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Foreword 

In this paper, Dr. Sergey Rogov, Director  of  the  Inst i tute  for USA and 

Canada  Studies of  the Russian Academy of  Sciences in Moscow, lays 

out  what migh t  be cons idered  some of  the most  serious consequences  

that  may unfo ld  f rom the nuclear  weapons tests that  first India  and 

then  Pakistan c o n d u c t e d  in the spr ing of  1998. He points  ou t  that, 

with these initiatives, nuclear  weapons  have r e e n t e r e d  the fabric of  

in ternat ional  politics. We had  all h o p e d  that  the centrality of  nuclear  

weapons  would fade away after the end  of  the Cold War. Dr. Rogov 

also lays ou t  some approaches  to deal with the  collapse of  the non-  

prol i ferat ion regime.  He sees the need  for the major  advanced coun- 

tries to mee t  regularly and to coord ina te  their  efforts. One  great  fear 

that  Russians have, and  that  Dr. Rogov points  out,  is that  Ge rmany  

and Japan  migh t  one  day be no longer  c o n t e n t  with their  subordi-  

nate, nuclear-less status in world affairs. 

It is especially no tewor thy  that  he calls a t t en t ion  once  m o r e  to the 

h u g e  n u c l e a r  arsenals  still m a i n t a i n e d ,  a n d  at g rea t  cost, by the  

Uni ted  States and  Russia. He makes yet a n o t h e r  plea for the Russian 

D u m a  to ratify START-2. Even wi thout  START-2, he points  ou t  that  the 

Russian arsenal will shrink. Yet, if prol i ferat ion cont inues ,  Dr. Rogov 

notes that  Russia migh t  have to make a costly new effort  to rebui ld its 

strategic nuclear  forces. 

For the Amer ican  reader, it is worth no t ing  that  Dr. Rogov publ i shed  

these views first for the Russian audience.  The  Cente r  for Naval Anal- 

yses' publ ica t ion  of  his views is m e a n t  to c o n t i n u e  the  bu i ld ing  of  

bridges to reconci le  Russian and Amer ican  strategic th inking.  After 

the learning exper iences  of  the Cold War, we found  we could  under -  

s tand each o the r  quite well. Now--as  the Russian e c o n o m y  staggers 

f rom crisis to crisis, as Russians tu rn  inward, and  as the Un i t ed  States 

is diverted e lsewhere-- there  is a dange r  that  our  strategic perspectives 

will diverge. We n e e d  to take every oppo r tun i t y  to ensu re  that  this 

doesn ' t  happen .  

- - H .  H. Gaftney, CNA 
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Introduction 

The nuclear  weapon tests conduc ted  by India  and Pakistan constitute 

the most impor tan t  event in global history since the end  of  the Cold 

War. These states jo in ing  the nuclear  club might  be considered the 

first event of the 21st century. It permits us to take the first glimpse of 

the future configurat ion of  the global system and the conflicts that  

may occur in that configuration. 

Attempts by the Uni ted  States to play the role of  the only superpower  

and to establish Pax Americana cannot  prevent  formation of  a multi- 

polar world. Dur ing world history, in ternat ional  relations with rare 

exceptions (Rome and Carthage, and the USSR and the USA) have 

pract ica l ly  always ca r r i ed  a po lycen t r i c  charac te r .  T h e  c o n s t a n t  

change  of  the balance of  power a m o n g  the largest states and  their  

coalitions regularly resulted in infr ingements  of  the geopolitical bal- 

ance and led to military conflicts, followed by rea r rangements  of  the 

world in accordance with the new distribution of  power. 

Obviously, after the dissolution of  the bipolar system of the Cold War, 

new structures of  internat ional  security on global and  regional  levels 

were no t  created.  As a result, the process of  diffusion of  power has 

tu rned  out  not  to be unde r  much  control.  The changes in the balance 

of  economic  power are obviously beg inn ing  more  and  more  to be 

re f lec ted  in a cor re la t ion  of  forces in the mil i tary sphere .  These  

changes can result  in new attempts to redivide the world in accor- 

dance with the new geopolitical reality. Maintenance  of  stability in the 

mult ipolar  world, where instead of  two "superpowers," a dozen cen- 

ters of  power are actively defending  their  interests, is by defini t ion a 

much  more  difficult task. 
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The political function of nuclear weapons 
The huge  destructive power of  nuclear  weapons and their  relative 
cheapness allow countries to sharply accelerate the accumulation of 
military force. These weapons substantially narrow the differences 
and inequalities that are a consequence of the bias in the economic  

sphere. Fifty years ago, this was proven by the Soviet Union,  which cre- 

ated a "balance of terror" with the Uni ted States despite inequalities 
between the two superpowers in non-military spheres. 

Until the Cuban missile crisis, the USSR and the USA balanced on the 
brink of a nuclear war. After that crisis, they came to the conclusion 

that it was necessary to develop rules to regulate their nuclear rivalry. 

The American-Soviet nuclear race was stabilized only when the par- 

ties ach ieved  such quant i ta t ive  and  qual i ta t ive pa rame te r s  that  
nuclear escalation, ei ther  horizontally or vertically, could not  provide 

any rational benefits. Thus, nuclear weapons acquired the function of 
deterrence,  that  is, prevent ion  of  the use of  nuclear  weapons and 
even of military force in general  against each other. 

The conditions of  deterrence,  or, as it came to be called, of  mutually 

assured destruction, were ensured not  only through the capability to 

destroy the aggressor in a retaliatory strike, but  also by maintenance  
of a high level of  combat  readiness in nuclear forces. Both countries 
rel ied heavily on  space- and  ground-based  early warn ing  systems. 
These systems allowed the retaliator to attack the o p p o n e n t  upon  the 
detection of the launch of the opponent ' s  missiles. This was called the 

ability to launch on warning, that is, in the Russian terminology, to 

deliver a "retaliatory-offensive" strike. 

However, even after the model  of  mutual nuclear de te r rence  became 
o p e r a t i o n a l ,  the  Sov ie t -Amer ican  s t ra teg ic  b a l a n c e  r e m a i n e d  
dynamic, as each country reacted to the destabilizing influences of 

the deve lopmen t  of  new counterforce  offensive and defensive sys- 

tems. For regulation of this rivalry, the Soviet Union  and the United 

5 



States were compel led  to conc lude  a n u m b e r  of  agreements  about  

the control  of  nuc lea r  arms and  the restr ict ion of  ballistic missile 

defense. These agreements  allowed the two countries not  only to pre- 

vent a nuclear  war, but  also to make their arms race more  predictable 

and less costly. 

Thus, the mechanism of mutual  nuclear  de ter rence  between the USA 

and the USSR was the basis for strategic stability in the per iod of  the 

Cold War. While Great Britain, France, and China  deve loped  their  

own nuclear  potentials, they did not  try to compete  with the Soviet 

Union  and  the Uni ted  States in quantity and types of  nuclear  arms. 

They developed i n d e p e n d e n t  models  of  nuclear  de te r rence ,  which 

provided them with relative au tonomy within the f ramework of  the 

bipolar system of internat ional  relations. 

This hierarchy of  world policy provided special privileges to the five 

nuclear  powers, as compared  to all o ther  participants of  the interna- 

t ional  relations.  The  five were  also coinc identa l ly  the p e r m a n e n t  

members  of  the UN Security Council. The Cold War system of arms 

control  agreements  not  only main ta ined  the stability of  the military 

balance between the superpowers and their  allies, but  also guaran- 

teed an enormous  gap between the main acting players in the inter- 

national a rena  and all o ther  states. Legally this gap was formalized by 

the Non-Prol iferat ion Treaty, which was to ensure  the non-nuc lea r  

status of  all o ther  members  of the world community.  

The  discipline of  the bipolar world rigidly consol idated the inequality 

of  the participants in internat ional  re la t ions- - the  great  majority of  

them were forbidden to do what was allowed to the superpowers.  Any 

effort to openly violate these rules was senseless (who could compete  

in an arms race with the Soviet Union  and the Uni ted  States?) and 

dangerous (the superpowers could launch a preventive attack). Fur- 

thermore ,  regional conflicts were immediately t ransformed into con- 

f ron t a t i ons  be tween  the  supe rpower s  s u p p o r t i n g  the o p p o s i n g  

parties, and  yet this g u a r a n t e e d  that  these conven t iona l  conflicts 

would no t  escalate into a nuclear  war. 

T h o u g h  a dozen medium-size and small states had begun  their  own 

nuclear  programs, none  of  them decided  to openly cross the nuclear  

"threshold." The  door  to the nuclear  club was tightly closed for them. 
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The non-proliferat ion regime legally consolidated a double  s tandard 

for the superpowers. It made  it impossible for all o ther  countries to 

upgrade  their  status° This i nc luded  no t  only the dozen  threshold  

nuclear  states, but  also Japan  and  Germany, which had  restored their  

economic  power, but  were deprived of  any oppor tuni ty  to build up 

cor responding  military muscles. 

Thus, the system of strategic stability we inher i ted  from the previous 

period,  had three levels: 

• At the top level was the system of mutual  nuclear  de te r rence  

between Moscow and Washington, which still have more  than 

10,000 strategic and tactical nuclear  weapons; 

• At the second level were the i n d e p e n d e n t  nuclear  forces of  

China, the Uni ted  Kingdom, and  France, who had about  400- 

500 warheads each; 

• At the lower level were all o ther  countries,  who were forbidden 

to possess nuclear  weapons. 

Could this system of stability be kept th rough  the next  century? Today 

it is exposed to threats both from above and from below. 

Russia and the Uni ted  States are no longer  engaged in the ideological 

confrontat ion and global political rivalry that p roduced  the need  for 

mutual  nuclear  de ter rence .  Today and for the foreseeable future they 

do not  have any reasons to maintain a nuclear  confrontat ion.  At the 

same time there  is now a huge  gap between Russia and  the Uni ted  

States in the economic  area, a gap that exceeds by many  times the 

economic  asymmetry that existed between the Uni ted  States and the 

Soviet Union  dur ing the Cold War. 1 

In the meant ime,  new centers of  power are no longer  willing to be for- 

ever reconci led to minor  status in the internat ional  arena.  The  termi- 

nat ion of the opposit ion between two blocs has u n d e r m i n e d  the rigid 

discipline that the bipolar system imposed on all o ther  countries.  Iraq 

. For the reader's convenience, Table 1, which follows the text at page 33, 
show selected countries' shares in the world's demographic, economic, 
and military resources. 
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was the first to try to break the old internat ional  hierarchy, by invad- 

ing Kuwait in 1990. However this a t tempt  showed that rel iance solely 

on the usual conventional  military forces was insufficient to break the 

hierarchy. Baghdad could not  support  its claims with nuclear  weap- 
ons and suffered a shattering defeat. The  subsequent  imposit ion of 

rigid sanctions against Iraq by the in te rna t iona l  c o m m u n i t y  have 

forced Iraq to accept a measure of  internat ional  control  over its aspi- 

rations to build nuclear  weapons and o ther  weapons of  mass destruc- 

tion. 

For a while, it appeared  that the war in the Persian Gulf had proven 

that it was possible to preserve the previous mechanisms of  strategic 

stability in the post-Cold War system of internat ional  relations. Nor th  

Korea was also compel led  to make a serious concession not  to con- 

t inue  d e v e l o p m e n t  of  nuc l ea r  weapons .  Several o t h e r  t h re sho ld  

s ta tes--South Africa, Brazil and A r g e n t i n a - - a n n o u n c e d  their  deci- 

sions to terminate  their  military nuclear  programs. In 1995 the NPT 

was indefini te ly p ro longed ,  and  then  it became  possible for most  

countr ies  to sign the treaty providing for a comprehens ive  ban on 

nuclear  tests. 
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Consequences of the collapse of the 
non-proliferation regime 

Even t h o u g h  most  countr ies  s igned the test-ban treaty, the  non-prolif-  

era t ion reg ime  had  no t  b e c o m e  universal. Israel, Pakistan, and  India  

had  c landest inely  bui l t  i n d e p e n d e n t  nuc lea r  potent ia ls  d u r i n g  the  

Cold War. They had  "kept  the b o m b  in the  basement ."  T h a t  si tuation 

has inevitably crea ted  a morta l  threat  to the stability o f  the non-pro-  

l iferation regime.  T h e  Ind ian  and  Pakistan p r e c e d e n t  now shows that  

the  t h r e s h o l d  n u c l e a r  states can try to c h a n g e  the i r  status at any 

m o m e n t  wi thout  cons ider ing  the consequences  o f  the i r  actions. 

The case of India and Pakistan 

Such countr ies  as India  and  Pakistan, which once  played only a m i n o r  

role in in te rna t iona l  affairs, will now stake claims for m o r e  i m p o r t a n t  

roles. T h e  acu teness  o f  e thn ic ,  rel igious,  a n d  te r r i to r ia l  confl icts  

be tween  these two count r ies  has already resu l ted  in b loody  wars in 

Sou the rn  As ia - - th ree  t imes in the  last 50 years. Now this confronta-  

t i on  takes  o n  a n u c l e a r  d i m e n s i o n .  In  the  past ,  t h e se  c o u n t r i e s  

resor ted to violent  means  to resolve their  p rob lems- -bu t  wi thout  the 

use o f  nuc lear  weapons.  Now it is impossible  no t  to expec t  t h e m  to 

use these weapons.  The  collision of  territorial and  e c o n o m i c  interests 

a n d  acu te  e t h n i c  a n d  re l ig ious  conf l ic ts  can resu l t  in  the  use  o f  

nuc lear  weapons.  

The  threa t  o f  a nuc lear  war be tween  India  and  Pakistan because  o f  

their  inability to f ind peaceful  solut ions to the n u m e r o u s  contradic-  

tions be tween  t h e m  appears  ra ther  serious. It is impossible  to guaran-  

tee that  these new nuclear  powers will cons ider  nuc lea r  weapons  only 

as means  o f  de te r rence .  The re  are no  guaran tees  that  the  existence 

of  nuc lear  weapons  in India  and  Pakistan will result  in the  c rea t ion  of  

a ra ther  stable mode l  o f  mutua l  nuc lear  de t e r r ence  by analogy with 

the  Soviet-American relat ionship.  T h e  idea o f  parity with Pakistan in 



anything, and especially in the nuclear  sphere,  is unacceptable  for 

India. Unlike Moscow and Washington in the heat  of the Cold War, 

New Delhi and Islamabad are not  divided by oceans, or  by a belt  of  
satellite countries.  The military confrontat ion in Kashmir can result 

in conflict escalation at any moment .  

Both parties have incentives for a preventive strike. Of  course, the test 

of  a nuclear  device does not  yet mean  the creation of  nuclear  weap- 

ons ready for battle application. However, the party that can deploy 

nuclear  warheads on its rockets and airplanes first will be t empted  to 

resolve its security d i l emma by el iminating the nuclear  infrastructure 

of  the o p p o n e n t  before  the o p p o n e n t  acquires  a similar  c o m b a t  

potential. Some leaders in Islamabad claim that nuclear  warheads are 

already installed on Pakistani rockets. 

India, for example,  could try to use its overwhelming superiority in 

conventional  arms and  military forces, not  only to rout  the Pakistan 

army once  again,  bu t  also to destroy Pakistan's  nuc l ea r  facilities 

before Islamabad was ready to launch a pre-emptive nuclear  strike on 

Indian nuclear  facilities. 

Fur the rmore ,  the evolution to the mode l  of  mutua l  nuc lea r  deter-  

rence  is compl ica ted  by some technical  considerat ions.  The  flight 

time of ballistic missiles to the targets of  the o p p o n e n t  will not  exceed 

three  or four  minutes ,  and  for nuclear-capable  at tack aircraft  no t  

much  more.  At present,  ne i ther  India  nor  Pakistan has any sophisti- 

cated early warning systems to detect  a nuclear  attack. With a limited 

quanti ty of  nuc lea r  means,  one  side may hope  that  a pre-emptive 

strike may disarm or to decapitate the opponent .  Moreover, any mea- 

sures by one  party to increase the f ighting readiness of  its nuc lear  

forces can be in te rp re ted  by the o ther  party as p repara t ion  for an 

attack and  could cause an immedia te  reaction. 

We must  take into accoun t  the fact that  the rat ional  pa rad igm of  

mutual  nuclear  de ter rence  can appear  completely alien to o ther  civi- 

lizations. It is already of  great concern  that  both these states, which 

have dec ided  at cons iderable  cost to cross the nuc lea r  threshold ,  

be long  to a group  of  countr ies  with the lowest i ncome  per  capita. 
They do not  seem to be in any hurry  to make a h igher  s tandard  of  

living their  priority for many millions of  their  citizens. Nei ther  the 
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leaders of India nor those of Pakistan are rebuffed by the high price 

of a now-inevitable nuclear arms race between them or by the painful 
economic sanctions imposed by the United States, Japan, and inter- 
national financial organizations. The rhetoric of threats that Delhi 
and Islamabad exchange on a daily basis testifies that their leaders 
poorly comprehend what a huge responsibility is imposed on them by 
the possession of nuclear potential. 

Other possible consequences 
Unfortunately, other unpleasant scenarios are also quite possible. 
The Indian leaders do not hide the fact that they consider their 
nuclear weapons first of all as a counterbalance to the People's 

Republic of China. They have claimed that they need them to deter 

China, which has allegedly placed tactical nuclear weapons in Tibet 
where the two countries have conflicting territorial claims. China is 
also a de facto strategic ally of Pakistan and, as is known, has given it 
much technical assistance in developing its nuclear weapons. Western 
sanctions against Islamabad will probably strengthen cooperation 
between China and Pakistan even more. 

Thus, it is impossible to exclude the possibility that Indian-Chinese 

relations can enter a phase of confrontation. This would result in 
disastrous consequences for all the world. Some experts are already 
predicting that the recent nuclear-weapon tests will push an arms 
race, not only between India and Pakistan, but also between India and 
China. 

The acquisition of nuclear weapons by Pakistan can also have an 

important impact on the nuclear program of Iran, which has already 

been accused by the USA and Israel of secret attempts to obtain a 
nuclear bomb. If this is Iran's ambition, the recent developments will 
hardly result in its renouncing these ambitions. The appearance of 
the nuclear weapon in Iran (as in Israel) doubtlessly will cause a reac- 

tion in the Arabic world. It is difficult to expect that the sanctions 

against Iraq will persist forever. The close cooperation of Saudi Arabia 

with Pakistan in the military sphere is also known. Thus, the collapse 
of the non-proliferation regime in Southern Asia could lead to a 
chain of consequences in the Middle East. 
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Moreover ,  in the  worst-case scenar io ,  the  n u c l e a r  cha in  r e a c t i o n  

cou ld  roll over o the r  count r ies  o f  the  Muslim w o r l d - - f r o m  Turkey 

over to Malaysia and  Indonesia .  It is indicative that, at the  con fe r ence  

o n  d i s a r m a m e n t  in Geneva,  the  Islamic coun t r i e s  r e fused  to con-  

d e m n  the  recen t  nuclear-weapon tests. 

The consequences for Russia 

Thus ,  the  collapse o f  the  non-p ro l i f e ra t ion  r e g i m e  can resul t  in a 

reversal o f  the  process o f  nuc lea r  d i s a r m a m e n t  b e g u n  in the  1980s 

and  1990s. In the  worst-case scenario,  a lmost  a dozen  countr ies  in the  

first quar te r  o f  the  nex t  century  will be the  owners  o f  nuclear  arsenals 

and  the  means  to deliver weapons  o f  mass des t ruc t ion .  Some  addi-  

t ional countr ies  m igh t  acquire a l imited nuc lear  potent ia l  or  possess 

cheape r  types o f  weapons  o f  mass des t ruc t ion  (i.e., chemica l  and  bio- 

logical weapons) .  

But  even if the  prol i ferat ion of  weapons  o f  mass des t ruc t ion  does no t  

result  in the i r  use in combat ,  the  Russian Federa t ion  inevitably will 

appea r  to be a loser. It seems clear that  the e c o n o m i c  power  o f  the  

count ry  will no t  be res tored  unti l  well into the  21st century.  Political 

a n d  social stability in Russia will n o t  be es tab l i shed  sooner .  T h a t  

means  that  Moscow may no t  be able to retain its nuc lea r  superpower  

status, even t h o u g h  that  status is a lmost  the  only u n i q u e  a r g u m e n t  for 

the ma in t enance  of  the status o f  the Russian Federa t ion  as one  of  the  

centers  o f  force in the mul t ipo la r  world. The  b reakdown of  the  non-  

prol i fera t ion reg ime  and  the drastic changes  in the  military balance 

o f  power  be tween  Russia and  o the r  count r ies  essentially will unde r -  

m i n e  these claims. 

That ' s  why a passive app roach  to the  non-prol i fera t ion  reg ime  hardly 

serves the interests o f  Moscow. It is impossible  for Moscow to c o n t i n u e  

its easy-going at t i tude with regard  to the  practical cont ro l  o f  the  trans- 

fer o f  dual-use t echno log ie s  to those  coun t r i e s  tha t  may aspire  to 

create weapons  o f  mass des t ruc t ion  and  the  means  o f  their  delivery. 

If  Russia cont inues  to regularly give the  benef i t  o f  d o u b t  to possible 

violators  o f  the  NPT, we will be c o n t r i b u t i n g  to very des tab i l iz ing  

developments .  
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Only the  mos t  primitive in te rpre ta t ion  of  Russian interests can lead 

to the  false conc lus ion  that  Moscow will gain f rom these  develop-  

men t s  because  it has close mil i tary- technological  c o o p e r a t i o n  with 

this and  that  party. The  short- term commerc ia l  benef i t  f r om such a 

mindless  at t i tude to these quest ions can have the most  severe impac t  

on  the  vital interests o f  Russia in the  long  term. 

The  Soviet U n i o n  could  no t  p reven t  a military conflict  be tween  the  

People 's  Republ ic  o f  China  and  India  in 1962. Soviet a t tempts  to act 

as a med ia to r  be tween India  and  Pakistan in the 1960s and  1970s were 

also unsuccessful,  
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A new approach is necessary 

A completely new approach is needed  to the solution of a problem of 

uncontrol led diffusion of power, and first of  all the proliferation of 

nuclear  weapons.  Obviously; it will be no t  possible to restore the 

status-quo ante. It is impossible to expect that the economic  sanctions 
will result in a denuclearization of India or Pakistan (especially as Rus- 
sia, France, and many other  countries refuse to apply sanctions). It is 
also difficult to expect  that Israel (against which the Uni ted  States will 
never use sanctions) will give up its "bomb in the basement°" 

It is probably senseless to pre tend  that noth ing  has taken place. It is 

time to recognize the reality of  the present  wor ld- - today there are 
not  five, but eight, nuclear states. Therefore,  the problem is to mini- 

mize the consequences of  the expansion of the nuclear club that has 
taken place. 

Steps to take with India and Pakistan 

Unconditionally, it is necessary to coerce Delhi and Islamabad to take 
up generally accepted international obligations and to jo in  the NPT. 
Today they can jo in  it only as nuclear-weapon states, which requires a 
revision of  the text  of  the  treaty. This step has cons iderab le  risk 

because it may turn out to be too difficult for the global community  
to reach a consensus on this revision. But the preservat ion of the 

present  s i tuat ion--keeping India and Pakistan outside the NPT--will 

be even worse. 

To limit the negative consequences of  the expansion of the nuclear 
club, India and Pakistan should immediately sign the Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty. If they do, some serious restrictions on their  escalat- 

ing their nuclear arms race will have been established. For one  thing, 

the test series they conducted  has probably given them insufficient 

technical information to begin mass product ion and dep loyment  of 
not-so-reliable nuclear warheads. 
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Most important ,  it is necessary for us to focus our  efforts on prevent- 

ing an India-Pakistan a r m e d  conflict  that  migh t  involve the use of  

nuclear  weapons. It is expedient  to stop the undec la red  war in Kash- 

mir, which at any m o m e n t  can result in an escalation with unpredict-  

able consequences° It is necessary to try to f ind ways for a political 

resolution of the Kashmir problem. Any resolution should be supple- 

m e n t e d  by con f idence -bu i l d ing  measures  and  arms con t ro l  (for 

example,  d isengagement  of  forces and prevent ion of  terrorist  activi- 

ties in buffer zones) along the entire line of opposit ion of  Indian and 

Pakistani troops. 

Is it possible to prevent  a nuclear  arms race between the two countries 

and to limit their  arsenals so they would not  exceed the level of  sev- 

eral dozen warheads? To achieve that aim, it will be necessary to find 

political and economic  incentives that provide sufficiently powerful  

benefits so that Delhi and Islamabad will accept restrictions on their  

nuclear  forces. These  would probably have to inc lude  adopt ion  of 

measures that  restrict convent ional  a rmed  forces and  weapons in a 

way that would relieve Pakistani anxiety concern ing  Indian  military 

superiority and Indian fears about  the military superiority of  China. 

Whe the r  we recognize the nuclear  status of  Delhi and  Islamabad or 

not, we have to recognize that global security will be affected by their  

future nuclear  postures. What  kind of  specific concepts  of  nuclear  

de te r rence  should India  and  Pakistan develop? T h o u g h  the Russian- 

American exper ience  is not  fully applicable to the un ique  situation in 

Sou th  Asia, the  two n u c l e a r  supe rpowers  cou ld  to some  e x t e n t  

encourage  their  new colleagues to accept  the rules of  the game in 

such a delicate sphere.  If Delhi  and Islamabad were to choose pos- 

tures that  rely on counter-value target ing (which is m u c h  cheape r  

than reliance on counter-force targeting), the exper ience  of  France 

and the Uni ted  Kingdom could be useful for them. 

The  Indian and Pakistani nuclear  developments  have special signifi- 

cance for the future of  ballistic missile defense. It is possible to believe 

that India  and Pakistan may have an increased interest  in today's Rus- 

sian and  American tactical ABM systems that are capable of  intercept-  

ing short- and  medium-range  missiles. One  can also not  exclude the 

fact that they may at tempt  to acquire their  own analogues of  the anti- 
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missile complexes  "N-300" and  "Patriot ."  Would  tactical ABM in 

South Asia play a stabilizing role, providing invulnerability of  nuclear  

forces so that  they can c o n d u c t  a retal ia tory strike, g u a r a n t e e i n g  

nuclear  revenge on the aggressor? Or, as in case of  the USSR and the 

United States, would ballistic missile defense provide a stimulus for a 

preemptive strike at the nuclear  forces of  the o ther  party, in the hope  

that the rockets of  the opponen t  that survived the first strike will be 

intercepted by the ABM systems? 

Steps to take with other potential proliferators 
Another  task is to convince o ther  potential  infringers of  the non-pro- 

liferation regime not  to follow the example of  Delhi  and  Islamabad. 

According to the IAEA, there  are 437 nuclear  power stations in the 

wor ld  (with a n o t h e r  36 u n d e r  cons t ruc t i on ) ,  wh ich  a c c o u n t  for  

approximately 17 percent  of  the global p roduc t ion  of  electric power. 

Thus there  is huge  potential  for the manufac ture  of  nuclear  arms in 

about  50 countries of  the world, including many of  those which today 

do not  aspire at all for a role as a center  of  power. 

It is probably also necessary to think about  "sanctions in reverse" that 

could provide positive economic  incentives for the benefi t  of  forbear- 
ance from military nuclear  programs. This would be especially appli- 

cable to those countries that some years ago voluntarily gave up the 

creat ion of  nuc lear  weapons.  If these states were  to conc lude  that 

Pakistan and India  have gained from admission into the nuclear  club, 

they might  reconsider  their  decisions. 

Nor th  Korea has already threa tened  to resume its nuclear  program, 

because the Uni ted  States and South Korea are dragging their  feet in 

car ry ing  out  the i r  promises  to provide  e c o n o m i c  assistance as a 

reward for North  Korea's closing of  reactors constructed by the Soviet 

Union.  In the present  situation it may be necessary to reconsider  the 

condit ions of  these ar rangements  and to resolve the problem with the 

he lp  of  Russia. U n d e r  IAEA control ,  Russia could  m o d e r n i z e  the 

Nor th  Korean nuclear  power stations in a way that  would p rec lude  

their  military use. Naturally, this p rogram would be feasible only in 

the event that the World Bank or  some other  in ternat ional  financial 
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institution would be willing to pay for the project instead of South 
Korea, shaken as it is by its present financial crisis. 

Obviously also, if the Western powers decided not to apply sanctions 
against India and Pakistan, it would be rather awkward to later apply 

such measures against any third country. For instance, how would 

such a decision affect the current international sanctions against 

Iraq? Would the United States continue its policy of containment of 
the nuclear program of Teheran, including the sanctions against the 

Russian companies ostensibly trading with Iran in dual-use technolo- 
gies? 

It is also necessary to recognize what huge damage to the non-prolif- 

eration regime has been rendered by the Israel's "bomb in the base- 

ment." It was Israel who established the precedent  of the nuclear 

threshold state (i.e., not testing). Due to the obvious support of Wash- 
ington, Israel has avoided any sanctions. If Israel were thought to be 
further extracting benefits from the India-Pakistan situation, its bad 
example will remain contaminating. It may well be high time for the 

United States to reconsider  its policy of double  standards. The 

nuclear weapons of Israel should also be put on the negotiating table, 

together with those of India and Pakistan. 

Great Britain, France, and China 

The reactions of Great Britain, France, and especially China to the 

appearance of the new nuclear nations are also very important. 

Many experts consider that only the People's Republic of China has 

the potential for transformation into a new superpower in the 21st 

century. It estimated that in a couple of decades China will bypass the 
United States in GDP (at the purchasing power parity rate). Already 
having the largest armed forces in the world in terms of manpower, 
Beijing is also carrying out an impressive conventional arms modern- 

ization program, including large-scale purchases of sophisticated 

weapons from Russia. Yet China still has only one ballistic missile- 

launching submarine, only about 100 medium-range missiles, and 
fewer than 20 ICBMs. 
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Will Beijing resist the temptation to quickly build up its nuclear 

potential  through deployment  of a new genera t ion  of strategic 

nuclear systems, including solid-fuel mobile DF-31 and DF-41 ICBMs 

with MIRVed warheads? Or will it resist manufactur ing  a large 
number of medium-range nuclear-capable ballistic missiles (M-9 and 
M-11) ? Theoretically, Chin£s nuclear arsenal could reach the level of 
1,000 units or more during the coming decade. A Chinese-Indian 
arms race (including nuclear arms) would have more serious global 

consequences than an Indian-Pakistani confrontation, because Chi- 

nese nuclear systems can strike targets in the territory of both the Rus- 

sian Federation and the United States, unlike the means of delivery 

that the South Asian nuclear countries may accumulate. 

The nuclear prospects of China are causing serious concerns in the 
United States. According to public opinion polls, 21 percent of Amer- 

icans consider that the People's Republic of China represents the 

greatest nuclear threat to the United States (as opposed to 2 percent 

for Iraq, 9 percent for Iran, and only 6 percent for Russia). Recently 

the U.S. House of Representatives, by a vote of 364 to 54, has forbid- 
den the export  of American satellites to China that were to be 
launched into orbit on the "Long March" commercial rocket. This 
rocket is similar to the Chinese ICBM in many aspects of its design. 

The members of Congress have concluded that China can exploit 

American technologies to develop both MIRVs for its ICBMs and 

space-based systems of combat control. 

China had long abstained from participation in most of the interna- 
tional arms control regimes, but recently it has shown a readiness to 

accept some specific obligations. We cannot exclude that the transfor- 

marion of India into a nuclear power will change China into an active 

supporter of nuclear arms control. Alternatively, Beijing may choose 

to increase its military cooperation in this area with Islamabad. In any 

case, it is now necessary to try to involve China in international efforts 
aimed at neutralizing the consequences of the Indian and Pakistani 
nuclear tests. 

One more problem is connected to the nuclear allies of Washington. 

We cannot  exclude that Paris and London will reconsider  their 

recently adopted plans of partial reductions of their nuclear arms. It 
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is indicative that not only France, but also Great Britain, refused to 

join the United States in the efforts to impose sanctions against India 

and Pakistan, despite American pressure. A similar position was taken 

by other members of the European Union. This may be the most seri- 
ous challenge to the unconditional political-military leadership of 
Washington inside the Western community since the end of the Cold 
War° 

In these conditions, it seems rather doubtful that China, England, 

and France will enthusiastically join the Russian-American nuclear 

arms reduction talks even if they were invited. Anyway, it is difficult to 
expect them to be ready to agree to additional and more radical 
reductions of their nuclear forces. The unwillingness of these coun- 
tries to accept any formal obligations and restrictions would also not 
promote deeper reductions in the nuclear arsenals of the Russian 

Federation and the United States. 

The cases of Germany and Japan 

The admission of India and Pakistan into the nuclear club at last 
might also cause far-reaching consequences at the upper stages of the 

hierarchy of international relations. Two of today's economic super- 

powers--Japan and Germany--play relatively minor  roles in the 

global military balance of power, though they could in a very short 
time become sizable nuclear powers. Their choice during the Cold 

War to refrain from possession of nuclear  weapons was in fact 
imposed on them by the United States (and the Soviet Union). The 

truth is that  Japan  and Germany benef i t ed  from the so-called 
extended nuclear deterrence provided by the Americans, but it was 

also obvious that they could enjoy the protection of the American 

nuclear umbrella only as the loyal allies of Washington, implicitly rec- 
ognizing American leadership. 

Yet both these great powers, Germany and Japan, defeated by the 
Soviet Union and United States in the Second World War, seem to be 

the winners in the Cold War. Today, Japan and Germany, perhaps 

even more than India, want to increase their political status in order 

to bring it into conformity with their huge economic power. It is indic- 

ative that these states don't  hide their desire to become permanent  
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members  of  the UN Security Council.  Moreover, after the end  of  the 
Cold War they have begun to weaken, step-by-step, their  restrictions 

on the use of  their  troops outside their  own national territory. 2 

The stability of the system of internat ional  relations in the 21st cen- 

tury may be impossible to maintain if the new status of  Japan  and Ger- 

many in the list of  the main centers of  power in the mulfipolar  world 

is not  recognized.  If it were to turn out  in India's case that  the acqui- 

sition of  nuc lear  weapons is the ticket of  admission to the club of  

great  powers, Germany and Japan  might  well be t empted  to take that 

course. 

The  new nuc lea r  status of  Ind ia  and  Pakistan is a serious blow to 

Tokyo. Before  the i n t r o d u c t i o n  o f  the  sanct ions  fo l lowing the i r  

nuclear  tests,Japan was actually the main credi tor  of  these countries.  

To the extent  that their  inf luence was a funct ion of  their  economic  

business with these countr ies ,  they could  feel a loss of  i n f luence  

within the overall internat ional  system. While Germany might  ra ther  

successfully resolve its foreign-policy aspirations th rough  being the 

driving force of the European  Union,  Japan  might  feel frustrated by 

not  being able to transform its economic  power  into political influ- 

ence. 

Today Japan  is chal lenged by the growing power of  China,  which is 

trying to rely on both  economic  and  mili tary ( inc lud ing  nuclear)  

instruments  for influence.  In the meant ime,  Washington is engaged 

in a search for a geopolitical compromise  with Beijing. As Washing- 

ton-Beij ing re la t ions  improve,  can Tokyo expec t  that  the  Un i t ed  

States will always take into an account  the interests o f  Japan? Today 

the American-Japanese alliance looks monoli thic,  but  might  this situ- 
ation change u n d e r  the pressure of  the diverging economic  interests 

of  the two countries? 

. Ed. comment: Notwithstanding Dr. Rogov's observation, many of the 
pressures for Germany and Japan to contribute to peacekeeping mis- 
sions have come from the Americans and other Western nations. Ger- 
many and Japan are still reluctant to participate, especially in those 
countries in which they were involved in World War II. 
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If there is a difficult change of generations in the Japanese political 

leadership, new leadership might search for new approaches to 

Japan's role in the international system, not only to the problem of 
resumption of economic growth, but also for a new political-military 
role for the country. Anyway, it is impossible to conclude that there 
are no conditions under which Japan will not revise its nuclear policy. 

Taking into account the fact that for its energy needs Japan has accu- 

mulated over half of the global stocks of plutonium, Tokyo's depar- 

ture from its present nuclear policy would have far-reaching global 

consequences. 

Likewise, there can be no full warranty that Germany will be content 
with retaining a secondary military status. Will NATO, dominated by 
the United States, remain the mechanism of coordination of defense 

and foreign policies of the Western community, or will the distribu- 

tion of power inside the North Atlantic alliance change to where the 

European pillar becomes comparable to the American one? Will the 
Germans always agree to keep on their soil both American troops and 
nuclear bombs? 

It's too early to say that the national interests of Germany will be sub- 

limated within the supranational institutions of the European Union 

or evolve in a contrary direction. Berlin could dominate, not only in 

economic, but also in the political and military bodies of an inte- 
grated Europe in which the American influence was lessened. 

After the problems of economic consolidation of the EU are more or 
less successfully resolved, the integrated Community proclaims it will 

develop an independent  security and defense identity. We can't know 

what particular forms this may take. Nowadays the tendency in 

Europe is to form multinational military units (multilateral brigades 
and even corps) and to merge their military-industrial complexes. 
Will the in tegra ted  Europe try to develop a more au tonomous  
nuclear posture? Will this posture be based on the nuclear forces of 
Great Britain and France, or might the idea of multinational nuclear 

forces be revived? Does it mean that Germany in the future will 

receive access to the nuclear button in one form or another? 

Priority should also be given to the preservation of the non-nuclear 

status of Japan and Germany. It may be necessary to allow them to 
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increase their  political role th rough  some institutionalized mechanism.  

O n e  measure  of ten m e n t i o n e d  would be to make  them p e r m a n e n t  

members  of the UN Security Council.  But how could this be done  while 

ignoring the claims of India, re inforced now by its own nuclear  poten- 

tial? 

Two years ago, the nuclear  summit  in Moscow provided an opportuni ty  

for the part icipants to upgrade  the status of  Japan  and  Germany  in 

global nuclear  affairs, including giving them more  weight in questions 

of  restrictions and reduct ions of nuclear  arms, even though  they do not  

possess them. Unfortunately, this opportuni ty was not  used. The  meet- 

ing was l imited to technical  questions of nuclear  safety instead of  polit- 

ical and  military security. In the af termath  of  India 's  and  Pakistan's 

nuc l ea r  tests, it m i g h t  be possible to try to r e t u r n  to the  b r o a d e r  

approach.  That  is, we should find a way to give Tokyo and Berlin a vote 

in the decisions on questions of  limitations and  reduct ions  of  nuclear  

arms, not  only by the new nuclear  and threshold states, but  also by the 

old members  of  the nuclear  club. 
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Prospects for interaction of Russia and the 
United States 

All of  these factors extremely complicate the strategic situation for Rus- 

sia. We will probably lose more  than many o ther  countries as a result of 

the collapse of  the non-proliferation regime and  the appearance  of  the 

new nuclear  states in Eurasia. These recent  deve lopments  have chal- 

lenged two theses that had become the foundat ion  stones of  the secu- 

rity strategy of  the Russian Federation.  

First, nuclear  de te r rence  had been  formally procla imed to be the main 

means to prevent  aggression against Russia. But this correct  conclusion 

has been  misinterpreted in some political circles ( though not  among  

the professional  military).  Russians have come  to cons ide r  nuc lea r  

weapons a kind of  a panacea,  a magic solution to all chal lenges (includ- 

ing convent ional  aggression) that  Moscow confronts  in the interna-  

t iona l  a r ena .  This  emphas i s  has b e e n  r e f l e c t e d  in m a n y  official  

d o c u m e n t s ,  i n c l u d i n g  the  C o n c e p t  o f  Na t iona l  Secur i ty  tha t  was 
accepted last year. It is also reflected in the persistent unwillingness of 

the State Duma  to ratify such arms control  treaties as START-2 and the 

nuclear  test ban. 

Second,  it had been conc luded  in Moscow that a mult ipolar  system of 

in ternat ional  relations would automatically ensure  the pro tec t ion  of 

Russian interests in world politics. However, it is frequently overlooked 

that the main tenance  of  stability in this system demands  the creation of  

a much  more  complex model  of  internat ional  security as compared  to 

the bipolar  system of  the Cold War per iod.  The  new m o d e l  should  

reflect the multi lateral  balance of  power and the interests of  various 

centers of  influence.  A failure to create this multilateral security mech-  

anism could produce  catastrophic results, as history has demons t ra ted  

many times. 
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Moreover, a polycentric system, in which Russia is not one of the great 

powers, but a weak and isolated country, encircled by more powerful 

states and coalitions, would threaten Moscow with extremely heavy 

trials. If the new centers of powers that are already superior to Russia 
in economic parameters were to get nuclear arsenals matching the 
Russian one, the reliability and credibility of the Russian nuclear 
deterrence potential would be substantially undermined.  

Unfortunately, Russia's economic reality does not promise an early 

recovery. The unreasoned economic reforms in Russia have not only 

resulted in a disastrous collapse of GDP, but have also undermined 
the economic base for the maintenance of the military machine cre- 
ated during the Cold War. The nuclear forces of the Soviet Union and 
the United States at the height of the arms race were relatively cheap 

only in proportion to their overall inflated military budgets--which 

reached annual levels of $300-350 billion (at present prices). Today 

the budget of Pentagon has been reduced to about $270 billion. The 

defense expenditures of Moscow dropped to 80 billion rubles, as 

authorized in the FY 1998 budget law, but now since the recently 
declared reductions in federal expenditures they have dropped to 
approximately 60 billion rubles. At the current exchange rate, this is 
approximately $10 billion, although at the purchasing power parity 

rate it may be the equivalent of $20-30 billion. Thus, the Russian 

defense budget is no more than about one-tenth of American military 

expenditures. 

According to Brooldngs Institution estimates, in fiscal year 1998 the 
Pentagon will spend $20 billion for the operation and maintenance 

of its nuclear forces (including $7.5 billion on strategic forces, $1 bil- 

lion on tactical weapons, and $6 billion on systems of combat con- 

trol). Another $5 billion is spent by the Navy and the Department of 

Energy for the maintenance of nuclear reactors on submarines and 

surface ships. Another $3.8 billion is allocated by the Department of 
Defense for the development of ballistic missile defenses. Another $6 
billion is spent on the decontamination of contaminated facilities 
and territories. Finally, the United States spends about $400 million 

on the program of Cooperative Threat Reduction, which will be dis- 

cussed later. Altogether the maintenance of the U.S. military nuclear 

26 



complex costs Washington something like $35 billion in the present 

fiscal year. 

On the other hand, Russia spends approximately 10 percent  of its 

defense budget on its military nuclear complex. This money ($3 bil- 

lion) is sufficient neither for the maintenance nor for destruction of 

its nuclear weapons. 

Because of its budget situation, Moscow was compelled to agree to 

such unprecedented steps as the sale to the United States of 500 tons 

of weapons-grade plutonium and to accept American assistance for 

the elimination of weapons of mass destruction provided to Russia 

under  the Cooperative Threat Reduction program (the Nunn-Lugar 

program). The Pentagon has allocated for these purposes to date a 

total of more than $1 billion. This is quite comparable to the appro- 

priations of the federal budget that Russia has devoted to the reduc- 

tion and destruction of arms. 

The Nunn-Lugar program helps Russia avoid a dangerous disorder in 

its nuclear forces, which are still on alert and continue to carry out 

the function of deterrence of the United States. While some might 

consider it paradoxical, such "unnatural" cooperation corresponds 

quite well to the logic of mutual nuclear  deterrence.  That is, the 
destabilization ofa  systemmbased on a constant readiness for launch 

on warning--because of technical failures and malfunctions can lead 

to disastrous consequences for Americans as well as for Russians. 

Washington is also concerned about "loose nukes"mthe threat of pro- 

liferation of uncontrolled Russian nuclear technologies and materials 

to so-called rogue states around the world. 

The United States presently possesses approximately 12,000 war- 

heads, including more than 8,400 deployed, 2,300 in storage in 

reserve, and about 1,300 prepared for dismantling at the facilities of 

the Department of Energy. The strategic forces of the United States 

total approximately 7,500 warheads, which are deployed on 550 

ICBMs, 408 SLBMs (in 18 submarines), and 92 heavy bombers. The 

Pentagon can keep these forces without violating the provisions of 
the START-l, because it is permitted to count one heavy bomber, 

which can carry up to 20 bombs and cruise missiles, as only one war- 

head. In addition, the United States at presently has about 650 tacti- 
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cal nuclear bombs and about 400 stored warheads for SLCMs, that is, 
"Tomahawks." 

While the federal budget of the United States exceeds $1,700 billion, 
its expenditures on its military nuclear weapons complex do not 
exceed 2 percent of the total. Given also that the Clinton Administra- 
tion has achieved a budget surplus this fiscal year, it is easy to reach 

the conclusion that the cost of preservation and strengthening this 

potential will not be prohibitive for Washington. 

If the Duma ratifies the START-2 Treaty, the Pentagon will remove 

from service four Trident submarines with C-4 missiles and 50 Peace- 
keeper ICBMs, which would reduce U.S. nuclear forces to the level of 
3,500 warheads. This reduct ion will bring to the Depar tment  of 

Defense savings on the order of $800 million a year--that is approxi- 

mately 4 percent of all its expenditures on military nuclear forces. A 

further reduction of strategic forces to the level of 2,500 warheads, as 
agreed at Helsinki in 1997, will save the U.S. budget another $700 mil- 
lion per year. And if the START-3 Treaty establishes even lower ceil- 
ings, the Pentagon will save another $500 million a year. 

The situation in Russia is different because up to 70 percent of our 

strategic systems have already surpassed their original service lives. 

Today the Russian Federation has about 750 ICBMs, 384 SLBMs, and 

almost 70 heavy bombers. According to some American estimates, 
these strategic nuclear forces of Russia will drastically shrink by the 
end of the next decade. 

At the present level of financing, the strategic nuclear forces of Russia 

will be reduced to a level of approximately 1,000 warheads by 2010. 

At that time, we will have no more than 200-300 ICBMs, 5-6 subma- 

rines with about a hundred SLBMs, and 10-15 bombers. In the most 
optimistic case, the nuclear arms of Russia will probably be reduced 
to a level of 1,000-1,500 strategic warheads and 2,000-3,000 tactical 
nuclear weapons by the end of the next decade. In the worst-case sce- 
nario, these numbers will be "the ceiling" instead of "the floor." 

To get higher numbers Russia will need to allocate huge resources 

over the next ten years--at least $50 billion of additional investments 

on R&D and procurement to develop and buy several hundred new 
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ICBMs and to construct  3--4 new strategic submarines.  Even if these 

investments are made,  the n u m b e r  of  ICBMs will be r educed  to 350- 

400, SLBMs to 76, and heavy bombers  to 20-30. In total, these means 

of  delivery will be able to carry a max imum of 2,000 warheads. But 

r ight  now Moscow can hardly collect  and  al locate this a m o u n t  of  

money° 

Political games in Russia have t ransformed the START-2 Treaty into a 

hostage of  the pe rmanen t  confrontat ion between the executive and 

legislative branches  of  government .  It is impossible to b rand  those 

games as anything less than extreme political irresponsibility. It's t ime 

to admit  that we do not  have a choice between "good" and "ideal." We 

can only choose between "bad" and "disastrous" scenarios. 

The  START-2 Treaty is the only way to synchronize Russia's inevitable 

unilateral  reduct ions  with a parallel and propor t iona te  decrease of  

the nuclear  potential  of  the Uni ted States. If we fail to ratify the treaty, 

Wash ing ton  may choose  a n o t h e r  a p p r o a c h - - t o  keep  its nuc l ea r  
forces at the level of the START-1 Treaty while quietly observing our  

nuclear  potential  decreasing to m i n i m u m  parameters.  

If the START-2 Treaty is ratified, we can possibly expect  to quickly 

negotiate a START-3 Treaty at a level of approximately  1,000-1,500 

warheads. This would permit  the Russian Federat ion to keep numer-  

ical equality in strategic arms with the Uni ted  States in the 21st cen- 

tury, while keeping an impressive superiority over China  and o ther  

nuclear  countries.  U n d e r  a START-3 Treaty, each party could  have 

abou t  1,000 warheads  on ICBMs and  SLBMs, and  up to 400-500 

nuclear  weapons on heavy bombers.  Besides we can still keep almost 

2,000 tactical  n u c l e a r  weapons .  These  n u m b e r s  wou ld  be qui te  

enough  to ensure the credibility of the Russian nuclear  de te r ren t  for 

the foreseeable future.  This force level is affordable in our  budget ,  
assuming we guarantee  at least m i n i m u m  financing for our  strategic 

nuclear  forces. 

Therefore  it is mandatory  that one  of  the condit ions for the ratifica- 

tion of  the START-2 Treaty should be a law that guarantees  the financ- 

ing of  the strategic nuc lear  forces. Moreover, it is qui te  possible to 

incorpora te  into this law a provision that  the G o v e r n m e n t  should  

report  annually as to progress in implement ing  this law. This would 
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oblige the executive branch to inform the legislators that the contin- 
ued fulfil lment of  the treaty corresponds to the security interests of  

the Russian Federation.  The Government ,  on the basis of  accounts  of  

the Ministry of  Defense,  should  offer two versions of  f inancing for 

strategic nuclear  forcesmat  the level of  START-2 and at a lower level 

(for example,  1,000 warheads).  

O the r  condi t ions  that should be inc luded  in the ratification docu- 

m e n t  would be a rigid l inkage between the reduc t ions  of  strategic 

offensive arms and observance of  the ABM treaty, including the pro- 

tocols signed last year that differentiate between strategic and tactical 

ballistic missile defenses. 

O u r  interests  also r equ i r e  add i t i ona l  measures  of  t ransparency ,  

including those that should be related to "reserve" warheads. The  so- 

called "sudden break-out" potential  of  the Uni ted  States can consist 

o f  3,000-4,000 nuc lea r  weapons.  This includes  nuc lea r  bombs for 

conventionalized heavy bombers,  the warheads removed  from Min- 

utemen-3 ICBMs, and the Trident  D-5 missiles and  warheads removed 

in the framework of  START-2. Naturally, the lower the officially per- 

mit ted level of  deployed warheads is, the more  serious these addi- 

t ional stocks of  weapons look. Therefore  it is necessary to a r range  

measures with the Uni ted  States that would reduce  the sudden  break- 

out  potential.  These measures might  include,  for example,  destruc- 

tion of the buses that can carry a greater  n u m b e r  of  MIRVs, informa- 

tion exchanges,  and, probably, on-site inspections on a mutual  basis. 

At the  same t ime,  taking in to  a c c o u n t  the  c o n s e q u e n c e s  of  the 

nuclear-weapon tests of  Pakistan and  India,  it is necessary to look 

more  seriously at some of  the h idden  problems built into the Soviet- 

American mutual  assured destruction model  that we inher i ted  from 

the Cold War. If the actions of  Delhi and Islamabad were to cause a 

geopolitical chain reaction and provoke a new nuclear  arms race, not  

only the Uni ted  States, but  also the Russian Federat ion would have to 

respond.  Should  we mainta in  a capability to build up ou r  nuc lea r  

potential  again in order  to neutralize attempts on the part  of  a third 

state to transform itself into a new nuclear  super-power? And could all 

the problems we have with ABM systems look completely different  if 

nuclear  weapons on missiles appear  on our  borders? 
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 Conclusions 
These  conclusions  may be p rema tu re  now. The  main  p rob l em is to pre- 

vent  the u n d e r m i n i n g  of  the NPT from collapsing the ent i re  complex  

of  arms con t ro l  ag reements .  The  security of  Russia d e p e n d s  on this 

complex  today. Washington is as m u c h  interes ted in ma in ta in ing  these 

a r r angemen t s  as Moscow is. The  present  chal lenge  gives us one  more  

chance  to build coord ina t ion  between Russia and thc Uni ted  States in 

deal ing with the problems of  s t r eng then ing  in te rna t iona l  security. 

Washington should  realize that  the expansion of  NATO and o the r  steps 

that  are damag ing  to the interests of  the Russian Federa t ion  will no t  

result  at all in a readiness of  Moscow to blindly follow the policy line of 

the Un i t ed  States. If the  Amer icans  really n e e d  Russian assistance in 

dec id ing  key in ternat ional  problems,  relations would  have to be pu t  on 

a m o r e  equal basis, instead of  the Americans  pressur ing  Russia to follow 

the lead of  "the only superpower." 

As to the problems of  transparency, it is also t ime for us to u n d e r s t a n d  

that  addi t ional  measures  in this area are n e e d e d  by Russia not  less than 

by the Uni ted  States. If we agree u p o n  these measures  with the Ameri- 

cans, there  will be an oppor tun i ty  to d e m a n d  that  o the r  nuc lear  pow- 

ers, inc lud ing  India  and Pakistan, take c o r r e s p o n d i n g  steps. It has to he 

a d m i t t e d  tha t  the i r  cri t icism of  the  n u c l e a r  s u p e r p o w e r s  for  the i r  

unwi l l ingness  to d isarm is no t  u n f o u n d e d  in m a n y  respects .  T hese  

o the r  nuclear  powers may agree to take the c o r r e s p o n d i n g  steps only if 

Moscow and Washington agree on the necessary s teep reduct ions  and 

restrictions of  their  own potentials.  From this po in t  of  view, wi thout  rat- 

ification of  the START-2 Treaty, it is impossible to neutral ize  the nega- 

tive consequences  of  the e n l a r g e m e n t  of  the nuc lear  club. 

The  mee t ing  in J u n e  1998 of  the ministers of  foreign affairs of  the five 

p e r m a n e n t  m e m b e r s  of  the UN Security Counc i l  in Geneva did  no t  

result  in any significant change.  Nonetheless ,  meet ings  of  the official 

m e m b e r s  of  the nuclear  club probably should  be regularly scheduled .  

At some po in t  it will be necessary to invite the  new nuc l ea r  states to 

these meetings.  
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One more important  international forum is the G-8, whose ministers 

of  foreign affairs met  in London  on June  12. The G-8 can also assume 

an important  role if they transform the group's agenda to include not 

only economic,  but  also political and military, questions. The  full par- 

ticipation of Japan and Germany in discussions of nuclear  questions 

is necessary. Moreover, after Russia's admission into this forum, it can 

evolve from an exclusive Western club into a b roader  coalition. At 

some point, China and some other  countries could be invited to .join 

the G-8. 

The events of the last weeks show that, without the creat ion of a reli- 

able system of international security, events in the world arena can go 

in an extremely dangerous  direction. However it would be an error  to 

judge  that the 21st century will inevitably become an epoch of wars 

and conflicts, including the use of the most destructive weapons cre- 

ated by mankind.  The present  situation is dangerous,  but  not  hope- 

less. In these condi t ions  Russia, as a great  power, can and  should 

become one of the main initiators of the formation of a new global 

order, an order  in which the interests of  the various centers of force 

would be reconciled and would thus avoid a t he rmonuc lea r  catastro- 

phe. 
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Table 1. Share of some countries in world demographic, economic, and mil i tary develop- 
ments 
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Mil i tary 
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man- 

power 
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World 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Sources: U.S. Arms Cont ro l  and  D i s a r m a m e n t  Agency, World Military Expenditures and 
Arms Transfers (Washington,  1997); Insti tute for E c o n o m i c  Analysis, Russia in the Chang- 
ing World, 1997 (Moscow, 1997); Nat ional  Resources  Defense  Counci l ,  Nuclear Weapons 

Databook (Washington,  1998). 
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