpons, which is the essence
of the ‘Kvashnin Plan’ is an indication of the new dements of redism in
Russan drategic thinking.

The centrd issue under dispute — what kind of armed forces for what types
of contingencies — has not been satisfactorily settled in the first year of the
Putin  adminigration. Future politico-military developments in various parts
of the world may have a mgor, even decisve impact upon it. One is
Chechnya and Centrd Ada, dready touched upon, and the Taiwan Strait;
the other, US plansto build nationa missile defences.

26 This row is a follow-up to another bitter but publicly much more muted dispute around

the proposed formation of a Unified Strategic Command under the Minister of Defence
which would have bypassed the General Staff (1998-99). President Y eltsin then sanc-
tioned the plan, but it was never implemented.

For an interesting analysis of the ‘two military doctrines’, see: Alexei Arbatov,
‘Dilemmy voennoy politiki Rossii’, Nezavisimoe voennoe obozrenie, 2000, no. 43, p. 4.
(Arbatov arguesin favour of Sergeyev’s position).
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These plans are described by the Russan government as destabilisng, and
serioudy eroding deterrence. Moscow does not accept the threat from *states
of concern’ as the true reason for NMD. Enhancing its technologica edge
and cregting a bass for a huge spillover effect which would agan energise
the US economy, are more to the point. A few people suspect that the
United States wants to achieve virtud immunity from any outsde thred,
which would render the Rusdan nucdear asend impotent vis-avis the
United States, but more serious is the risk of a chan reaction across Asa
and the Middle East which would follow US deployments. Thus, China's
response to the United States would provoke India, to which Pakistan would
not reman passve, and Pakigan would incite Iran, which in turn would
goad the Igadis. All of which would of course be happening dong Russa's
southern periphery.

Regarding the ABM Treaty as the cornerstone of strategic stability, Moscow
officialy opposes its updeating, and is threatening to withdraw from arms
control agreementsin order to be free to counter this challenge.

At the same time, Russan experts have concluded that no system which can
be devised and deployed in the foreseeable future can be cgpable of giving
the United States absolute protection. In the mogt redigtic circumstances,
Russa will retain enough penetration capability to overwhelm any conceiv-
able US sysem. Thus, Russas deterrent power is not in red danger. This
opens the way to sarious discussons and ultimatey compromise solutions
to the offence-defence dilemma Actudly, Moscow has dready made a
andl gep in tha direction by agreeing, in New York in 1997, to discrimi-
nate between drategic and nonsrategic missile defences?® Travdling in
Western Europe in mid-2000, Vladimir Putin publicly admitted the serious-
ness of missle threats and the legitimacy of countering them by means of a
TMD. Although he spurned Bill Clinton's advances on the NMD/ABM
compromise soon after assuming office, Putin may be getting ready for a
serious diadogue with the Bush adminigtration on these issues.

2 The 1997 New York protocols, which still await ratification by the United States,
effectively add to the 1972 ABM Treaty by imposing technological restrictions on the
missile defence systems.
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V.4 Armscontrol and nuclear and missile proliferation

For dl its new respect for nuclear wegpons, Russia cannot afford to keep its
holdings & high levds. From Moscow's perspective, ams contral is
becoming even more important than it was during the Cold War, because d
Russa's economic and military weskness. Arms reduction agreements are
now a means of managing Rusdan decline and preventing overwheming
US superiority. Occasionaly, as the START |l saga demondtrates, it is dso
used as one of the few ingruments of pressure or, dternatively, reward in
Russid s relations with the United States.

Implementation of arms control agreements has become a mgor burden for
the Russan federd budget. There are over 180 decommissoned submarines
waiting to be dismantled, of which over 100 ill have nuclear power plants
on board.® In the next decade, some 250 ICBMs will have to be dimi-
nated.** Treaty implementation has been made possible to a large extent due
to the Cooperative Threat Reduction programme initiated by Sam Nunn and
Richard Lugar. The sheer sze of the forthcoming reductions suggests that in
al probability the reductionswill proceed at avery dow pace.

Arms control, however, is perceived to be in degp crigs. With parity gone,
and US incentive for mantaining an exclusve reationship with Russa no
longer there, bilaterd Russan-American arms control has ceased to be the
prime indrument for ensuring Srategic Sability in the world. In the United
States, which sees nucler and missle proliferation, rather than the Russan
nuclear arsends, as the main threet, support is growing for unilateral action.
The ‘objective need for multilaterd arms control, involving other nuclear
powers, is tempered by the very serious obstacles in the way of that goal.

Inan effort to deter the United States from adopting a unilateralist stance on
such issues as NMD, Russan officids have been hinting a the posshbility of
Russa withdrawing from its previous commitments under the START |,
START 1l and INF tregties dtogether, building a force capable of over-

29 Nezavisimoe Voennoe Obozrenie, 2000, no. 27, p. 4.

Interview with Army General Vladimir Yakovlev, C.-in-C. SRF, with Krashaya
Zvezda, 16 December 2000, pp. 1,3.
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wheming any concevable US missle defences, and generdly adopting a
fully unconstrained policy in the fidld of nuclear wegpons!

Russa faces a dilemma It needs an agreement with America on large
mutud reductions in drategic ams. the only dternative to that would be
unilatera reductions by Russa. That is why both Ydtsn in 1997 and Putin
in 2000 pressed Clinton to agree to ever smaler numbers of warheads.®? On
the other hand, if Presdent George W. Bush were to go ahead with a full-
scde NMD, the natura Russian response would be to increase the number
of wegponsin order to overwhem US missile defences.

Sooner or later Moscow will have to come to a decison. It gppears likdy
that Russa will atempt to obtain maximum posshble concessions from the
US gde, and not only in the sphere of drategic ams, before abandoning its
rigid gand on the immutability of the ABM Treaty and sdttling for some
compromise which will satify Washington.*®* Russa would grive not only
to cgp the number of US interceptor missles, but adso to congran the
control system by limiting the numbers and technical parameters of SBIRS
satdlites and land-based radars. Compensation in the field of Srategic ams
might incdude, eg., limited re-MIRVing of ICBMs and measures to exclude
the possibility of a decapitating strike by the more powerful US forces. The
outcome of eventua negotiations on draegic issues, however, will largdy
depend on the level of technologica progress the United States is able to
attain in the field of missle defences.

In this context it is important to keep in mind the China connection. Beijing
would probably not be dlowed to sand in the way of a US-Russan com
promise agreement on missle defences, but it is likdy to demand a certain
price from its strategic partner Moscow, and receive some compensation. It

31 Russian response options have been summarised by Major General (retd.) Vladimir

Belous in hisinterview with Nezavisimoe Voennoe Obozrenie, 2000, no. 25, pp. 1-2.

In November 2000, Putin proposed cutting Russian and US strategic nuclear arsenals to
1,500 warheads each by 2008, after which he is willing to consider even deeper cuts.
Interfax, 13 November 2000. In Marshal Sergeyev’s view, this proposal is valid only if
the United States continues to adhereto the ABM Treaty. Interfax, 15 November 2000.
For an interesting discussion of the issue, see V. N. Tsygichko and A. A. Piontkovsky,
‘Dogovor po PRO: nastoyaschee | buduschee’; and S. V. Kreidin, ‘Ogranichennaya
PRO: likvidatsiyadlabosti ili ukreplenie sily’, in Voennaya Mysl, 2000, no. 1, pp. 6-18.

32

33



120 Nuclear weapons: a new Great Debate

IS a moot question what form this compensation might take but of the things
Russa can deliver the Chinese gppreciate its military technology most.

Besdes the reduction of wegpons holdings and resolution of the offence-
defence reationship, Russa and the United States have been widening
information exchanges on missle launches. This is egpecddly useful for
Russa with regad to the ghrinking of its early warning network of radars
and sadlites Russa has proposed that the exchange centre opened in
Moscow in 2000 be opened to other nuclear powers. Russan military
experts suggest further confidence-building measures on the basis of greater
trangparency, such as dramaticdly broadening the information exchange to
include even sea-based nuclear systems, as wel as data about potentia
troublemakers. *

Russa is dso open to discusson of various de-derting options, but it wants
to keep a substantia part of its nuclear arsend, some 500-600 warheads, at
dert satus, aso as ahedge againg third nuclear powers.

With regard to tacticd nuclear weapons, Gorbachev's 1991 moratorium,
confirmed by Ydtsn the following year, dill sands*® The messure effec-
tively phased out land-based tacticd nuclear wegpons in Europe, leaving,
however, ar- and sea-based systems intact. Russia wants to keep TNWSs in
reserve for enhanced deterrence, and is only cautioudy approaching the
prospect of their negotiated reductions. Taking account of the dud-
capability (i.e, nucdear and conventiond) nature of most delivery platforms,
such negotiations are likely to be very difficult and protracted.

There is in principle a full sharing of gods between Russa and the West on
the issue of WMD proliferation. There is an important digtinction, however.
From Moscow’s perspective, proliferation as a threat is far down the lig.
The United States traditiondly perceives nuclear and missle chdlenges as
ultimate threats, because they do affect America proper. For Russa a
number of other threats — such as Chechen War-rdated terrorism and

% Major General (retd.) Pavel Zolotaryov, ‘Tsepnaya reaktsiya strakha’, Nezavisimoe

voennoe obozrenie, 2000, no. 35, p. 4.

For a good and authoritative summary of the Russian approach, see Vladimir Dvorkin,
op. cit.innote 9, p. 51.

Asaparallel gesture, the same obligations were assumed by President Bush in 1991.
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ingability in Centrd Ada tha threstens locd regimes — are much more red,
and immensely more relevant.

There is ds0 a prevaling sense of soepticiam vis-avis the capacity of the
international community to stop and roll back the spread of nuclear weapons
and missle sysems as it were, the horses have dready bolted. Although
Russa has proposed credting a global sysem to check on missle technol-
ogy proliferation, this is more of a diplomdic dternative to an NMD
deployment by the United States. Technologica progress is unstoppable,
and, moreover, the fact of America's world dominance provokes al those
who fear US inteference into acquiring the only wegpons that America
dreads. So far, Presdent Putin's contribution to non-proliferation has been
his proposd, made a the UN millennium summit, to exclude the use of
enriched uranium and plutonium in civilian nudear reectors.

Many Western andyss see Russa as part of the proliferation problem. The
US government expresses public concern over Russia sharing missle and
nuclear technology with problem sates such as Iran.®” There was a well-
publicised case of Russan gyroscopes shipped to Irag. Russan officids
usudly deny these dlegations, claming that the Americans are worried
about Russds competition in the fidd of nuclear energy. Moreover, some
would add, the NATO countries use of force in the Kosovo criss has
srengthened the incentive for some regimes to acquire nuclear weapons and
thus procure immunity from US-led military intervention.

There are saverd points worth mentioning here. First, in the decade of
tumultuous, often chaotic, post-Communist trandformation the nuclear
arsends have been kept intact and under control. There has been redaively
little theft of nudear materids. Second, the Russan atomic energy ministry
is in fact a powerful busness corporation which can effectively lobby its
interests within the Russan government. It has its eyes on the lucrative
world nuclear market and is not prepared to yield easlly to politica pressure
from the West, which it certainly views as a competitor. Third, there are
vaious crimind groups indde Russa involved in smuggling sendtive items

% See, eg. ‘The Threat of Nuclear Diversion. Statement for the Record’, by John

Deutsch, Director of Central Intelligence to the Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions of the Senate Committee on Government Affairs, 20 March 1996, pp. 4-5.

Colonel L. A. Kononov, ‘O probleme yadernoy opasnosti v sovremennom mire’,
Voennaya Mysl, 2001, Issue 1 (January -February), p. 5.
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abroad. The laxness of RussaV/CIS customs controls and pervasive corrup-
tion have facilitated their activities.

What is required is drengthening of government control over nuclear
exports and nuclear safety. Recently, some progress appears to have been
made there. Stll, the safety of civilian nudear inddlations remans a metter
of most serious concern, asistherisk of abrain drain to states of concern.

Curioudy, Russa is less worried about the potentid proliferators than its
geodrategic position would suggest. Russan edtimates of North Korean or
Iranian cgpabilities are much more consarvative than those made in the
United States More important, Moscow disagrees with Washington on the
intentions of the would-be proliferators. Whereas the Americans view them
in globd terms, the Russans emphasse the regional context. Moscow does
not regard the North Korean or Iranian leaderships as irrationa, but maybe
as too raiond — in terms of using nuclear blackmail to wring concessons
from the United States. Conversdy, some Russans suspect that the US
adminigration is using the notion of ‘rogue states or ‘sates of concern’ as a
cover to promote the ‘unipolar world. They accuse the Americans of
practisng double standards by applying sanctions on Russa for its coopera-
tion with lran while a the same time giving a smilar ded to North Korea
from which the Russans were initidly excluded. Findly, Russa does not
regard rogue dates as potentia adversaries. North Koreg, Iran, Iraq or Libya
were dl formerly dients of the USSR and have a veded interest in main
taining cooperation with Russa, and Moscow prefers to manage rather than
pressure them.** A presence on the ground, such as in Iran, the Russans
bdieve, will not only bring financiad benefits but dso provide a good
opportunity to observe developments from the insde and even influence
locdl policies.

None the less a nuclear bomb in the hands of Russas avowed enemies
among Idamic extremists would be regarded as a mgor threat. The Chechen
rebels in the firda war (1994-96) repeatedly threatened to resort to nuclear
terrorism. In actud fact, they only saged a dingle demondration exercise
(by planting radioactive materia in a Moscow park in 1995). Should the

39 This was most vividly demonstrated by Putin’s trip to North Korea in July 2000 which
produced a loose promise by Chairman Kim Il Jong to suspend further tests of long-
range ballistic missiles.
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Tdiban get hold of the bomb, the Russans would immediately see that as a
threat. As US-Russan didogue on Afghanisan in the second haf of 2000
showed, Moscow would be prepared to engage in joint counter-proliferation
actions (such as ar and missile drikes) together with the United States.

Having reluctantly recognised (though not accepted) Americas globd pre-
eminence, a least some Russan experts are content with what they term
‘nuclear multipolarity’. This concept puts Russa next to the United States at
the top of the pyramid, with Britain, France and China occupying the middle
level, and India, Pekistan and Isradl close to the bottom of the construct,
beneath which threshold sates like Iran and North Korea operate. This
modd cdls not so much for the continuation of the Cold War rivaries as for
concerted action to prevent and repd new nuclear threats to internationa

peace and security.*

V.5 Russan perception of a European defence identity

Initidly, there was some concern in Russa with regard to the rise of the
EU’'s military capabilities. The logic was dmple Russa has no dliance
relaionship with the EU; the mgority of the EU countries are members of
NATO; a more cohesve EU may become more assartive with regard to
Russa’s periphery and Russa itsdf. Thus Russas comparative advantage
as the dominant military power on the continent of Europe will be eroded.

Later, however, this rather aavidic dtitude was revised. Russan leaders
and military chiefs gtarted to see the process of Europe acquiring its distinct
security and defence identity in the context of growing multipolarity. As
Europe comes into its own, America's influence this sde of the Atlantic will
wane, and Russa will be able to enter into more balanced relationships with
both parts of the West, the European Union and the United States. In short,
in order to minimise the problems it has with NATO, Russa could and
should expand and deepen its relations with the European Union.

The 1998 Franco-British summit & S-Mdo aoused much interest in
Russa, but few serious concerns. The prospect of a concerted policy of
deterrence pursued by the West European countries is now viewed more in

40 L. A. Kononov, op. cit. in note 38, pp. 7-8, 11.
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the transatlantic than in the traditiond East-West context. The old fears
related to Germany are now muted. In fact, Germany is regarded as the EU
member state most interested in reaching out to Russia.

The traditiondist core of the Russan security community aso hopes that
this could help undermine America’s pre-eminence in Europe. However, the
prospect of Europe's drategic independence from the United States is
conddered remote. NATO will reman the West's principd military
organisation for the foreseegble future. While progressvely getting closer to
the EU as the main pole of attraction, Russa cannot afford to ignore the
redity of NATO.4

A more congructive gpproach would be to work towards an arrangement
which would include Russa, the European countries, and the United States.
Teking a sep in that direction, President Putin has put forward a plan to
develop a European TMD which has been developed by scientists close to
the leader of the reformist Yabloko faction, Grigory Yavlinky. So far,
Russa has suggested that initidly the paticipating deates jointly perform
andyss of missle proliferation threets, draft a joint concept of a European
theaetre missle defence sysem and agree on its development and deploy-
ment; creste a multilaerd missle launch ealy warning centre and hold
command post exercises. At a later stage joint research and experiments and
joint development of a TMD sysem would follow. Findly, a TMD ‘for
joint or coordinated action to defend peacekeeping forces or the population
of Europe would be deployed. The whole process would take up to 10-15
years, during which the Russians foresee no red missile threats to Europe.

The Russans may be overestimating interest in Europe and the United
Sates in their ar and missle defence technology, built upon the successful
S-300 system. Cresting a joint system would be quite a challenge. Neverthe-
less, if Putin's initigtive of a joint TMD system for Europe with Russan and
US paticipation is followed up with specific proposds — which thus far

41 For a good discussion of recent Russian approaches to EU’ s ‘ militarisation’, see Dmitri

Danilov, ‘Rossiya v bolshoy Evrope: strategiya bezopasnosti’, Sovremennaya Evropa
2000, Issue 2 (April-June), pp. 50-61. See also Dmitriy Danilov and Stephan De
Spiegeleire, ‘From decoupling to recoupling. A new security relationship between
Russia and Western Europe? Chaillot Papers 31 (Paris. Institute for Security Studies
of WEU, April 1998).
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have been lacking — a sound basis for a RussanWestern security relaion
ship could be cregted for the firgt time.

V.6 Concluson

At the beginning of the twenty-fird century, Russa is gradudly cessng to
be a nuclear superpower. In the medium term a leadt, it will remain,
however, a mgor nuclear power. Russds principd problem will be to
manage the dedine, both mentdly and physcdly (implementing the
necessary reductions and dimination), and to reconfigure its resources for
new tasks ahead. However, Moscow’s ability to promote Russian nationd
interests through a heavier reliance on nuclear wegpons will be severdy
congrained. Despite al the prestige associated with its vast nuclear arsend,
a new undergtanding is being developed of the need to pay more attention to
conventiona forces.

In the coming years Russa will have to take a fundamenta decison
regarding the structure and misson of its armed forces, and in particular the
relationship between its nucler and conventiond components. This will
ultimatdly depend on the even more fundamentd decison regarding
Russas own post-Soviet draegic identity. Will Russa, in other words,
move towards an ever closer association with the European Union and
progressvely demilitarise rdations with the West? Will it withdraw into
some form of sdf-imposed isolaion? Will it seek to build anti-Western
dliances with Chinaand, possibly, Iran?

This dl-important decison will depend on the outcome of a number of
srious teds, induding the evolution of the ABM-NMD problem; the
potentid rise in US-China tensions, even crises, over Taiwan, which would
thresten to suck Russa in. In the somewhat more distant future (10-15
years), Russa will have to find a way of deding with a China which is no
longer anuclear dwarf.

At a more precticd leve, Russan military doctrine will need to undergo a
thorough review of the circumdances in which the actud use of nuclear
wegpons could be envisaged. The current nuclear bias needs to be corrected
in favour of modern post-Cold War conventiona forces.
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In the event of Russas generdly continuing dong the path of democracy,
market economy, civil society and integration into the wider world, there is
a growing likdihood that minimum deterrence coupled with effective
confidence-building measures will eventudly be adopted as Russas new
draegy vis-avis the West. As Russa moves from adversarid paity to
cooperative security and eventudly to a ‘security-community’, it will need
to rethink its gpproach to arms contral.

The spread of nuclear ams and missile technology in Asa and the Middle
East will present Russa with a number of chdlenges which will require
international cooperation. In this cooperation, the European Union and the
United States are more likely to emerge as Russia s partners than rivas.

An optimigic scenario, however, is not guaranteed. A renegade Russa
which ether atempts to regain its los empire within the former USSR or
chdlenges the United Staes in an (unequd) dliance with China is dso
possible, though not very probable a this time. However, a combinaion of
domestic failure and the perceived need for an enemy image agangt which
to unite the country may put Russa once more on a collison course with the
West.



Chapter Six

THE NUCLEAR EQUATION IN ASIA*

Brad Roberts and Shen Dingli

Higoricdly, Ada has been little more than a footnote in the globd view of
the nuclear wegpons problem. Looking to the future, Asas importance is
certain to rise. Indeed, there is a good argument that Adds place in the
globa nuclear egquation may be decisive in the decades ahead. As Thérese
Delpech has argued, ‘the most complex nuclear questions are located in
Asa . . . There ae two nuclear issues which have 0 far attracted little
atention: firs, the wide gap between Asan and Western nuclear perspec-
tives a the dawn of the third millennium; and second, the possble role of
nuclear wegpons in a context which has little in common with Cold War
experiences.’?

The exisgence of important nuclear quedions in the region has been wel
demonstrated by numerous recent developments. Nuclear tests in South
Asa and the unfolding debate there about what types of forces to congtruct
over the long term raise an important question about whether India and
Pakisgan will sdtle for minimum deterrence or move toward more robust
war-fighting capabilities. Chinds drong political  reactions to possble
deployment of balisic missile defences, both thestre and nationd, by the
United States raise an important question about the trgectory of Chinese
drategic modernisation and the future nuclear rdationships that may
develop not just with the United States but dso Russia India and others.
The combination of developments in South Asa and those in China rases a
question about the future of the drategic triangle formed by China, India
and Pakistan. The recent political opening between the two Koreas rases an
important question about the ultimate fate of the effort to remove the danger
of nuclear weapons from the peninsula and to ensure that Korea remans

1 The views expressed here are the authors' own and should not be attributed to any of

the institutions with which they are affiliated. They are grateful to Ralph Cossa,
Thérése Delpech, Katy Oh Hassig, and Burkard Schmitt for comments on earlier ver-
sions of this chapter.

Thérése Delpech, ‘Nuclear Weapons and the New World Order: Early Warning from
Asia?, Survival, val. 40, no. 4, Winter 1998-99, pp. 57-76.
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free of nucler wegpons. And the ongoing diffuson of nuclear power
generation capabilities raises important questions about the latent nuclear
wegpons capabilities of many other actors in the region, including most
prominently Japan and Taiwan.

In order b probe these questions, and to shed light on their importance for
the globa nuclear equation, we proceed as follows. We begin with a survey
of the Asan nuclear landscape, with a look at developments in South Agia,
North-East Ada, and other important aspects, including the maor power
overlay. We then sketch out a sat of three dternative futures. Ladtly, we
explore the factors that will determine the path ahead, with specid focus on
US bdligic missle defence (BMD), the US-PRC (People's Republic of
China) rdaionship, and the role of arms contral.*

V1.1 Preiminary observationson Asa’ snuclear history

Asa may have been a footnote for many nuclear scholars in the West, but it
is far from accurate to say that Ada has been irrdevant to the firg five
decades of the nuclear era.

China emerged as the fifth nuclear power in the 1960s. Mao Zedong's
decison to seek nuclear wegpons in pat reflected Beijing's degp unhappi-
ness with Washington's nuclear threats toward China in the 1950s. It may
aso have reflected his desire to see the PRC fulfil its clams to greet power
datus and to a seat at the United Nations Security Council as a permanent
member.*

Moreover, concluson of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Wegpons (NPT) in 1968 firmly shut the door on a number of nuclear

The two authors have not previously collaborated on a writing project. But in recent
years we have frequently found ourselves speaking together on panels at conferences
on Asian and nuclear security. This paper reflects our common desire to fully describe
the common ground in our view of the nuclear problem and also to bring into better
focus the important differences of perspective that remain with the hope that the policy
debate can be better informed by an understanding of the ways in which the interests of
our two countries sometimes overlap and at other times compete.

4 John Wilson Lewis and Xue Litai, China Builds the Bomb (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford
University Press, 1998).
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ambitions in the region, whether red or potentid. As described in more
detail below, Jgpan, Audrdia, Indonesa and possbly others were debating
what future role nuclear wegpons cgpabilities might play in ther nationd
postures at the time that the NPT was negotiated and entered into force.

Furthermore, Asia was a zone of US-Soviet nuclear competition. During the
Cold War, the Soviet Union maintaned a very large militay presence —
including nuclear wegpons — in Asa And the United States deployed
nuclear weapons into the region aboard nava forces and in South Korea
The nuclear reductions begun with the end of the Cold War have had an
important impact on the dispostion of these two nuclear forces in East Asa
Reductions began with the 1987 Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces (INF)
Treaty, which resulted in Soviet withdrawd of land-based missles from the
region, many of which (induding the SS-20 force) had been targeted against
China and other East Asian dates.” In 1991 and 1992, the Soviet Union, then
Russa promised to teke unilaterd seps to remove non-drategic nuclear
forces from militay units in the fidd, induding navd vesss dthough
questions remain about Russds actua progress in doing so. The United
States promised and implemented pardld seps to withdraw such forces
from the region — indeed, its initiative preceded Russia s°

And we should not overlook the fact that the nucler tatus of India and
Pakistan has been ambiguous for at least two decades. India conducted a test
(which it deemed ‘a peaceful nuclear explosion’) of a nuclear device in 1974
and has operated several uranium-fuelled reactors whose spent fue can be
reprocessed to extract plutonium for weapons purposes, leading to continu-
ing speculation since 1974 about the status of Indids weapons capabilities.”
Pakigtan is believed to have first acquired its nuclear weapons capability in
the mid-1980s. Sanctions were imposed on Pekistan by the United States in
1992 when the Bush adminigtration could not certify that Idamabad did not

®  See Patrick Garrity, ‘Nuclear Weapons and Asian-Pacific Security,” National Security
Studies Quarterly, Winter 1998, p. 60. See also Robert Norris, et a., Nuclear Weapons
Databook, Volume V (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1994).

®  Andrew J. Mack, Proliferation in Northeast Asia, Occasional Paper No. 28 (Washing-
ton, DC: Henry L. Stimson Center, July 1996), p. 4. See also Leonard Spector, Mark G.
McDonough and Evan S. Medeiros, Tracking Nuclear Proliferation (Washington, DC:
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 1995), p. 55.

" George Perkovich, India Builds the Bomb (Berkeley, Calif: University of California
Press, 1999).
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possess nuclear weapons.® The 1998 tests were al the more sriking for the
fact that they came a a time when good progress was being made in
sepping back from the nuclear brink, as the exiging nuclear wegpons dtates
pursued a mix of bilaterd and unilaterd measures to reduce nuclear thrests
and risks.

This brief survey suggests that the nuclear rivary of the superpowers during
the Cold War diverted attention away from various important nuclear factors
in Asa — logicaly enough, perhaps. But with the Cold War now nearly 15
years in the pad, it is important to undersand the continuing unfolding of
Asd snuclear higory.

V1.2 Surveyingthe Asan nuclear landscape

To the extent that Westerners interested in matters nuclear have thought
about Ada, they have tended to focus on the nuclear chdlenge in North
Korea and the bresk-out by India and Pekistan, with a footnote perhaps to
China as a ‘nudear pygmy'.® To the extent that Asans think about the
nuclear problem in Ada, they tend to focus on the winding down of super-
power nuclear confrontation, with a footnote perhaps to nuclear develop-
ments in subregions of particular interest. Our preference is to take a more
comprehensve view. Accordingly, we survey here nucdear factors by
subregion.

Specia section on ‘Crisis in South Asia’ Arms Control Today, vol. 28, no. 4, May
1998, pp. 22-7.

The term ‘pygmy’ is a common shorthand but is not used specifically in any of the
following publications. To illustrate the argument that Asia figures barely if at al in
thinking about the nuclear future, see these three recent reports: The Future of US
Nuclear Weapons Policy, Report of the Committee on International Security and Arms
Control, National Academy of Sciences (Washington, DC: National Academy of Sci-
ences, 1997); USNuclear Policy in the 21% Century: A Fresh Look at National Strategy
and Requirements, Report of the Center for Counterproliferation Research at National
Defense University and the Center for Global Security Research at Lawrence Liver-
more National Laboratory (Washington, DC: National Defense University, 1998); and
the Report of the Canberra Commission on the Elimination of Nuclear Weapons (Can-
berra, 1996).
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South Asia

In South Ada, the nuclear issue is a its mogt stark. With the nuclear tests by
India and Pakistan in 1998, a new era has emerged. It is not fully accurate to
say that both states acquired nuclear weapons at this point, as it appears that
both possessed assembled wegpons a an earlier time and conducted
explosons in 1998 as much in order to demondrate an existing capability as
to tet and vdidate weapons designs. South Asds nuclear future will be
determined by the path now taken by India and Pakistan.

On the one hand, Dehi and Idamabad may succeed in formdising nuclear
postures a the minimum necessary for sability — as they have promised to
do. This implies a modest number of wegpons deployed so as to make
successful pre-emptive attack unlikedy. On the other hand, a process of
competitive force devdopment may lead them away from minimum
deterrence. Especialy in India, the search for a force posture that can sustain
afirg drike and maintain a capability for retaiation may lead to a force that
Is quantitatively and qudlitatively well beyond what many would consder
necessaty for minimum deterrence. Moreover, it is clear that defence
planners in Delhi have their eye on China as much as Pekistan, and may be
motivated in the long term to construct a nuclear posture that addresses its
concerns vis-avis both countries. And it is certainly the case that Indids
thinking about its future nuclear requirements is informed by a deep-seated
frudration that the great power datus it feds it is due has somehow been
denied it by the internationd community.’® All of these factors point to an
Indian nucdlear force quantitativdly and quditatively more subgantia than
what might be necessary in a drictly minimum deterrent pogture vis-avis
Pakigtan, though Delhi has gpparently not a this time made the decison to
spend the money (and palitica capita) to deploy such aforce™

10 Jaswant Singh, ‘Against Nuclear Apartheid, Foreign Affairs, vol. 77, no. 5, Septem-
ber/October 1998, pp. 41-52.

G. Balachandran, ‘Nuclear Weaponisation in India” AGNI Sudies in International
Strategic Issues, vol. 5, no. 1, January-April 2000, pp. 37-50. See also Gregory S.
Jones, From Testing to Deploying Nuclear Forces: The Hard Choices Facing India
and Pakistan, Report 1P-192 (Santa Monica, Calif.. RAND, 2000); and Sumit Ganguly,
‘Potential Indian Nuclear Forces Postures', Cooper ative Monitoring Center Occasional
Paper 19 (Albuquerque, NM: Sandia National Laboratories, January 2001).

11
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The internationd community has a drong interest in seeing India and
Pakisan honour ther commitment to formdise deterrence a the lowest
possble levels and not to commence a nuclear arms race. The Permanent
Members of the UN Security Council have pressed them to do so, and
indeed have expressed their strong preference that India and Pakistan revert
to ther non-nuclear status and join the NPT as non-nuclear states? China
took the lead in formulating the Council’s resolution in this regard. Many
Chinese experts believe that the United States has been too quick to com-
promise through abandoning the internationa effort to sanction and punish
India for its nuclear bresk-out. Some Chinese experts dso bdieve that
Washington tacitly supports Delhi’s nuclear ambitions as pat of a draegy
to encircle and contain China. Many in China continue to hope that a firmer
line with India could induce a decison in Dehi to abandon the wegpons
development programme. American experts tend to be sceptical that such
pressure would be effective in this regard. Moreover, they are critica of
Chinds past record in supporting Pekisan's nuclear programme and
question the depth of Bdjing's commitment to a reversd of nuclear devel-
opments on the subcontinent.** The Clinton administration hoped that some
limited re-engagement of Indian politicd leadership would demonsrate
American respect for India despite Washington's objections to Dehi’'s
nuclear policy choices. Russa’s military assstance to India is an important
additiona facet of this unfolding drategic didogue, with Moscow seeking
further ams sdes and enhanced political dature through its dedings with
Ddhi. These devdopments fud Bejing's concerns about the effectiveness
of internetiond effortsto contain nuclear proliferation in South Asa

We must condder dso the possble consequences of a nuclear crigs in
South Asa — for the subregion and for the rest of Ada (and indeed perhaps
globdly). It is widdy understood that a nuclear war would have terrible
consequences for the people of South Ada and for anyone under the nuclear
fdlout. Such a war would dso generate subgtantiad internationa pressure on
the United Nations Security Council to take draméatic steps to terminate the
war a the earliest possble moment — and to assst with the terrible clean-up
to follow. But there are other posshbilities worthy of congderation. A near-
war — a militay criSs under the nudear shadow — might have lessons

12 United Nations Security Council Resolution 1172, 6 June 1998.

13" Shirley A. Kan, China’s Compliance With International Arms Control Agreements,
Report for Congress (Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service, updated peri-
odicaly).
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gmilar to the US-Soviet Cuban missle crigs of 1963, impressng each Sde
with the urgency of avoiding the risks of nuclear war. Such a crisis is not
inconceivable, given the risk that one or both sides might be emboldened to
underteke military activities a the conventiond levd, in the beief that the
nuclear dimenson would prevent a srong reaction by the adversary. It is
possble that Pakistan's escdation of the Kashmir conflict in 1999 reflected
just such an assessment; some beieve further that the partid de-escadion
of the conflict in autumn 2000 reflected an assessment in both Dehi and
Idamabad that nuclear risks should not be taken regarding Kashmir. We
should aso consder the consequences of a prolonged cold peace in South
Ada — and the lesson that might send to others that nuclearisation has
dabilisng and pacifying effects and that these outweigh the risks of
nuclearisation.

North-East Asia

In North-East Asa, the highest vishle nuclear concern has for many years
been the Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK or North Kores).
Nuclear ambitions there date back many decades — to the late 1950s, when
North Korea and the Soviet Union agreed to establish a joint nuclear
research inditute at Yongbyon.** In December 1991 North and South Korea
sgned a Joint Declaration on the Denuclearisation of the Korean Peningula,
by which they pledged not to test, produce, receive, possess, deploy, or use
nuclear wegpons or to possess nuclear reprocessng and uranium enrichment
fadliies'® At approximatdy the same time, the United States withdrew dl
nuclear weapons from South Korea (as indeed from al overseas locations
outsde Europe), thereby removing one pretext that North Korea had used to
dday dgning its safeguards agreement with the Internationd  Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA). Indeed, this action seemed centrd to Pyongyang's
signature of the safeguards accord in 1992. But subsequent IAEA inspec-
tions raised a series of questions about North Korea's accounting of its spent
fud and its refusa to dlow ingpections of two suspected nuclear waste Sites.

14 Kongdan Oh, ‘Nuclear Proliferation in North Korea', in W. Thomas Wander and Eric
H. Arnett (eds.), The Proliferation of Advanced Weaponry: Technology, Motivations,
and Responses (Washington, DC: American Association for the Advancement of Sci-
ence, 1992), pp. 165-76.

5 For a description, see Arms Control Today, vol. 22, no. 2, March 1992, p. 26. Dis-
cussed in Mack, op. cit. in note 6, pp. 55-6.
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On 12 March 1993, North Korea announced its intention to withdraw from
the NPT, effective 90 days later.

Nealy eghteen months later, after seadily mounting criss, punctuated at
one point by a CIA egtimate that North Korea may have produced one or
two nuclear weapons and a another point by the sudden death of Kim Il
Sung, the United States and North Korea concluded an ‘Agreed Framework’
intended to produce an overal settlement of the nuclear issue. As seen in
Washington, the framework was the dternative to war. As viewed in
Beijing, taking and negotiaing rather than coercing were the best approach
to resolving the crigs. The Framework commits both sdes to cooperate to
replace North Korea's graphite-moderated reactors and related facilities
with more proliferationressant light-water reactor power plants, to move
toward full normdisation of politicd and economic reaions, and to work
together for a Korean peninsula free of nuclear weapons. It dso commits the
DPRK to open dl dtes to ingpection before ddivery of key nuclear compo-
nents for the new reactors, with the old equipment being dismantled after
completion of the contract. The Korean Peninsula Energy Development
Organisation was crested to fund these endeavours and to provide supple-
menta fuel shipmentsto North Korea during the construction phase.

To a dgnificant degree, the Agreed Framework reflected the widespread
expectation in Washington that the North Korean regime would collapse
before the reactors would be completed.® The regime has proved more long-
lived than many in Washington expected. The nuclear problem in North
Korea appears to be easng dightly, with Pyongyang's gradua opening to
Seoul and the beginning of a didogue with Washington on the future of its
missle programme. The as yet incomplete implementation of the Agreed
Framework has appeared useful in atenuating North Koreals pursuit of
wegpons capabilities. But the nuclear problem is far from resolved and the
Bush adminigration faces some difficult choices about whether and how to
continue with its predecessor's approach.”” And whether the Agreed

18 Michael Mazaar, North Korea and the Bomb (London: Macmillan, 1995), and Leon V.
Sigal, Disarming Strangers: Nuclear Diplomacy With North Korea (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1998).

" Prior to his appointment as Secretary of Defense, Donald Rumsfeld indicated his
general opposition to the Framework. ‘Our present nuclear agreement with North Ko-
rea unfortunately does not end its nuclear menace. It merely postpones the day of reck-
oning.” From remarks to the Heritage Foundation, ‘ Strategic Imperativesin East Asia,’
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Framework actudly succeeded in freezing the DPRK’s programme is hotly
debated.'®

But the Korean nuclear question cannot be reduced to a singular focus on
North Korea. South Korea too has had nuclear ambitions. It reportedly
attempted to acquire nuclear weapons technologies prior to joining the NPT
in 1975 and curtailed its weapons programme in response to US pressure.’
An dly of the United Staes it is the beneficiary of a nuclear-backed
guarantee of its security. This guarantee has agpparently satisfied Seoul’s
nuclear concerns, given the absence of dsigns of renewed interest in nuclear
wegpons despite the long unresolved nuclear issue in North Korea. There is,
however, periodic interest in development of an ability to reprocess some of
its growing spent fud <tockpile, which could conceivably be diverted to
WeapoNs purposes a some future time.

But the reunification of Korea seems increasingly inevitable — and with it a
basc question about its long-term nudear datus. Many in the United States
seem to teke it as a given that a reunified Korea will remain non-nuclear and
digned with the United States. These assumptions are not widdy shared in
Asa Koreans are fiercdy independent and have a thousand-year history as
a mgor factor in the Asan security dtuation. Some Koreans in both North
and South spesk privatdy about retaining or acquiring nuclear datus after

3 March 1998. Former Secretary of Defense William Perry, in his capacity as US North

Korea Policy Coordinator and Special Advisor to the President and the Secretary of

State, in his 1999 review of the Framework, expressed his own concerns about itslong-

term viability. See ‘Review of United States Policy Toward North Korea: Findings and

Recommendations,” October 12, 1999.

An expert group reporting in late 1997 gave it an overall grade of C/C+. See Ralph A.

Cossa, Monitoring the Agreed Framework: A Third Anniversary ‘Report Card’ (Hono-

lulu, HI: Pacific Forum CSIS, October 1997). See aso Nuclear Nonproliferation:

Implementation of the US/North Korean Agreed Framework on Nuclear Issues,

GAO/RCED/NSIAD-97-165, Report to the Chairman, Committee on Energy and Natu-

ral Resources, US Senate (Washington, DC: General Accounting Office, June 1997);

and David Albright et al., Solving the North Korean Nuclear Puzzle (Washington, DC:

Institute for Science and International Security, 2000).

19 See “Seoul Planned Nuclear Weapons Until 1991, Jane's Defence Weekly, 2 April
1994, p. 1; Selig Harrison's discussion of South Korea in ‘Japan and Nuclear Weap-
ons,’ in Harrison (ed.), Japan’s Nuclear Future: The Plutonium Debate and East Asian
Security (Washington, DC: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 1996), pp. 3
5; and Mack, Proliferation in Northeast Asia, pp. 19-23.
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reunification. This is a deveopment that would have far-ranging repercus-
sons.

One place where these would be fet most immediately is Japan. To be sure,
anti-nuclear sentiment is deeply ingrained in the Jgpanese body pdlitic,
given the experience of nuclear atack by the United States in 1945. Japan
embraces a policy of ‘three no's — ‘Japan will not manufacture or possess
nuclear wegpons or dlow their introduction into this country.’?® This policy
dates to 1968, when the then Prime Minister Sato offered this pledge in the
form of a resolution on the floor of the Diet, and this has been reaffirmed by
each subsequent government in Tokyo. Japan is a party in good standing to
the NPT. Moreover, any potential demands for a nuclear deterrent appear
today to be adequately met by the US nuclear umbrella.

But Jgpan cannot be overlooked in any review of dternative nuclear futures
in Ada In fact, its nuclear amhbitions are a matter of intense speculaion in
the region. The suspicion can be traced in pat to the internd Japanese
debate accompanying the formulation of the ‘three no's. In congdering the
NPT, Sato reportedly commissoned a secret sudy to examine whether it
would be possble and desirable for Japan to develop independent nuclear
forces. The study dlegedly concluded that such developments were undesir-
able but ds0 that there were ‘no technical impediments to such forces,
egpecidly given the accumulation of plutonium envisoned in Jgpan's
avilian nucler power programme. Sato himsdf is quoted as arguing
privately less than three weeks after his Diet statement that ‘1 do not regard
it as a complete system of defence if we cannot possess nuclear wegpons in
the era of nuclear wegpons’ Two years later, future prime minister Y asuhiro
Nakasone, then director of Jgpan's Defence Agency, argued in a White
Peper that ‘in view of the danger of inviting adverse foreign reections and
large-scde foreign war, we will follow the policy of not acquiring nuclear
wegpons at present’ [emphasis added]. There are many dgns that this
internal debate did not end with Japan’s ratification of the NPT. Indeed,
even some senior Japanese officials have spoken recently about reconsder-
ing possession of nuclear weapons.*

20 These and subsequent points are taken from Harrison, op. cit. in note 19, pp. 3-44.
2L Michiyo Nakamoto, ‘Minister quits over Japanese Narms cal,’ Financial Times,
21 October 1999, p. 6.
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Sugpicion can dso be traced in pat to the nuclear infrastructure that has
come together since the 1960s. From a purely technica point of view, Japan
is today the pre-eminent modd of a dtate with a virtua wegpons production
capability.? It has a subgtantid nuclear energy sector generating a growing
stockpile of plutonium (under full safeguards).® It also possesses the
requisite enginering and scientific expertise to quickly assemble a nuclear
asend.® And it has advanced missile sysems and satellites in production
for commercid purposes but conceivably of use to a future nuclear force,
No amount of reassurance from Jgpanese politicians seems able to dispd the
concerns generated by this infragtructure. Little notice is taken, however, of
the growing opposition to nuclear power in Japan, as a result of its very high
expense and a number of recent accidents®

Sugpicion aso has a certain historica basis associated with Japan’s Imperid
past and concerns about a future remilitarisstion of Japanese society.
Americans and Europeans by and large do not fully redise how little
progress has been made in heding the divisons of colonidism and war of
the century now past, or how many nucler suspicions exist in a region
where nudear matters are dill largdy for discusson only behind closed
doors.?®

Thus it should not be surprisng that Chinese experts generdly do not share
the benign view of Jgpanese nuclear ambitions common in the West. In fact,
many in China bdieve that the United States is assigting Japan to deveop a
nuclear break-out capability to be unvelled a a time when the dliance
ruptures. In contrast, many Americans believe that the US security guaran
tee to Jgoan and military presence there are hepful for preventing any

22 Michael J. Mazaar, ‘Virtual Nuclear Arsenals,’ Survival, vol. 37, no. 3, Autumn 1995,
pp. 7-26.

Motoya Kitamura, ‘Japan’'s Plutonium Program: A Proliferation Threat? Nonprolif-
eration Review, Winter 1996, pp. 1-16; and Eiichi Katahara, ‘Japan’s Plutonium Pol-
icy: Consequences for Nonproliferation,” Nonproliferation Review, Fal 1997, pp. 53-
61.

One indicator of this ability is the heavy use of supercomputers by Japanese facilities
engaged in research on nuclear energy and physics. By one tally, at least eight super-
computers are in use. See http://www.netlib.org/benchmark/top500.html.

% Robert A. Manning, ‘PACATOM: Nuclear Cooperation in Asia’ Washington
Quarterly, val. 20, no. 2, Spring 1997, pp. 221-2.

Gerrit W. Gong (ed.), Remembering and Forgetting: The Legacy of War and Peace in
East Asia (Washington, DC: Center for Strategic and International Studies, 1996).
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possible emergence of a red Japanese interest in nucler wegpons. This
difference of view clouds perceptions of the role of the US military presence
in Ada and its utility in dampening nuclear proliferation incentives in Japan,
South Korea, and dsewhere, a role which China may appreciate. China
would prefer greater transparency from Tokyo about the motives driving its
heavy emphass on nucler energy and the associated build-up of fissle
materids. China is dso drongly motivated by a desre not to see the US-
Japan defence relationship turned againgt China — or to see Japan drawn into
US efforts to protect Taiwan. Such developments are suggested, however,
by the revisons to the bilatera US-Japanese defence guiddines that were
formdised in 1997, and their ambiguity about the precise geographic scope
of future Japanese military operations.’

Looking to the future, what might lead Japan to develop its own nuclear
wespons? The conditions under which Jgpan might choose to have its own
nuclear deterrent are perhaps remote but are dso far from inconceivable.
They would include the emergence of a nuclear-armed and unified Koreg,
the breskdown of the globd nonproliferation regime, the cessaion or
dramatic reformulation of the security aliance with the United States and
perhaps dso other unwelcome developments in Jgpan's security setting. A
potentid dramatic build-up of Chinese nuclear missles cgpable of reaching
Jgpan is sometimes mentioned privately by some Japanese as a possible
moativator of new nuclear anxieties in Tokyo.

Taiwan

Over the years leaders in Taipe have hinted a nuclear wegpons ambitions.
In 1994 Lee Teng-hui, Tawan's then leader, dated that Taiwan had planned
to acquire nuclear wegpons in the past and suggested further that ‘we should
re-sudy the question from a long-term point of view'.?® The United States

27 See ‘Completion of the Review of the Guidelines for US-Japan Defense Cooperation,’

23 September 1997, issued by the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Public Affairs, Washington, D.C., and available at http://www.defenselink.mil/news/
Sepl1997/b09231997_bt50797b.html.

His comments came in response to the firing by the People’s Liberation Army of
ballistic missiles across the Taiwan strait, described at the time by officials in Beijing
as a test of new systems but broadly interpreted as aimed at influencing the political

28
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has reportedly pressured Tawan over the years to refrain from seeking to
acquire nuclear wegpons and the requisite technologies and maerid.” Thus
in July 1995, Lee Teng-hui promised not to pursue nuclear weapons®
Tawan's nuclear strategy has been described by expert Gerdd Segd as one
of ‘nevous and intense ambiguity’® In summer 1998 Segd reported
assations by Tawanee officids that ‘exiding wegpons-grade materids
could be wegponised in 3-4 months.*> However, the quantities available
must be sharply condrained by the fact that Tawan possesses nether
enrichment nor reprocessing facilities.

From Bedjing's perspective, Tawanee acquidtion of nuclear wegpons
could well be a casus belli. Bejing would dso view Washington's role in
such a development as necessarily complicitous — and indeed duplicitous.

Elsawherein Asia

The nucdlear Stuation in Souh-East Aga is far less complicated. No country
in the region currently expresses any potentid interest in nuclear wegpons.
All are members of the SouthrEast Asia Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone. But
there are some important bits of nuclear higory in the region that merit
incluson in this review. In 1964 and 1965 a number of Satements were
made by senior Indonesan officids, including Presdent Sukarno, indicating
that Indonesa would be acquiring nuclear weapons. Indonesa reportedly
sought the assistance d a number of countries and may have taken steps to
develop a test ste. There has dso been some speculation that Indonesia may
have secured a Chinese commitment to test an Indonesian device, plans that
may have falen gpat with the coup and countercoup that eventualy

debate in Taipei. See Alice Hung, ‘Taiwan: Taiwan Says It Will Study Need for Nu-
clear Arsenal,” Reuters, 28 July 1995.

David Albright and Corey Gay, ‘Taiwan: Nuclear Nightmare Avoided,” Bulletin of the
Atomic Scientists, vol. 54, no. 1, January/February 1998, pp. 54-60; Mack, Prolifera-
tion in Northeast Asia, pp. *11; and Garrity, ‘Nuclear Weapons and Asian-Pacific
Security,” p. 49.

Cited in Joyce Liu, ‘Taiwan Won't Make Nuclear Weapons, Says President,” Reuters,
31 July 1995. See dso Walter Pincus, ‘Investigators Now Focusing on Lee's Ties to
Taiwan,” Washington Post, 24 December 2000, pp. A-3, 14.

31 Gerald Segal, ‘ Taiwan's Nuclear Card,’ Asian Wall Street Journal, 4 August 1998.

32 Asreportedinibid.
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brought Suharto to power.®® As the only country in the subregion with a
nescent nucler power indudry, Indonesa is sometimes mentioned as a
country of long-term nuclear wegpons concern. Prolonged economic and
politicd crigs has undoubtedly greetly forestdled the invesments that
would bring such cgpabilities into being.

Another country with a largely overlooked but aso short-lived nudear
interest is Audrdia It reportedly attempted to procure nuclear weapons
from Britain in the late 1950s and early 1960s and then moved to develop
indigenous production capabilities before the NPT entered into force (and
which Audrdia joined in 1972)3* Concerns in the 1980s about possible
Indonesan nuclear ambitions reportedly led to a debate within the Audra-
lian government on a recommendation to seek to ‘reach the threshold of
being able to assemble nuclear wegponry . . . in the shortest possible time,
for which contingency plans were alegedly developed but not gpproved.®

In surveying the nuclear landscape in Ada, it is important not to overlook
the nucler hisgory and potentiad of the Centrd Adan dates As former
republics of the Soviet Union, they were for decades an integrd part of a
gate with a robust nuclear arsend. One country in the region — Kazakhstan
— is a former possessor of nuclear weapons, having relinquished its residuad
possessons of the former Soviet arsend upon independence. Some if not Al
of these countries dso have vestiges of the old nuclear wegpons complex of
the former Soviet Union, as wel as infragtructure for biologicad and chem-
cd wafae and for long-range missles®* A nuclear weaponfree zone has

% The United States was concerned enough about the possibility that Secretary of State
Dean Rusk brought it up with Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko at a meeting in Sep-
tember 1965. See Department of State, Memorandum of Conversation during USSR
Foreign Minister Gromyko's Dinner for Secretary Rusk, 1 October 1965, Foreign Rela-
tions of the United States 1964-1968, vol. XI, p. 250. Further details are taken from a
chronology assembled by Jim Walsh of the Belfer Center for Science and International
Affairs at the John F. Kennedy School of Government of Harvard University. See also
Robert M. Cornejo, ‘When Sukarno Sought the Bomb: Indonesian Nuclear Aspirations
in the Mid-1960s,” Nonproliferation Review, vol. 7, no. 2, Summer 2000, pp. 31-43.

3 Jim Walsh, ‘Surprise Down Under: the Secret History of Austraia's Nuclear Ambi-

tions,” Nonproliferation Review, vol. 5, no. 1, Fall 1997, pp. 1-20.

Mack, Proliferation in Northeast Asia, p. 2.

Nuclear Successor Sates of the Soviet Union: A Status Report on Nuclear Weapons,

Fissile Materials, and Export Controls (Washington, DC: Monterey Institute of Inter-

national Studies and Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, March 1998).
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been proposed for the region and has been under discusson for a number of
years now.*” If it comes into force, it could sgnd a reduction in the likeli-
hood of future developments that would have a negetive impact on nuclear
factors.

In none of these subregions does it gppear that the risks of nuclear acquisi-
tion ae a dl ggnficant. But the exigence of prior nuclear ambitions
uggess the posshility that such ambitions might be rekinded in some
future setting. Presumably, this would require some broader breskdown of
the nuclear order elsewhere in Asa The collgpse of the NPT could con
celvably loosen some of the bounds on these gates. A mgor war somewhere
in the region could also be a catalyst for new nuclear ambitions.

V1.3 Themajor power overlay

The nucdear dynamic in Ada cannot be reduced to a question of deveop-
ments in the subregions. Overlaying the entire region are the drategic
relations of China, Russa and the United States. The end of the Cold War
brought with it a sharp change for the better in this regard, in terms of a de-
ecaddion of the nucear stand-off between the superpowers in Asa and a
draw-down of both American and Soviet/Russan nuclear forces in the
region, as dready discussed. Moreover, the end of the Cold War aso
brought with it Sno-Russan initigives to improve rddions, incuding
dgnaure of a hilaerd no-fird-use declardtion and of a demilitarisation
measure for their long common border.

But this mgor power aspect appears to be entering a more dynamic period.
This dynamism is driven by three factors.

One is the recommitment to nuclear wegpons in Russan military
doctrine and nationd security drategy. Although policy-makers in Mos-
cow continue to predict a decline in the number of deployed drategic
nuclear wegpons, Russa's nuclear arsend promises to reman very large
for a long time to come. Moreover, shrinkage at the drategic levd is not
being matched by reductions in non-dtrategic nuclear wegpons, as Rus-

37 Oumerserik Kasanov, ‘On the Creation of a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in Central

Asia,’ Nonproliferation Review, Fal 1998, pp. 144-7.
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da continues to fidd and possess large numbers of tacticd and thestre
sysems. Furthermore, Russds theatre and perhaps intercontinental ca-
pabilities may wdl increase in numbers if Washington chooses to abro-
gae the Anti-Bdligic Missle (ABM) Treaty and if, in regponse
Moscow chooses to withdraw from the tresty on Intermediate-range
Nuclear Forces (INF). This latter is a subject of intense concern in
China, which could fed an immediate and substantid new nuclear chal-
lenge from modernised Russan INF. Moscow's explicit embrace of a
fird-use nuclear doctrine in its new militay drategy only aggraveates
Beijing's concerns in this regard, given the existence of a bilaterd Sino-
Russan agreement codifying the no-fird-use pledge.

The second factor is the modernisation of Chinese drategic forces. This
modernisation began decades ago and will continue into the future, as
China seeks more technicadly sound systems as well as drategic stability
in an evolving security environment. In comparison to the arsends of
the United States and Soviet Union/Russia, Chinds arsend has been
quite modest in size and sophidtication.®® Modernisation has led to the
deployment of new short- and medium-range balidic missles® It will
ds bring improvements to Chinas long-range, intercontinental capa-
bilities with the deployment of mobile, solid-fudled missles*® More-
over, in Bejing as in Moscow, there is a wide-ranging debate about the
role of nuclear wegponsin national security strategy.

The third factor is the movement by the United States to deploy bdligtic
missle defences. From an Adan perspective, the theatre and nationd
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China’s recent Defense White Paper mentioned nuclear weaponry briefly: ‘ The Second
Artillery Force has been equipped with short-range, mediumrange, long-range and
intercontinental missile systems, and has the capability of rapid reaction and mobile
operations.” See ‘China’s National Defense in 2000,” Information Office of the State
Council of the People’s Republic of China, in China Daily, 17 October 2000, pp. 5-8.
According to Western media sources, that deployment may bring a total of 600 or more
new Chinese short- and mediumrange missiles to the field. See Brad Roberts, Robert
Manning and Ronald Montaperto, ‘China. The Forgotten Nuclear Power,” Foreign
Affairs, vol. 79, no. 4, July/August 2000, p. 56.

Robert Manning, Ronald Montaperto and Brad Roberts, China, Nuclear Weapons, and
Arms Control: A Preliminary Assessment (New York: Council on Foreign Relations,
2000). See also Bruce Stokes, China’s Strategic Modernization (Carlide, PA: Strategic
Studies Institute of the US Army War College, 1998).
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defence systems are equdly important in terms of ther impact on secu
rity perceptions and redlities. Thisis discussed in further detail below.

V1.4 Alternativefutures

This survey suggests that the nudear future in Asa may be quite unlike the
nuclear past. To be sure, the nuclear status quo could conceivably remain in
place for a long time to come, without any increase or decresse in the
number of nuclear-armed dates or any substantial changes to the balance of
power among exiging nuclear forces. But we must recognise the large
number of nuclear wild cards in the region. The number of dates with latent
cgpabilities is large and growing. The number of dates with former ambi-
tions is ds0 impressve. We mugs dso recognise the difficulty of isolating
nuclear developments in one subregion from esawhere in Ada This points
to the posshility that some catdytic event might sat in motion a chain of
nuclear developments deeply unsettling to the region. For the purpose of
this andyss, we wish to frame three primary dterndtives for the path ahead
in Asa best case, worst case, and reasonable middle.

The best case would comprise the following dynamics (1) a resolution of
the Korean politicad issue in a way that findly and definitively denuclearises
the peninsula; (2) a hdt to further nuclear wegpons development in South
Ada and a decison by India and Pekigan to join the non-proliferaion
regime as non-nuclear states, (3) resolution of the cross-drait issue in a way
that is acceptable to both sdes; and (4) continued threat and risk reduction
among the mgor powers in a way that sustains arms control and Srategic
dability and perhgps enables ultimate fulfilment of ther commitment to
relinquish nuclear wegpons in the context of generd and complete disarme:
ment as envisaged in the NPT.

The worst case would comprise the following dynamics: (1) overt nucleari-
sation by North Korea followed by (2) the emergence of a nuclear-armed,
reunified Koreg; (3) arms racing behaviour by India and Pekigan, with
illover effects to its neighbours to their North and West; (4) a renewa of
nuclear competition between Russa and Ching; and (5) an offence/defence
ams race between China and the United States that, among other results,
leads America's dlies in East Ada to digance themsdves from Washington
and to acquire their own nuclear umbrella
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Is there a reasonable middle? It would necessarily comprise some mix of the
dynamics noted above — a baance of pogtive and negative developments.
The negative developments (i.e, the addition of new nuclear states) would
have to occur in such a way as to have largdy isolated repercussons for
others. And the positive ones would have to be exploited so as to reinforce
the belief of decisonmakers across the region that the drift of higtory
remains away from nuclear wegpons.

V1.5 Shaping alternative futures

What will determine which nudear future actudly unfolds in Asa? There
are many catalyds to best- and worst-case results in the region. A war in or
beyond the region could fundamentadly transform perceptions about the
vaue of nuclear weapons, the future of the security environment and the
role of the United States, China and Russia in shgping developments there.
A nucler accident could have an equdly wide-ranging effect, generaing
sharp new palitica demands to reduce nuclear risks. For our purposes, we
identify three main factors that will have a centrd role in shaping Asas
nuclear future US bdligic missle defences (BMD), ams control and US-
PRC politica rdations.

UuSBMD

The impact of US baligic missle defences — both naiond missle defence
(NMD) and theatre missle defence (TMD) — on the Adan security envi-
ronment has been hotly debated, though seemingly more o in Asa than in
Washington.

Advocates of BMD generdly argue as follows. Bdligic missle prolifera-
tion, as evident in North Korea and esewhere, is destabilisng the region,
not least because missles are being acquired by precisdy those dtates with
srong nuclear wegpons ambitions. Were nuclear-tipped missles to be used
successfully by North Korea as tools of coercion, Washington would find its
credibility as a security guarantor caled into question, a fact that would lead
to new nuclear proliferation pressures, especidly among current US dlies.
Were such missles to be used successfully in war to attack US military
forces or cities in the United States or among US dlies, a terrible war of
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counter-escaation would begin that would dso have dire consequences for
both nuclear proliferation and US credibility. Supporters of bdlisic missle
defences, in both the United States and Asia, believe that those defences can
help to negate these destabilisng effects of nucdear and missle proliferation
by reassuring US dlies of its credibility as a guarantor and by ensuring
nuclear aggressors that their acts of war will not be tolerated. Advocates of
BMD in Washington generdly see the potentid <abilisng effects of such
defences vis-avis ‘daes of concern’, or ‘rogues, as outweighing any
potentid destabilising effects vis-avis the mgor powers, given the fact tha
the mgjor powers are not enemies even if their interests sometimes compete.

Few Adans see these careful arguments about drategic dability in Ada as
being especidly decisve in Washington's thinking. Instead, what impresses
them mogt is the sense of natiiond vulnerability that seems to be motivating
much of the commitment to NMD. They tend to see the US legidative
commitment to nationd missle defence as a knee-jerk response to North
Korea's test-firing of the long-range Taepo Dong missle, a perception
reinforced by the fact that the verson passed by the House of Representa-
tives ran dl of one sentence (‘It is the policy of the United States to deploy a
nationd missle defence). And they tend to fear tha Washington will
embrace such defences as a panacea before it understands the consequences
for Asaand indeed for its own interestsin Asa

The perception that US BMD will have a benign effect on the Asan security
environment is not universdly shared in Ada (just as it is not universaly
shared in Washington). To be sure, US dlies have expressed some support
for bdligic missle defences many in Tokyo and Seoul see such defences
as necessary in the face of Pyongyang's growing missle capabilities. And
leeders in Taipel view improved thesire missle defences as a vauable
counter to the People€s Liberation Army’s missle build-up. But even in
these cities support for US balistic missle defencesis far from universa.

In many quarters — and especidly in China — a different set of perceptions
has taken hold.** Experts in China beieve that Washington has exaggerated
the baligic missle threat to the United States There is much criticism of
the Rumsdd Commisson Report on the Bdligic Missle Threat and the

41 Shen Dingli, ‘Ballistic Missile Defence and China’'s National Security,’ Jane’s Special
Report, March 2000, pp. 31-8.
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corresponding view in the 1999 US Nationd Inteligence Egimate (NIE)
that the emergence of new balisic missle thrests to the United States
should be measured in a matter of years not decades.*? Departing from prior
assessments by the CIA and others, this view of the threat seems to atribute
to proliferators a technica &bility to develop and deploy missles — and to
enlig foreign assgance in doing 0 — that many question. There is dso
much scepticiam in Ada that andl dates would ever fire nuclear-tipped
missles & the United States or its dlies, recognisng Washington's ability
to make a swift and punishing reply by both conventiona and nuclear
means. There is Smilar scepticism that a country like North Korea coud use
such threats in time of war to cause Washington to compromise any of its
vitd interests.

Adan experts dso focus on the kinds of reactions that Moscow and Beijing
will be pressured to take in response to Washington's new shidd, even if
that shield is not overtly directed a them. Because the security interests of
both Russa and China will be directly and indirectly affected by NMD
deployment, they are likely to condder wide-ranging measures to protect
those interests and maintain the stability they desre as Washington unsettles
their security environment by deploying such defences. These reactions are
likely to have a Sgnificant effect on Aga s nuclear landscape.

For Russas pat, NMD raises basc concerns about the credibility of its
drategic forces, given its financid inability to build and deploy its own
improved defences. It is aso deeply concerned about the break-out potentia
inherent in Washington's pursuit of a robust thedire missle defence in
addition to a limited natond defence US NMD deployment compels
Russa to retain large numbers of nuclear wegpons and perhaps dso to build
new ones, a a time when it badly needs to further underteke drategic
nuclear dissrmament. Chinds own security would of course be negaively
affected by an end to the bilaterd US-Russan arms control and risk reduc-
tion processes, and by aresurgence in Russa s nuclear arsendl.

42 gee National Intelligence Council, ‘Foreign Missile Developments and the Ballistic
Missile Threat to the United States Through 2015, September 1999,
http://www.cia.gov/cia/publications/nie/nie99msl.html, and Joseph Cirincione, ‘ A ssess-
ing the Assessment: The 1999 National Intelligence Estimate of the Balistic Missile
Threat,” Nonproliferation Review, vol. 7, no. 1, Spring 2000, pp. 125-33.
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Chind's, concerns are more far-reaching. China views the NMD capahility,
even under the Clinton adminigration’'s mogt limited scheme, as completely
neutrdising its defensve deterrent. The 100 interceptors planned for
deployment in Alaska under the so-cdled ‘C-plus-on€ architecture are
catanly far more than necessary to ded with any potentid ICBMs from
dates other than Russa and China, but far less than adequate to deter a
determined attack from Moscow. However, a 100-interceptor force is the
exact Sze, assuming a 4 to 1 interception rate, necessary to defeat some two
dozen ICBMs — the number that the Wesern inteligence community
believes China possesses.*®* China thus suspects that an important purpose of
the NMD isto deny its strategic deterrent.

China views TMD with equad dam, though of a different nature. In its
perception, the deployment of such defences in Tawan is expected to
reinforce the drift toward independence there, thereby precipitating the
military crigs that Beijing, Washington, and Tape have long sought to
avoid. The common American argument that such defences are a necessary
counter to the build-up of short-range bdligtic missles on the manland near
the Tawan Strat is seen in China as nether objective nor drategicaly
sound — by overlooking the higtory of Washington's own missle and other
military assgtance to Tawan and the growing imbaance of power that it
hes brought into being.** Chinexe expets defend Bejing's new missle
deployments as a way to redress this growing imbaance with the hope that
this will bring closr the negotiated political resolution of the issue as
envissged in the Shangha Communiqué long ago agreed by Beijing and
Washington.

43 The CIA puts the number at about 20. See Craig Cerniello, ‘CIA Holds to Assessment
of Ballistic Missile Threat to US,” Arms Control Today, vol. 28, no. 7, October 1998,
p. 24, and, SIPRI Yearbook 1999: Armament, Disarmament and International Security
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), p. 555. The International Institute for Strate-
gic Studies in London has estimated the number as 15-20. See The Military Balance
1999-2000 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), p.186.

The United States provides arms transfers to Taiwan to maintain its capacity for self-
defence, though it is committed in the Shanghai Communiqué to reduce the quantity
and quality of such armsover the long term. Such transfers are often hotly contested by
Beijing, especially when high-technology systems are transferred, or when such trans-
fers lead to very sharp disparities in specific combat areas, such as for example the air
war, where Taiwan is understood to enjoy large advantages largely as a result of the
transfer of advanced US fighter aircraft equipped with sophisticated missile attack
systems.

44
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There is an agument that China would modernise its drategic force
whatever Washington chooses to do with bdligic missle defences, both
nationd and theatre. However, the US NMD can shape Chinas drategic
force in the new century to a larger-than-planned sze — to Americas
disadvantage. It is not inconceivable that China might expand and MIRV its
drategic missle forces to a tota number of deployed warheads ten times
higher than current levels® A US intelligence report, ‘Foreign Response to
the US Nationd Missle Defense Deployment’, released in August 2000,
warned aso that ‘China would deploy as many as 200 warheads by 2015 as
a response.*® China is aso confident that it has the resources and technology
to mantain a viable drategic force whatever Washington may choose to do
with its defence system, though it would prefer not to be compelled to invest
scarce resources in this way.*” Washington's concern over Beijing's re-
sonse is one of the reasons Preddent Clinton deferred his decison on
NMD deployment.

As China modernises to cope with US defences, there will be repercussons
for other dates in Asa From a nuclear point of view, one of the most
important will be India In 1999 India published its draft report on nuclear
doctrine.*® The doctrine foresees that ‘[India’s nuclear] forces will be based
on a triad of arcraft, mobile land-based missles and sea-based assets'.
Though it is as yet unclear how many nuclear wegpons India would need to
condruct its deterrence, it is quite obvious that China figures in Indias
nuclear cdculaion. If Bejing is compdled to congruct a much larger force
to ded with Washington, Delhi will be compelled to congtruct a larger force

45 shen Dingli, ‘ Security Issues between China and the United States,” paper delivered to

the Workshop on the State of Sino-American Relations, Institut Francais des Relations
Internationales, Paris, 21-22 October 1999; and Li Bin, ‘The Impact of US NMD on
Chinese Nuclear Modernization’, Tsingua University, Beijing.

Steven Lee Myers, ‘Intelligence Report Says US Missile Defense May Stimulate
China,” New York Times, 10 August 2000.

Various countermeasures could be employed to deal with missile defense system.

These include increases in the number of deliverable warheads, whether through de-
ployment of missile launchers or MIRV-ed warheads, as well as improvement of pene-
tration aids and measures to enhance the survivahility of the force, etc. See Andrew M.
Sessler et al., ‘Countermeasures. A Technical Evaluation of the Planned US National

Missile Defense System,” Union of Concerned Scientists and MIT Security Studies
Program, April 2000.

Draft Report of National Security Advisory Board on Indian Nuclear Doctrine,
17 August 1999.
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to compete with Beijing. Such a chain reaction would touch Idamabad as
wel. Such a regiond nuclear ams race in South Asa would be a potentid
indirect consequence of Washington's NMD push to ded with ‘rogue states
in North-East Ada and the Middle East. Moreover, facing a drategic
defenceloffence competition between mgor powers in Ada, others in the
region would be caught in the middle as they are asked to choose sSdes,
much as they would prefer not to. This view of the interconnected nature of
BMD’s possble repercussons in Asa was reportedly echoed by the US
intelligence community’s August 2000 survey of the problem.*

There is, then, a good argument that the US BMD will play a decisve role
in shaping Asds nudear future — and not for the best.*® The end of Cold
War confrontation seemed to promise a bright future of threat- and risk-
reduction; ingead, we may wdl see a future that is much dimmer — or even
dark.

Meanwhile NMD is not the only factor shaping the nuclear future in Asa
Even if the United States makes a decison not to deploy nationd missle
defences, the nuclear equetion in Asa is dill very dynamic. This points us
to other key factors shaping that future.

Arms control

The cornerstone of the effort to combat nuclear proliferation & of course the
NPT. The NPT is centrad to the ultimate resolution of the Korean nuclear
issue. It is dso important for dissuading Jgpan and others from moving
further towards a wegpons capability. Alas, the long-term hedth of the NPT
cannot be taken for granted. In many parts of Ada (especidly South and
South-East Asa) there was reluctance to see the treaty indefinitely extended
a the 1995 Review and Extenson Conference, given the unequd rights it
conveys on dates that acquired nuclear wegpons prior to 1967. This unhap-
piness of some Adan leaders with the NPT has become even more pro-

49 Myers, ‘Intelligence Report Says US Missile Defense May Stimulate China, New York

Times.

For the preliminary outlines of a net assessment of the potential negative and positive
impact of US missile defences on Asian stability, see Brad Roberts, ‘US Ballistic Mis-
sile Defense: Implications for Asia, in Jagjit Singh (ed.), The Future of Asian Security
(Delhi: Insitute for Defence Studies and Analyses, forthcoming).
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nounced with the falure of the US Senae to support ratification of the
CTBT. China dso has not rétified the Treaty, though it seems prepared to do
S0 as soon as the United States does. Despite their sometime differences on
non-proliferation — and especidly on the CTBT — China and the United
States were able to find common ground a the 2000 NPT Review Confer-
ence, dong with the other permanent members of the United Nations
Security Council, in a datement of interests and principles for carying
forward the treaty implementation process.™*

The globd tresty regime adso has an important potentid role to play in
South Asa. Both India and Peakistan have promised to consider becoming
paties to the CTBT a some future time, which would be very hdpful in
securing the type of redtraint that both have promised but not yet delivered.
A FHssle Maerid Production Ban could further redrain ther ability to
produce more weapons-grade fue for their arsends, while redraining dl the
other states as well.

Regiond arms control agpproaches dso have a role to play. The Treaty on
the South-East Asa Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone, or Bangkok Treaty, was
sgned in 1995 and entered into force in 1997. And as noted earlier, one is
ds in ful discusson in Centrd Ada In North-East Ada Mongolia
approved its nuclear weapon-free zone satus in 2000, becoming the first
and sole country in the world as a ‘sngle-state-nuclear-weapon-freg  zone.
Proposdls have been made for a full North-East Ada nuclear weapon-free
zone*

The centrd arms control issue in Ada today is not the search for new
agreements but the implementation of exising ones If they ae fully and
dfectivdy implemented, the risks of further nuclear proliferation and of
renewed competition among the nucler wegpons dates will be gresatly
reduced. If they collgpse, many dates in the region may find it necessary to

L Statement to the 2000 NPT Review Conference by the Delegations of France, The
People’s Republic of China, The Russian Federation, The United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland and The United States of America, New York, 1 May
2000.

Zachary Davis, ‘The Spread of Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones: Building a New Nuclear
Bargain, Arms Control Today, vol. 26, no. 1, February 1996, pp. 15-19; John Endicott,
‘A Limited Nuclea-Weapons-Free Zone in Northeast Asiaz A Track-1l Initiative’
Disarmament Diplomacy, no. 35, March 1999, pp. 19-22.
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develop nuclear capabilities as a hedge aganst a broader collapse of
regiond order. If they are weakly implemented, an increesng number of
states seem likely to seek latent capabilities as aform of hedge.

The key to effective ams control implementation in ASa is cooperation
between Washington and Bejing. Leaders in both capitds profess a strong
commitment to the globd treaty regime and to the regiond measures, but
whether they can cooperate sufficiently to meet the requirements of the
regime is an open question. Washington has not been especidly effective a
leading multilatera arms control processes, given its heavy focus on US-
Russan hilaterd arms control, the gpparent low regard of some in Washing-
ton for multilateral arms control and the role of an active group of anti-ams
contrallers in the US Senate over the last decade. And Beijing looks more
ambivdent today than it was five years ago about the promise of ams
control, as a result of Washington's missle defence programme. Some in
Beijing see Washington's arms control and non-proliferation effort as little
more than another way to promote American hegemony. But China is
committed to fulfilment of its treaty obligations and seeks ways to uphold
the treety regime for drategic dability, though it cannot support implemen-
tation of the regime in discriminatory ways that do little more than bolster
America s friends while punishing those it deems rogues.

The US-PRC relationship and Asia’ s nuclear future

A third and potentialy equally decisve factor — as aready oft foreshadowed
— is the politicd relationship between China and the United States. The
relationship between the two is volatle, given Chinds risng power,
Americds globd role, the flashpoint in Tawan, and a higory of sSgnificant
ups and downs in political reaions. But they dso have a number of
common interests that are too often overlooked in the debate about compet-
ing interests,

In 1997, Presdents Jang Zemin and Bill Clinton formulated the bilaterd
relationship as ‘a congructive drategic partnership toward the 21% century’.
Such a formulation has been much debated ever since its inception. In the
United States, there is a sgnificant divison between those who see China as
a partner and those who see it as a competitor, with the result that policy is
haphazard. Presdent George W. Bush has clamed that he views this
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relationship as a competition though not necessarily as a rivary. Secretary
of State Colin Powdl has spoken about the need to respect the interests of
other mgor powers and cooperate with them in areas of common interest.
Secretay of Defense Dondd Rumsfeld has argued, about China that
‘Containment is not redlistic. “Engagement”, per se, is meaningless . . . We
will continue to be “engaged” with China. The red question is not whether,
but how, and to what ends.’>*

China too is divided. Some believe that a partnership with the United States
is essentid if China is to enjoy a prolonged period of peace to dlow it to
focus on its internad developmenta needs. Indeed, the United States is a
highly important partner for China's economic development: it is one of the
most important sources of investment and technology — and a sgnificant
export destination. But others see the United States as opposed to China's
emergence as a mgjor and independent power, and as pursuing a Srategy of
encirclement and containment. Adherents of this view see the bombing of
the Chinese Embassy in Belgrade as the latet hard evidence for this
theory.>*

As noted above, the core drategic issue in this bilaterd relationship today is
BMD. China and the United States have fundamentaly competing views
concerning nationd missle defence. Washington deems it dabilisng by
helping to prevent rogue blackmail, while Beijing sees BMD as deeply
unsettling of the Adan drategic landscape. While some in Washington
question whether China is a power bent on overturning the existing world
order, many in Beijing question whether America is not in fact the non
datus quo power, since it seeks through BMD to extricate itsdf from the
balance of power that for decades has defined the peace among the maor
powers. China does not want to live in a world in which America is free to
coerce others. Especidly in the context of Taiwan, China has a unification

> Rumsfeld, ‘ Strategic Imperativesin East Asia,’ 3 March 1998.

®  Tao Wenzhao, ‘A Foreign Policy Debate in China After the Tragic Bombing of the
Chinese Embassy in Belgrade,” a discussion paper prepared for a conference on China
and the United States. Long-Term Visions of Regional Security, cosponsored by the
Asia Pacific Center for Security Studies and Pacific Forum CSIS, 19 April 2000. Tao is
deputy director of the Institute of American Studies at the Chinese Academy of Social
Sciences, Beijing.
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misson to fulfil while the United States has, in Baijing's view, prevented
this from taking place for haf a century.>

Also a the heat of the US-PRC rdationship is Tawan. Manland China
views Taiwan as a renegade province. It observes that many in Washington
seem to support the drift to independence in Tawan, without recognisng
that formd independence would precipitate war — and without seeming to
recal that the United States formaly recognises that Tawan is a pat of
China. China is deeply concerned by the apparent drift of developments in
policy in both Taipe and Washington. For the United States, the Tawan
issue is a test of Bejing's commitment to resolve the problem peecefully; it
IS ds0 seen as a ted of Washington's commitment to democracy and its
willingness to sand up to a communig government in Bejing. Let us
recognise the potentia of a future crigs to unfold under the nuclear shadow
—apossihility that deserves careful andysisin both countries.

In any potentid physcd conflict with Tawan, Bejing is prepared for
possble US military intervention, in one way or another. This may be
military intervention, as mandated by the Tawan Rdaions Act® or by the
House verson of the Tawan Security Enhancement Act®’ If the United
Saes intervenes militarily, leaders in Bdjing will want to have some means
to cope with and deter coercion by Washington. They fear that if NMD is in
place, leaders in Washington will be emboldened to interfere. Coupled with
the development of theeire missle defence sysems in East Ada and ther
possble introduction to Tawan, this fuds concerns in Bejing about both
USintentions and the prosgpects for eventua integration with Taiwan.

%5 For more on this, see the May 2000 special annual issue of Comparative Connections,

an electronic journal on East Asian bilateral relations published by Pacific Forum CSIS
and available at http://www.csis.org/pacfor/annual /foreword2000.html.

% Taiwan Relations Act (TRA), Public Law 96-8, 96" Congress, 10 April 1979. The TRA
stipulates through SEC.2(b)(5) ‘to provide Taiwan wth arms of a defensive charac-
ters,” and through SEC.3(c) that ‘The President is directed to inform the Congress
promptly of any threat to the security or the social or economic system of the people on
Taiwan and any danger to the interests of the United Sates arising therefrom. The
President and the Congress shall determine, in accordance with constitutional proc-
esses, appropriate action by the United States in response to any such danger.’

57 Taiwan Security Enhancement Act (TSEA), H.R. 1838 EH, 106" Congress, 1 February
2000.
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In both countries there are those who advocate an arms race. In the United
States, some private experts wish to see rapid deployment of a nationa
missle defence large enough to cgp any possble build-up of PRC nuclear
forces. In China, some experts wish to rapidly acquire a nuclear force that is
on a par with that of Russa and perhaps even the United States. Such an
offence/defence competition might be deemed sabilising by some, as each
nation acquires specific new, more robust military capabilities. But an ams
race would spill over to have a very damaging effect on the basic politica
relationship between the two countries. It would certainly have a chilling
effect on the region.

The intense focus in the bilatera reaionship on the sources of potentid
conflict, both real and imagined, has tended to obscure the interests that the
two countries have in common. Only with a baanced view of these compet-
ing and complementary interests can we have a comprehengve view of the
possble long-term impact of the bilatera rdationship on the nuclear
problem in Asa In the security area adone, there are a least four important
common interests.

Firg and foremogt, both China and the United States have a mutud interest
in internationd ability. This is most obvioudy true in East Ada, where
neither country would like to see mgor new problems erupt. It is true in
South Ada, where ingability would thresten many in neighbouring regions.
It is true in the Middle Eadt, where the two countries share an interest in
preventing WMD was — and in enjoying reasonable access to energy
resources there. For domestic economic development, China needs a stable
and secure periphera and regionad environment. Washington also needs a
secure and stable Adia, for its own trade and economic interests. The two
countries have dready collaborated in overt or tecit ways to manage
chdlenges on the Korean peninsula, the Indian subcontinent and, more
recently, in Indonesia

Second, Beijing and Washington both have a keen interet in sustaining the
process of nuclear threat- and risk-reduction a the globd leve. Further
strategic weapons reductions, by both Washington and Moscow, would help
dleviae Bejing's concern about being a victim of a fird drike The
dowing and posshble ddling of this reduction process has had a sobering
effect in Bejing, as andyds there have come to tak in increesngly pess-
midtic tones about the future of arms control and disarmament. President
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Bush has indicated that he expects to renew the US effort to reduce its
drategic forces, and this has helped to moderate concerns in Beijing about
America s capacity — and intention — to wage war.

Third, they have a common interest in the continued effectiveness of the
nuclear non-proliferation regime, as of the globa tresty regime more
generdly (nuclear, biologicd, chemicd, misdle, etc). The two countries
have drengthened their taks on missle non-proliferation and export
control. On 21 November 2000, Bejing stated that ‘China has no intention
to asdd, in any way, any country in the development of bdligic missles
that can be used to ddiver nuclear wegpons (i.e, missles capable of
delivering a payload of at least 500 kilograms to a distance of at least 300
kilometers).”*® This dtatement has gained support from Dehi. Cooperation
between Bejing and Washington is aso hdpful to the effort to reduce the
risksin Asia as el'sewhere posed by potentia ‘loose nukes .

Fourth, Bejing and Washington have a common interest in reassuring those
dates with advanced latent capability that they do not need to turn to ther
own nuclear capabilities now or in the foreseesble future. This will be a
magor issue of the new century in Asa Since China's test of its first atomic
bomb, it has pledged its negative security assurances with a no-fird-use
(indeed, a no-use) policy towards dl non-nuclear weapons sates and
regions. Beijing has given country-specific no-use commitments to some of
those former Soviet member dates that inherited nuclear wegpons, to
facilitate their denuclearisation process.

From a Chinese perspective, America's dliance relaions in East Ada raise
a dfficult point. China notes the nonproliferation benefits afforded by
American security guarantees to potentid nucler dtates in Asa. And it
vaued those dliance relaions & a time of mutud concern about Soviet
expangoniam. But with the Cold War now more than a decade in the pagt,
America retains a military presence in East Ada tha is as srong as ever. In
Beijing's view, this cdls into quesion the true purpose of these relations.
Such a dilemma — how to provide an dly with security and thereby assure
that it will not go nuclear, while avoiding being perceved as hodile to
others — remains a serious headache for Washington and Beijing. ASa can

%8 ‘people’s Republic of China Foreign Ministry Spokesperson’s Statement,’ People's

Daily (in Chinese), 22 November 2000, p. 4.



156 Nuclear weapons: a new Great Debate

be gredtly reieved of nuclear threat and risk if this problem can be resolved
properly.

In sum, the nudear future in Ada lies between potentid nudear antagonism
between Beijing and Washington and the posshility of their condructive
cooperation to curb WMD proliferation and promote regiond peace. To
secure a hedthy and cetan nudear future in Ada, it is essentid that the
United States and China work cooperatively to confront the magor chal-
lenges. They apparently have both the desre and ability to act coopera
tively, so long as neither chdlenges the core and vitd interests of the other.
To achieve thar common ams, they need to undersand and respect
sengtivities in each capitd. If they are able to cooperate in this way, there is
no reason why Asia s nuclear future must be dim and dark.

V1.6 Conclusons

The nuclear equation in Ada is grikingly complex. The nuclear future there
IS quite uncertain. But it is dso highly important, given the potentid impact
of nuclear developments there on both globa dissrmament and bilaterd US-
Russan threat reduction.

This review has highlighted the important digtinctions between the nuclear
perspective common among members of the transalantic community and
the perspective of those in the Ada-Pacific. In the transatlantic community,
nuclear weapons are generdly seen as a vedtige of the Cold War, and the
politicd impetus is behind efforts to reduce nuclear threats and risks now
that the spectre of Armageddon has been avoided with the end of super-
power confrontation. In the Asa-Pecific community, the trgectory of events
is far less clear. The pattern of nuclear restraint embraced by most of the
region may prove long-lived, but there is a greet ded of hedging by Sates
that are concerned that it may not, dong with risng concern about the
resurgence of adversarid nuclear relaions among the magor powers.
Higoricad memories are long, and with them run strong currents of national-
ism and suspicion. The nudear future will be written as much by the long-
term playing out of the tenson between a regiond order based on baance of
power and one based on cooperative approaches, as by short-term policy
choices of specific governments.
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Our overview of nuclear factors in the region illustrates the exisence of
many nuclear dominoes and wild cards. The dStudion is potentidly quite
voldile, with a very different nuclear order in the offing if the current one
begins to unravel. The word-case outcome, in which many dates rush to
acquire nuclear wegpons as a response to an unravelling security order,
seems unlikely. But so too does the best case, in which there is some orderly
progresson to mid-term nuclear abalition. Policy-makers should am for the
middle ground, and expect to lose a few proliferation beattles while aso
winning afew non-proliferation victories.

To navigate towards this end, policy-makers require a better understanding
of the nuclear dynamic in the region. That dynamic is driven by geopoalitics
and higtory as much as by the dictates of nuclear security. Towards this end,
experts in Asan security must begin to come to terms with the language of
nuclear stability and, conversdy, experts on nucler matters must learn the
Asan drategic vocabulary. Better informed policies and a clearer view of
long-term implications could hdp make possble choices by policy-makers
in theregion that contribute to common ams.






Conclusion

THE CASE FOR A GREAT EUROPEAN DEBATE

Burkard Schmitt and Camille Grand

A new nuclear landscape

The role, and even the raison d'ére of nucler weapons, which were
symbolic of the East-West confrontation, have been serioudy questioned
following the end of the Cold War. However, the heralded disappearance of
nuclear weapons has not happened, quite the contrary. The new nuclear
landscape has features which clearly show that, while the end of the Cold
War did indeed mark the end of a nuclear age, it did not sgna the end of
the nuclear age.

The firs characterigic of the nuclear scene is that, athough the decline in
the importance of nuclear wegpons as an instrument of security has been
paticulaly evident in Europe, this has not been reflected everywhere.
While new nuclear weapon-free zones have indeed gppeared in Africa and
South-East Asia, nuclear wegpons have become more important in other
regions of the world. That is of course the case in South Asa, following
Indian and Pakistani nuclear tests, but dso in East Asa and the Middle Eas.
In these regions, the risk of use of nuclear wegpons or other wegpons of
mass dedruction in a regiond conflict today seems grester than during the
Cold War. Moreover, draegic rivary between the mgor powers, including
members of the P-5, is tending to become (re-)nudlearised, with dl the
nuclear powers, in vaious degrees, re-evaduating the role of nudear
weapons.

The second charecterisic is that the criSs in ams control and non
proliferation is patent. Concerning disarmament, the series of tregties signed
between 1987 and 1996 ended the excesses of the Cold War and findly
made it possble to carry through an old agenda. Since 1997, negotiations in
the various forums have been hdd up by the maximdig dams of the
abalitionigts, on the one hand, and the reluctance of the nuclear powers, who
condder that an uncertain security environment judtifies ther arsends on
the other. The nonproliferation treaty seems to be coming up againg limits



160 Nuclear weapons: a new Great Debate

vis-avis both non-signatory states (India, Pakistan and Isragl) and signatory
dates that have violated their obligations (eg. North Korea and Irag).
Although it is redricted to a smdl number of actors, this phenomenon of
proliferation is dl the more worrying snce the dates involved help each
other to develop both wegpons of mass dedtruction and balistic missiles.
Thus the optimigtic result of the 2000 NPT renewd conference contrasts
with much darker drategic redlities. In the absence of a redigtic agenda and
political will on the part of the man actors, traditiond arms control and
non-proliferation no longer seem &ble to meet dl today’s chalenges
effectivey.

Thirdly, deterrence, the key to security policy during the Cold War, is dso
being questioned. This tekes the form of a laent anti-nuclear sentiment
among public opinion that could essly develop into open protest. Conse-
quently, the great mgority of governments in the West do not openly
declare the role played by deterrence in their security policies. That role is,
moreover, increesngly questioned: between the great powers its sabilisng
role today seems rather remote, while certain analysts quedtion its effective-
ness in the face of the new risks associated with proliferation.

The last characteridtic is, in a sense, the American response to the previous
three. The United States views the world as one in which the proliferation of
wegpons of mass dedtruction and their means of deivery is an inescgpable
and threatening redlity. It sees two types of consequence. Without formaly
renouncing deterrence or non-proliferation and disarmament tregties it
wishes in the fird indance to acquire complementary military means, in
paticular anti-missle defences, in order to ded with proliferation. Sec-
ondly, the United States does not intend to accept additiond internationa
redrictions on its ability to act; hence its refusa to subscribe to new ams
control obligations and its determination to free itsdf from certain tredties it
has dready dgned. Given the United States's pre-eminence, such develop-
ments cannot be without consegquences for the rest of the world.

What about Europe?

For many Europeans, the reopening of nuclear questions has been an
unplessant surprise. After the end of the Cold War the ‘ultimate weapon’
disgppeared, on the Old Continent, from the minds of not only the public but
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dso the political classes From the point of view of Europe, which was
accustomed to defining security above al in regiond terms, and ill a ease
with its resgponghiliies as a world actor, even proliferation problems
seemed very remote. The awakening has been dl the ruder snce the
characterigtics of the new nuclear landscape (risks of proliferation, a criSs n
ams control and US drategic developments) are likely to have a profound
effect, before long, on the internationd sysem in a way that is dmos the
exact opposite of Europe' svision of the world.

It has in the firg place been the shift in US policy, symbolised by NMD,
that has obliged the Europeans to think again about nuclear weapons. As
anti-missle defence is closdy linked to non-proliferation, dissrmament and
deterrence, the complete range of nuclear questions have come back onto
the agenda. Europe is of course no longer the nuclear centre of gravity but it
can neverthdess not ignore the changes taking place in the drategic envi-
ronment without ultimatdy taking serious risks with its own security. It
remains to be seen whether addressng the new chdlenges will hdp the
Europeans to overcome (or a least to cope with) therr traditiond differ-
ences, or whether their divisons will grow wider. In any case, Europe's
cgpacity to influence the course of events will as aways depend on its
ability to unite and speak with one voice.

Non-proliferation is without doubt the least controversa nuclear issue
among Europeans. Traditiondly they have favoured a certain gpproach to
the fight agang proliferetion based on diplomatic means and multilatera
agreements. It is precisdy that gpproach tha is today being cdled into
question by the refusd of a few proliferators to respect agreements, on the
one hand, and the at least partia disengagement of the United States on the
other. From a European point of view, it is essentid to avoid the weakening,
or even the collapse, of the present regime. The danger is that there could be
a loss of legitimacy in the fight agangt proliferation and, through unilateral-
ism, reverson to a gtuaion in which might is right. Consequently, what is
a dake for Europe is not just its immediate security but aso its own
perception of internationd reations based on multilaterdism, the prevention
and pesceful settlement of conflicts and the primacy of the rule of law.
There is thus a double chdlenge fird, to ensure American support for the
non-proliferation regime and, second, to make that regime more effective
and credible.
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Concerning disormament in the drict sense, traditiond divergences between
nucleer and non-nudear Europeans persst. These could become insur-
mountable when Russan and American arsends have been reduced to the
point where the question of opening nuclear dissrmament negotiations to
other parties arises. Yet such a distant prospect must not prevent the
Europeans from acting together, in the immediate and near future, in this
aea As negotiations in the Conference on Disarmament have been in
ddemate for severd years and progress on multilatera or negotiated US-
Russan dissmament is unlikely, it is up to the Europeans to help draw up
an agenda that offers away out of the present impasse.

As far as deterrence is concerned, the Situation in Europe contrasts with that
in other regions of the world where mgor actors tend to put nuclear wesp-
ons a the heat of ther security policies Most European governments il
formally adhere to a drategy of deterrence in which those wegpons play the
role of last resort. They have, however, tended to play down the nuclear
dimenson in their defence postures in favour of crigs management. Without
making a judgement today on the question of the ultimate destiny of nuclear
wegpons, the European concept of deterrence (as it appears in NATO,
British and French doctrines), which involves limited nucdear arsends tha
would in any case only be used if vitd interests were a dake, offers an
dternative to the trend towards a potentiadly increesed role for nuclear
weapons in regiona crises. In these circumstances it is up to the Europeans
to become proactive in international discussons on this subject in order to
convince the other nuclear actors of the virtues of ther restrictive gpproach
to the role of nuclear weapons.

That leaves the question of anti-missile defence. The Europeans must react
to Americds ambitions, as these may have important consequences for
international security. The chdlenge here is how to influence Washington in
such a way that the project remains compatible with the arms control regime
and does not permanently destabilise rdations with Russa or the drategic
baance in Ada However, the Studion is even more complex since the
question of anti-missle defence arises dso in the European context. It is
quite possible, indeed probable, that certain countries on the periphery of
Europe will in the foreseedble future possess missiles cgpable of reaching
European cities. Of course, the threat is not amply a matter of technologica
capability but dso of palitica intent. The question is therefore whether this
is a risk that, taking dl factors into congderation, justifies the development
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of an anti-missle defence sysem for Europe, and if so wha system. The
answer to tha question will not come just from an andysis of the threat but
dso from the politicad implications for both the European Union itsdf and
its relations with the rest of the world.

What policy for the European Union?

Firgly, Europe has to acknowledge an unpleasant fact: the traditiond
combination of nuclear deterrence and arms control that guaranteed tability
during the Cold War no longer seems adequate, given the complexity of the
current nuclear scene. As the gppearance of anti-missle defences further
complicates the issue, the Europeans are faced with a difficult choice.
Should they concentrate on arms control and non-proliferation done? Is it
possible to return to a greater role for deterrence as the main response to
certain drategic threats that are possibly less pressng but nevertheless vita?
Or should Europe turn resolutely to anti-missile defence in order to protect
its territory and citizens? None of these three options seems redigtic, for the
following reasons.

Putting the emphass on non-proliferation and dissrmament conforms to
the traditionad diplomatic approach in many European countries. How-
ever, by itsdf it could prove unredidic in view of the change in US pol-
icy and the ambitions of proliferators. If the Europeans were practicaly
done in reolutdy pursuing a path of non-proliferation and disarma:
ment, this would have virtudly no effect on the overadl nuclear equation
and an unfavourable one on European security.

Concentrating on deterrence aone is scarcely more redistic for Europe.
The political conditions for the creation of a European deterrent (what-
ever form that might take) are lacking, if only because of obvioudy al-
verse public opinion in most European countries. Moreover, this would
be a maximdig drategic posture that could turn out to be ineffectua in
many scenarios where threets to use nuclear wegpons would be hard to
imagine

Lagtly, the choice of anti-missile defence could on the face of it meet the
new chdlenges without offending many Europeans anti-nuclear senti-
ments. Yet as will be seen later, this is an option that would be politi-
cdly, technologicdly and finencidly difficult if not impossble to put
into practice.
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The Europeans therefore have to choose the best policy mix for ther
security. While this dtuaion is smilar to that facing the United States or
Russia, there are consderable dissmilarities that are to do with different
drategic cultures and perceptions. For reasons of history, there is a differ-
ence in threat perception — not so much the analyss of the risks themselves
as ther perceved gravity. One fundamenta difference is that Europe, unlike
the United States, is not a dominant superpower that is inclined to project its
power beyond its immediate vicinity, and does not provide security guaran
tees to a dring of countries in Ada and the Middle East. Moreover, it is
facing a variety of nearer and more immediate risks than the acquidtion of
long-range missles by hogtile regiond powers, and consequently has other
security  priorities. Laslly, Europe does not have the same budgetary
resources as the United States.

A European mode?

In these circumstances, what might be the essentiad dements of a European
model that takes into account both the new drategic chalenges and the
drategic cultures of the various countries in the Union? The word ‘demand-
Ing’ seems an gppropriate one to describe such a model: t would involve a
demanding, ambitious approach to non-proliferation, a demanding concept
of deterrence and a prudent but rigorous debate on anti- missle defence.

(1) All EU members intend to defend and promote the norms of non
proliferation and arms control as the bads of legitimacy in the fight agang
proliferation. Today, however, one cannot be content with an approach that
has in certain respects become ineffective. It is, for instance, not sufficient
to be satisfied with obtaining the sgnature of tregties. In order to make the
non-proliferation regime credible and effective, tregties that have been
sgned mugs be ratified and implemented by the mogt difficult dates. It is
aso essentid that intrusve, and therefore deterrent, verification procedures
are set up (which is not the case for the Biologica Wegpons Convention),
ratified (which is not the case with the additional IAEA protocols for the
NPT) and applied (which has not happened in the case of the Chemicd
Wegpons Convention). The Europeans demands must in this regard be
threefold, and take advantage of the EU’s economic and political weight.
The Europeans must:
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Indst upon a modern, Strict conception of tregties, developing ingpection
and sanctions regimes and applying the principle of irrevershility;

put respect for non-proliferation norms a the heart of policies vis-avis
third countries so as to obtain the sgnature, ratification and respect of
the undertakings made;

engage more activdly a the diplometic level in the fight agang prolif-
eration by putting pressure on daes outsde the regime, taking maxima
advantage of the posshilities offered by the tregties (chalenge ingpec-
tions), investing finanddly in disasmament (paticulaly in Russgd and
being prepared to apply policies of exports control and trade sanctions
againg offending dates.

(2) Rigour is ds0 necessary in the fidd of deterrence. While many Europe-
ans of course wish to see more rapid progress towards disarmament, it is
nevertheess true to say that the gpproach to deterrence taken by the two
European nuclear powers is in many respects exemplary. It contrasts with
US-Russan excessss, the growing nuclearisation of Asa and the tota lack
of transparency shown by China. Even if the European nuclear powers
approach may be an interim, imperfect solution, we none the less beieve
that it could form the bass for a core consensus in the EU, and thet it is an
example for the other nuclear actors. In this context, surely the Europeans
should stop attacking each other over the nuclear choice made by the
different European countries, given that even proponents of nuclear disar-
mament in Europe recognise that the red problems lie dsawhere? As long
as nuclear wegpons exig, dl EU members should agree to promote a
demanding European approach to deterrence, based on a few smple
principles:

keeping arsends a modest levels and making reductions as large as
possible;

acceptance of redtrictive treaties and international norms (an end to
nuclear tests and the production of fissle materid) and greater transpar-
ency;

a grict concept of deterrence as the guarantee of vita interests only, and
the nature of nuclear wegpons as a last resort, regecting any drift towards
doctrines of use or the logic of an armsrace.

(3) Findly, Europe has to be demanding on the question of anti-missle
defences, both vis-avis the United States and its apparently unshakeable
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determination to teke forward its project, and dso in andysng its own
needs.

As far as US ambitions are concerned, the European postion cannot be
amply ether a blunt refusd or unconditiond acceptance of any American
proposa. The former would cregste transatlantic tensons without changing
anything, while the latter would amount to an admisson that Europeans do
not even intend to develop a policy of their own in this fied. Idedly, they
should jointly prepare a differentiated pogtion, shared by dl EU members,
and defend that podtion in congructive didogue with the Americans. Even
if the decison in principle to develop and deploy a BMD remains in the first
place an American one, the Europeans should not underestimate the
influence they could have on the shape of the project in practice. Imposing a
solution in the face of its dlies oppogtion would be politicdly expengve
for the United States. If the Americans want Europe to accept the project,
they should for ther part accept certain conditions in keeping with the
European gpproach. Those conditions might include the following.

The development of anti-missle systems must be accompanied by
unequivocd renewd of commitments to non-proliferation and disarme-
ment. That implies, inter alia, ratification of the CTBT and continuation
of the START process with Russa (rather than making unilaterd, non
negotiated reductions).

Military means, even defensve ones, cannot be seen as a subgtitute for
diplomacy. The fight agang proliferation is Hill above adl a politica
one, and military means can only be a lagt resort in the resolution of
regiona crises. Otherwise, unilaterdism risks having more destabilisng
effects than proliferation itsdf.

Anti-missle defence must not cdl into quesion ether deterrence in
generd or extended deterrence in particular.

What is technicdly and financidly feesible is not necessarily paliticaly
or drategicdly dedrable. The chosen configuration must ultimately be
acceptable to Russa and bearable for Ching if not, the result would
probably be more proliferation and less disarmament. Consequently, the
United States should accept certan limits to any BMD (in paticular
regarding the number of interceptors deployed) and omit destabilising
elements such as space-based interceptors. If the system is redly de-
sgned to defend againg ‘rogue dates, it should by definition dso be
limited in scope.
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Anti-missle defence is not and will not become a drategic priority for
the Europeans. Consequently, any transatlantic cooperation in this fied
must not be detrimentd to other, more urgent Headline God projects.

If, from an American point of view, the bdlisic missle threat judifies
the deployment of an anti-missle system, it should dso judify a more
intengfied exchange of intelligence data with the Europeans and grester
technology transfer in order to improve European ‘lower-tier’ systems.
Thelatter must nevertheless be capable of operating autonomoudy.

The lagt point brings us back to the question of an anti-missle sysem for
Europe. In our view, a ‘true¢ BMD for the European Union, covering the
territory of al member countries, is in the foreseedble future nether
necessty nor feesble. From a technologicd point of view a bdlisic missle
threat to European territory from a proliferator cannot in future be ruled out,
but the risk does not a the moment judify mgor invesment. Financidly, a
proect of this sze seems completdy unredigtic. Indeed, with defence
budgets that are redricted, fragmented and at best stagnating, it lies far
beyond the reach of European countries, who are dready having difficulty
in finendng their Headline Gods. Politicdly, a BMD for the Union would,
for geographicd and drategic reasons, presuppose a degree of poalitico-
military integration that has until now been unthinkable. As for the tras
formation of the NATO Extended Air Defence System into an anti-missle
defence, this would not be chegper and would exclude non-NATO members
of the European Union. In brief, the more ambitious an anti-missle defence
for Europe is, the more the political and financia costs are out of proportion
to the actud thrests.

On the other hand, severd European countries dready have limited anti-
missle defence programmes, such as MEADS or Aster. These are tactical
sysems for the protection of ground troops facing an adversary equipped
with missles They thus form pat of a ‘robust’ CESDP that does not
exclude the projection of European forces into crigs regions on the periph
ey of Europe. The question is whether an autonomous crigs-management
cagpability requires additional eements such as early warning (to give longer
warning times) and autonomous inteligence systems (to evauate better the
threat in peacetime and ded with it better during crises). Such capabilities
can be linked to the type of very complex architectures of which certain
American leaders dream, but they could dso form pat of a more modest
and politicdly less sendgtive framework. Their development for Europe



168 Nuclear weapons: a new Great Debate

seems feesble (from the point of view of technology and funding) and
judtifisble (from an operational and drategic perspective). They could be
combined with American assats and — if ever the threat to Europe were to
materidise — even act as a bass for more complex systems. Even if these
limited capabilities seem less urgent than other military requirements (such
as drategic transport or C3), they are at least worth considering.

All of this leads to the concluson that a European debate on these new
nuclear and drategic questions is necessary, indeed inevitable. Certainly,
few subjects are likely to divide the Europeans more than nuclear weapons.
Neverthdess, the possble consequences for international security are too
important for the Europeans smply to ignore the new drategic develop-
ments. At the same time, we are convinced that consensus among Europeans
IS gregter than one might imagine and cetanly sufficiently adequate for
joint action, which is the only way they can play arolein this grest debate,

It is not a matter of revidting the idea of concerted deterrence that was put
forward by the French in the mid-1990s. The \ery notion leads to misunder-
standings and phobic reactions. Deterrence as such is only one subject to be
addressed among others, and doubtless not the mogst urgent a the moment.
Rather, it is a matter of taking genuine concerted action on a wide range of
nuclear-reaed topics, including:

evduation of the threat from wegpons of mass destruction (including
their means of ddivery);

examinaion of ways of drengthening nonproliferation regimes and
giving fresh impetus to disarmament negotiations,

the development of a specific concept for Russa (ad in the dismantling
of wegpons, negotiations on tactical weapons);

joint analyss of the various US BMD configurations and their posshble
CONSequences,

evduation of the requirement for a limited anti-missle defence for
Europe and its political and indtitutional consequences,

evduation of the role of nuclear wegpons in European security, but
without embarking on a broad, counter-productive debate on European
deterrence.

If the members of the European Union are incgpable of carying through
such concerted action and ariving a a common postion on these issues,
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they run the risk that the United States will amply ignore ther concerns
even though they are widdy shared in Europe and dsawhere. They will then
have no other choice but to accept the new drategic framework as defined
by Presdent Bush, whereas there is today a red opportunity to influence
decisons taken in Washington. That opportunity can only be sazed if the
members of the Union act in concert.

More generdly, it is hard to see how the Union could develop its CFSP and
CESDP without joint condderation of these issues. The topics suggested
above offer the posshbility to put forward a true European agenda in the
great debae that is now beginning. Whether one likes it or not, Europe's
respongbilities in internationa security meatters are too important for it to
remain dlent in these debates. European reflection and action are essentid
and, given the new politicd and drategic redities, there is only one appro-
priate setting for them: the European Union.
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ABM
BMD
CBW
CD
CESDP
CFE
CFsP
CIA
CIS
CIBT
DIA
DPRK
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(=V]
EURATOM
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ICBM
INF
KLA
MAD
MEADS
MIRV
MIT
MTCR
MUF
NAC
NATO
NBC
NDU
NIE
NIPP
NMD
NPR
NPT
NWFZ
NNWS
NWS
P-5
PDD
PGM
PLA
PRC
RMA
SDI
SIOP

Anti-Ballistic Missile (Treaty)

Ballistic Missile Defence

Chemical and Biological Warfare

Geneva Conference on Disarmament

Common European Security and Defence Policy
Conventional Armed Forcesin Europe (Treaty)
Common Foreign and Security Policy

Central Intelligence Agency

Commonwealth of Independent States
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty

Defense Intelligence Agency

Democratic People' s Republic of Korea (North Korea)
European Security and Defence Policy
European Union

European Atomic Energy Community
International Atomic Energy Agency
Intercontinental Ballistic Missile
Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces

Kosovo Liberation Army

Mutual Assured Destruction

Medium Extended Air Defence System
Multiple Independently Targetable Re-entry Vehicle
Massachusetts | nstitute of Technology

Missile Technology Control Regime

Material Unaccounted For

North Atlantic Council

North Atlantic Treaty Organisation

Nuclear, Biological and Chemical

National Defense University

Nationa Intelligence Estimate

National Institute for Public Policy

National Missile Defence

Nuclear Posture Review

Treaty on the Non-Praliferation of Nuclear Weapons
Nuclear Weapon-Free Zone

Non-Nuclear Weapons State

Nuclear Weapons State

The five permanent members of the UN Security Council
Presidential Decision Directive
Precision-Guided Munition

People’s Liberation Army

People’ s Republic of China

Revolution in Military Affairs

Strategic Defence Initiative

Single Integrated Operational Plan



176 Nuclear weapons: a new Great Debate

S_.BM
SRF
SSBN
START
TMD
TNW

UK

UN
UNPROFOR
UNSCOM
us
USSR
WEU
WMD

Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missile

Strategic Rocket Force(s)

Subsurface, Balligtic, Nuclear (Nuclear-Powered Ballistic Missile Submaring)
Strategic Arms Reduction Talks/Treaty

Theatre Missile Defence

Tactical Nuclear Weapons

United Kingdom

United Nations

UN Protection Force (in former Y ugoslavia)

UN Special Commission on elimination of Iragi WMD
United States

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

Western European Union

Weapons of Mass Destruction
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