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ABSTRACT 

 

 

THE MAKING, WORKING AND ENDING OF THE INF TREATY 

 

 

YILMAZ , Buse 

M.S., The Department of International Relations 

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Mustafa T¦RKEķ 

 

 

September 2021, 195 pages 

 

 

On 2 February 2019, the USA announced the suspension of its participation in the 

Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) treaty, which is the 1987 nuclear 

disarmament and arms control agreement signed by the USA and the USSR at the 

close of the Cold War era. After the announcement, it completed the process of full 

withdrawal on 2 August 2019. Following the collapse of the USSR, as the legal 

successor of the USSR, Russia became one of the two legal parties of the INF treaty. 

Russia responded to the US withdrawal in kind also by suspending the INF treaty as 

well as withdrawing from the treaty in the end. In that sense, this thesis analyzes the 

way in which the INF treaty was made, worked, and ended. To begin with, this thesis 

examines the way disarmament and arms control were discussed. This is to help to 

grasp the formation of the INF treaty with nuclear strategies of the USA, the USSR, 

and Europe. The INF treaty has two dimensions like disarmament and arms control. 

Therefore, the INF treaty is a good example to unfold that in the course of time, 

disarmament has weakened even though arms control has strengthened. Secondly, it 

shows the periods of the making, working, and terminating the INF treaty through 

scrutinizing the period of negotiations before the INF treaty, the Articles of the treaty, 

and the reactions to the end of the INF treaty to describe and categorize nuclear 



 v 

strategies of the US, Russia, and Europe. The thesis adopts and stands both for 

qualitative and quantitative methods. Finally, it examines the relationship between the 

INF treaty and New START. In fact, it shows how New START undermines the INF 

treaty since both have been described as bilateral arms control treaties on account of 

having different extensions in essence. 

 

Keywords: Nuclear Weapons, Disarmament, Arms Control, the INF Treaty, New 

START 
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INF ANTLAķMASIôNIN OLUķUMU, ¢ALIķMASI VE SONA ERĶķĶ 

 

 

YILMAZ , Buse 

Y¿ksek Lisans, Uluslararasē Ķliĸkiler Bºl¿m¿ 

Tez Yºneticisi: Prof. Dr. Mustafa T¦RKEķ 

 

 

Eyl¿l 2021, 195 sayfa 

 

 

2 ķubat 2019ôda ABD, ABD ve SSCB arasēnda Soĵuk Savaĸ dºneminin sonuna yakēn 

1987 yēlēnda imzalanan n¿kleer silahsēzlanma ve silah kontrol¿ antlaĸma ­er­evesine 

uygun Orta Menzilli N¿kleer Kuvvetler (INF) antlaĸmasēna katēlēmēnēn askēya 

alēndēĵēnē duyurdu. Duyurudan sonra, 2 Aĵustos 2019ôda tamamen geri ­ekilme 

s¿recini tamamladē. SSCBônin ­ºk¿ĸ¿n¿n ardēndan Rusya, legal ardēl devlet olarak 

INF antlaĸmasēnēn tarafē oldu. Rusya, ABDônin geri ­ekilmesine, ayni olarak INF 

antlaĸmasēnē askēya alarak karĸēlēk verdi ve sonunda bu antlaĸmadan ­ekildi. Bu 

anlamda, bu tez, INF antlaĸmasēnēn nasēl yapēldēĵēnē, ­alēĸtēĵēnē ve sona erdiĵini analiz 

etmektedir. Baĸlangē­ olarak, bu tez, INF antlaĸmasēnēn oluĸumunu ABD, SSCB ve 

Avrupaônēn n¿kleer stratejileriyle kavramak i­in silahsēzlanma ve silah kontrol¿n¿n 

nasēl tartēĸēldēĵēnē incelemektedir. INF antlaĸmasēnēn silahsēzlanma ve silah kontrol¿ 

olmak ¿zere iki boyutu vardēr. Bu nedenle, INF antlaĸmasē, zaman i­inde silah 

kontrol¿ g¿­lense de silahsēzlanmanēn zayēfladēĵēnē gºzler ºn¿ne sermek i­in anlamlē 

bir ºrnektir. Ķkinci olarak, ABD, Rusya ve Avrupaônēn n¿kleer stratejileri tanēmlamak 

ve sēnēflandērmak i­in INF antlaĸmasē ºncesi m¿zakerelerin s¿recini, antlaĸma 

maddelerini ve INF antlaĸmasēnēn sona ermesine yºnelik tepkileri inceleyerek INF 

antlaĸmasēnēn yapēlēĸ, iĸleyiĸ ve sona erme s¿re­lerini gºstermektedir. Tez hem nitel 
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hem de nicel yºntemleri benimsemiĸ ve uyarlamēĸtēr. Son olarak, INF antlaĸmasē ile 

Yeni START arasēndaki iliĸkiyi irdelemektedir. Aslēnda her ikisi de ikili silah kontrol 

antlaĸmalarē olarak tanēmlanmēĸ olsa da ºz¿nde farklē uzantēlara sahip olmalarē 

nedeniyle Yeni STARTôēn INF antlaĸmasēnē nasēl baltaladēĵēnē gºstermektedir.  

 

Anahtar Kelimeler : N¿kleer Silahlar, Silahsēzlanma, Silahlarēn Kontrol¿, INF 

Antlaĸmasē, Yeni START 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

 

INTRODUCTION  

 

 

1.1. Subject of the Thesis 

 

Ronald Reagan, the President of the United States of Amerika (USA) and Mikhail 

Gorbachev, Secretary-General of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR), the 

two Leaders, signed the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) treaty, which was 

focal to Euro-Atlantic security, at a summit meeting in the East Room of the White 

House, in Washington on 8 December 19871 at the close of the Cold War, after 7 year-

long negotiations. It was put into force in June 1988, which ensured disarmament and 

arms control in a defined intermediate-range region. 

With the inuring the INF treaty, existing a total of 2,692 nuclear and conventional 

ground-launched ballistic missile (GLBM) and ground-launched cruise missile 

(GLCM), in sizes of intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles2, travelling ranges 

 
1 Tom Nichols, ñMourning the INF Treaty,ò Foreign Affairs, (July 23, 2020), 

https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/2019-03-04/mourning-inf-treaty, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
2 See that the text of the INF treaty, Article II for the purposes of the treaty; 

 

1. The term ñballistic missileò means a missile that has a ballistic trajectory over most of its flight path. 

The term ñground-launched ballistic missile (GLBM)ò means a ground-launched ballistic missile that 

is a weapon-delivery vehicle. 

2. The term ñcruise missileò means an unmanned, self-propelled vehicle that sustains flight through the 

use of aerodynamic lift over most of its flight path. The term ñground-launched cruise missile (GLCM)ò 

means a ground-launched cruise missile that is a weapon-delivery vehicle. 

3. The term ñGLBM launcherò means a fixed launcher or a mobile land-based transporter-erector-

launcher mechanism for launching a GLBM. 

4. The term ñGLCM launcherò means a fixed launcher or a mobile land-based transporter-erector-

launcher mechanism for launching a GLCM. 

5. The term ñintermediate-range missileò means a GLBM or a GLCM having a range capability in 

excess of 1000 kilometers but not in excess of 5500 kilometers. 

 

https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/2019-03-04/mourning-inf-treaty
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between 500 and 5,500 km by an implementation deadline of 1 June 19913, 1,846 

missiles of the USSR and 846 missiles of the USA4, had together been destroyed. It 

was followed by 10 years of on-site verification inspections. Under that agreement, 

the United States (US) and the USSR were prohibited from having, producing, or 

flight-testing these types of missiles. It is important that the treaty be the first 

agreement to push the elimination of a category of intermediate-range and shorter-

range nuclear weapons that threatened Europe, rather than simply limiting them.5  

In recent years, there have been mutual accusations between the US and the Russian 

Federation (Russia), the legal successor of the USSR6, violating the necessities and 

obligations under the INF treaty. After a while, on 2 February 2019, the US suspended 

its obligations under the INF treaty with Russia on charges of violating it. It submitted 

a formal notice of withdrawal to enter in force on 2 August 2019 unless Russia returned 

to full and verifiable compliance, which was the US claim. Russia too suspended its 

obligations under the INF treaty in response to the act of the US. Russian Foreign 

Minister Sergei Lavrov has stated that Moscow would give a ñmirror responseò to all 

US moves related to the INF treaty.7 It is necessary to grasp what the real reason for 

the US withdrawal from this treaty is. After the announcement, the US completed the 

 
6. The term ñshorter-range missileò means a GLBM or a GLCM having a range capability equal to or 

in excess of 500 kilometers but not in excess of 1000 kilometers. 

 

 
3 Alexander Lanoszka, ñThe INF Treaty: Pulling Out in Time,ò Strategic Studies Quaterly 13, no. 2 

(2019), p.48.  

 

 
4 James J. Cameron, ñAnalysis the U.S. Officially Withdrew from the INF Treaty. Hereôs What You 

Need to Know.,ò The Washington Post (August 3, 2019), 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2019/08/03/us-officially -withdrew-inf-treaty-heres-what-

you-need-know/, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
5 Lanoszka, ñThe INF Treaty: Pulling Out in Time,ò p.48. 

 

 
6  The number of parties to the treaty expanded in 1991 to include successor states of the former Soviet 

Union - Belarus, Kazakhstan and Ukraine - as well as Russia. 

 

 
7 ñRussia to Exit INF Treaty After 6 Months in óMirror Responseô to US - FM Lavrov,ò Sputnik 

International (February 06, 2019), https://sputniknews.com/world/201902061072168704-russia-

lavrov-inf-treaty-six-months-usa/, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2019/08/03/us-officially-withdrew-inf-treaty-heres-what-you-need-know/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2019/08/03/us-officially-withdrew-inf-treaty-heres-what-you-need-know/
https://sputniknews.com/world/201902061072168704-russia-lavrov-inf-treaty-six-months-usa/
https://sputniknews.com/world/201902061072168704-russia-lavrov-inf-treaty-six-months-usa/
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process of the full withdrawal from the INF treaty on 2 August 2019. Russia responded 

to the US withdrawal in kind also by withdrawing from the INF treaty. 

 

1.2. Research Question 

 

This thesis explores how the making, working, and ending of the INF treaty took place. 

It points out the strategies developed and materialized by the two major signatory 

powers, the USA and USSR (later Russia). It also looks into positions of European 

powers as they were being the most beneficiaries of the INF treaty. It is a fair inquiry 

to see if they had committed themselves to keep up the INF treaty and how they 

responded to the dissolution of it. Moreover, it is also a fair issue to take into account 

the China factor as both the US and Russian policymakers referred to.  

All these have to be taken in a suitable framework and a relevant context that help 

explain the making, working, and dissolution of the INF treaty. 

 

1.3. Importance of the Research Question 

 

The nuclear attack that hit the cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki kept the US supremacy 

of nuclear power until the USSR invented similar nuclear power that shaped a period 

of nuclear equilibrium which more or less continued until the collapse of the USSR.  

On the other hand, the presence of huge nuclear warheads was not an obstacle to 

conventional wars or diplomatic and ideological warfare around the world. The 

obstacle to a great extinction could be that a massive nuclear showdown would destroy 

both sides; however, the main obstacle was the fact that it was an alternative. In this 

sense, disarmament has great importance. 

This thesis displays that the INF treaty was signed under the compromise of thoughts 

of disarmament as well as arms control.  



 4 

Firstly, Gorbachev noted that ñgenuine security can only be achieved through real 

disarmamentò8 in his letter to Reagan 3 months ago before the signature of the INF 

agreement. Disarmament has been a way in which the USSR was persistent whereas 

the US has insisted on an arms control tool for nuclear weapons.  

For instance, according to Lord Carrington, the Secretary-General of the North 

Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), before the signature of the INF treaty, in which 

the agreement was good in a political way because it and its verification arrangements 

would provide greater confidence in East-West relations and promote mutually 

advantageous arms control measures.9 

Also, he added that 

To those ... who claim that the INF agreement will somehow decouple the 

United States guarantee from Europe, I would say this. The Europeans are 

satisfied that, with over 4,000 nuclear weapons remaining in Europe and one 

third of a million United States troops, divorce or separation is not on the 

cards.... So, let us leave our American friends in no doubt that the INF 

agreement is in the interest of us all.10 

 

Before signing the INF treaty, Reagan said that for the first time in history, the 

language of ñarms controlò was relayed by ñarms reduction,ò11 which was the 

complete elimination of intermediate-range and shorter-range US and USSR nuclear 

missiles. This arms reduction tendency could be explained by the influence of the 

USSR. 

Moreover, he added  

 
8 ñ64. Letter From Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev to President Reagan,ò U.S. Department of State, 

https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1981-88v06/d64, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
9 ñLord Carrington Urges U.S. Ratification of INF Treaty,ò NATO Archives Online, 

https://archives.nato.int/lord-carrington-urges-u-s-ratification-of-inf-treaty, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 
 
10 ñLord Carrington Urges U.S. Ratification of INF Treaty.ò  

 

 
11 ñDecember 8, 1987: Remarks at the Signing of the INF Treaty with Soviet Premier Gorbachev,ò 

Miller Center (May 4, 2017), https://millercenter.org/the-presidency/presidential-speeches/december-

8-1987-remarks-signing-inf-treaty-soviet-premier, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 

https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1981-88v06/d64
https://archives.nato.int/lord-carrington-urges-u-s-ratification-of-inf-treaty
https://millercenter.org/the-presidency/presidential-speeches/december-8-1987-remarks-signing-inf-treaty-soviet-premier
https://millercenter.org/the-presidency/presidential-speeches/december-8-1987-remarks-signing-inf-treaty-soviet-premier
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We can only hope that this history-making agreement will not be an end in 

itself but the beginning of a working relationship that will enable us to tackle 

the other urgent issues before us: strategic offensive nuclear weapons, the 

balance of conventional forces in Europe, the destructive and tragic regional 

conflicts that beset so many parts of our globe, and respect for the human and 

natural rights God has granted to all men.12 

 

Gorbachev affirmed that with the signature of the INF treaty, ñthe signing of the first-

ever agreement eliminating nuclear weapons, has a universal significance for mankind, 

both from the standpoint of world politics and from the standpoint of humanism.ò13 

He also added that  

For everyone, and above all, for our two great powers, the treaty whose text is 

on this table offers a big chance at last to get onto the road leading away from 

the threat of catastrophe. It is our duty to take full advantage of that chance and 

move together toward a nuclear-free world, which holds out for our children 

and grandchildren and for their children and grandchildren the promise of a 

fulfilling and happy life without fear and without a senseless waste of resources 

on weapons of destruction. May December 8, 1987, become a date that will be 

inscribed in the history books, a date that will mark the watershed separating 

the era of a mounting risk of nuclear war from the era of a demilitarization of 

human life.14 

 

According to Arbatov, the INF treaty worked towards rebuilding trust between the US 

and the USSR, and it released a series of disarmament stages that facilitated the end of 

the Cold War.15 

It might be said that the US has turned into a ñlonely sheriff.ò16 Especially, in the post-

1990 period, everything, the US and the circles that shaped the policies of the US-

 
12 ñDecember 8, 1987: Remarks at the Signing of the INF Treaty with Soviet Premier Gorbachev.ò 

 

 
13 Ibid. 

 
 
14 Ibid.  

 

 
15 Alexei Arbatov, ñSaving Nuclear Arms Control,ò Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 72, no. 3 (2016), 

p.167. 

 

 
16 Samuel P. Huntington, ñThe Lonely Superpower,ò Foreign Affairs 78, no. 2 (1999), p.46. 
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based international order have tried, seems to have done nothing but maintained a 

system and course in which the US has lost power not only at home but also abroad, 

and other actors have gained strength and influence in the international realm.  

Namely, the political and ideological opposition to the US global hegemony after the 

Cold War has been fragmented, reflecting the new configuration of social power.17 It 

experiences the current crisis of international order. It paves the way for policies that 

are the product of this crisis. 

The INF treaty has weakened over time. For example, while Article XI of the 

agreement regulated a series of on-site inspections that lasted for 13 years to ensure 

that both parties comply with the elimination of prohibited weapons, this mechanism 

eventually ended and was not renewed and instead led to satellite observations to track 

compliance.18  

One of the reasons for the termination of the INF treaty, from the US perspective, is 

stated as a doctrinal violation of necessities and obligations of the INF treaty by Russia, 

which was a challenge to the existing deterrence paradigms in terms of nuclear 

weapons. The US claimed that Russia violated the INF treaty and then, it did not return 

to full and verifiable compliance to the treaty.19  

The discussions voiced by the US and Russia about who first broke a dysfunctional 

agreement are meaningless because both sides seem to act more audaciously as a need 

to use their military power as an instrument.  

It can be said that the collapse of the INF treaty, which has lost its function for the US, 

includes the purpose of pushing the current international order into an imbalance, 

especially as China emerged for the time being an economic contender which poses a 

further question mark over political and military realms.  

 
17 Richard Saull, The Cold War and After: Capitalism, Revolution and Superpower Politics (London: 

Pluto Press, 2007), p.189. 

 

 
18 Lanoszka, ñThe INF Treaty: Pulling Out in Time,ò pp.51-52. 

 

 
19 ñNATO and the INF Treaty,ò NATO, https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_166100.htm, 

(accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_166100.htm
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The main criticism for the dissolution of the INF treaty is that the states such as China 

may produce intermediate-range and shorter-range weapons, but both the US and 

Russia were the only subjects to certain restrictions in this regard. 

The tendency to increase the tension of the time race and mutual alliance breaking 

maneuvers also points out the increase in the new and strategic nuclear capacities of 

Russia openly and China more secretly may not remain just word. It can be possible 

to state that with the dissolution of the INF treaty, nuclear powers can create a new 

multilateral treaty that included more arms and signatories. The INF treaty did not bind 

other actors with nuclear weapons. 

In addition, it may be stated that technology will continue to enhance, thus, based on 

that, the technology of arms seems to develop, and states attempt to have more arms. 

Hence, the end of the INF treaty raises fears of a new arms race. Moreover, it may be 

that nuclear powers want to show their powers. Thus, arms control treaties like the 

INF treaty were able to lose their function. 

While the so-called use of strategic nuclear weapons is debatable, all experts agree that 

tactical or non-strategic nuclear weapons were no longer a matter in security policy 

after the end of the East-West conflict.20  

In a world, where the motivation that murdered thousands at the same time in 1945 

competing with their counterparts, it would be naive after a while to expect control. 

The world is much closer to madness than it was before 1990. Moreover, existing 

fronts have been places where new technologies have been advertised for a while. 

Moreover, the INF treaty was significant for European security because the treaty was 

not related to intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), and the ban extended to 

weapons with intermediate-range and shorter-range under the INF treaty was a direct 

threat to Europe. Also, European states were not a party to the treaty, but the INF treaty 

enabled nuclear stability on the European Continent. In terms of nuclear weapons 

policy, Europe has been faced with new challenges with the end of the INF treaty. 

 
20 Rolf M¿tzenich, ñThe Undiminished Relevance of Disarmament and Arms Control: Ten Theses,ò 

Friedrich Ebert Stiftung (May 2008), p.1 
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Since the termination of the INF treaty is recent, new studies have not yet come out. 

However, lately emerged thesis, which introduces the US withdrawal from the treaty, 

would lead to strengthening relations between Russia and China if the US deploys 

intermediate-range nuclear weapons to the Pacific even though, unlike the US 

deployment, the Russian-Sino strategic partnership will likely remain undisturbed,21 

which does not reflect reality. 

 

1.4. Framework of Analysis and Methodology 

 

This thesis examines the INF treaty in the framework of and through the terms of 

disarmament and arms control. That is, the treaty is described as an arms control treaty, 

but it is also about disarmament because one of the features of the INF treaty is 

associated with the destruction of the existing intermediate-range and shorter-range 

conventional and nuclear weapons whereas the production of new intermediate-range 

and shorter-range conventional and nuclear weapons instead is taken under control or 

prevented and verified. 

Thus, the INF treaty has dual dimensions such as disarmament and arms control. That 

is why the INF agreement is a good and meaningful example in this regard as it can be 

grasped as the issue of both disarmament and arms control. 

This thesis examines the process where the disarmament side of the deals gradually 

gets weaker, but the arms control part is stronger over time. 

This research historicizes the way signatory powers are attributed to the INF treaty, 

and the first-hand documents are therefore examined and the declarations of the 

concerned parties are taken into account. The main effort of this thesis is devoted to 

bringing sources together and making research on the material regarding the INF 

treaty. Both the qualitative and the quantitative methods are used.  When and if 

necessary, the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI)ôs annual fact 

 
21 Leah Barrett, ñU.S. Abrogation of the I.N.F. Treaty,ò Master Thesis, the Virginia Polytechnic Institute 

and State University, Blacksburg, VA, 2020.  
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sheets, included nuclear weapons data, are utilized. The documents were reached from 

the archives, parliamentary and congressional publications, and official statements, as 

well as secondary sources like reports, articles, news, writings, books, discourses, were 

used as a tool to evaluate the language of political actors, memoirs, and dated 

interviews of the scholars, the statesmen and the politicians are looked into. In 

particular, it uses the Articles of the INF treaty, which forms the basis of the legal 

aspect of research, to reflect as well as to discuss the situations regarding the INF treaty 

as well as the function of the agreement. In short, this thesis has adopted and stood 

both for qualitative and quantitative methods.   

 

1.5. Organization of the Chapters 

 

The organization of this thesis is as follows: having portrayed the subject of the thesis, 

literature review, research question, and framework of analysis and methodology in 

the introduction chapter, the second chapter is devoted to the historical background of 

disarmament and arms control. 

The third chapter explores and portrays the making and working of the INF treaty. 

The fourth chapter focuses on the termination of the INF treaty by taking the mutual 

allegations, the US withdrawal from the INF treaty, and the Russian response into 

consideration. 

The fifth chapter explores the link between the INF treaty and New START, how the 

US and Russia saw each otherôs acts is examined. 

Finally, the last chapter, the conclusion, points out its concluding remarks. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

 

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF DISARMAMENT AND ARMS 

CONTROL   

 

 

2.1  Introduction  

 

The INF treaty is substantial in terms of the term ñarms controlò, and the classic 

definition as a strategic policy structure remains that of Thomas Schelling and Morton 

Halperin state that 

We believe that arms control is a promising . . . enlargement of the scope of 

our military strategy. It rests essentially on the recognition that our military 

relation with potential enemies is not one of pure conflict and opposition, but 

involves strong elements of mutual interest in the avoidance of a war that 

neither side wants, in minimizing the costs and risks of the arms competition, 

and in curtailing the scope and violence of war in the event it occurs.22  

 

At the bottom, the INF treaty has two significant features such as disarmament and 

arms control. Employing the inurement of the treaty, within the framework of 

disarmament, the existing types of missiles were demolished and then, inclusive of the 

margin of arms control, the having, producing, and flight-testing intermediate-range 

and shorter-range missiles were under a ban. 

This chapter aims to highlight the history of disarmament and arms control first to 

build a better ground to understand the way the INF treaty came out. 

 

 
22 Thomas C. Schelling and Morton H. Halperin, Strategy and Arms Control (New York: The Twentieth 

Century Fund, 1961), p.1. 
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2.2.  History of Disarmament and Arms Control from the Interbellum to 1950s  

 

Disarmament means ñthe act of reducingò, ñlimitingò, ñabolishingò as well as 

especially, ñeliminating statesô military or specific sorts of weaponsò. General and 

complete disarmament was described by the United Nations General Assembly 

(UNGA) as the elimination of all weapon of mass destruction (WMD), associated with 

the  

balanced reduction of armed forces and conventional armaments, based on the 

principle of undiminished security of the parties with a view to promoting or 

enhancing stability at a lower military level, taking into account the need of all 

States to protect their security.23  

 

The Hague Peace Conferences of 1899 and 1907 marked the first significant attempts 

to codify the opening of the modern era of the efforts toward ñinternational 

disarmamentò24 and to produce or open the door to the era of arms control25. 

A commonly held belief was that ñcasus belliò had been the escalating buildup of 

armaments between Great Britain and Germany from 1898 to 191226.  

After WW I, the League of Nations (LoN) was established and one of its tasks was to 

limit and reduce arms27, nevertheless, the enforcement of this was not potent. Despite 

the fact that the treaty of Versailles effectively disarmed Germany, progressively 

 
23  UN General Assembly, ñFinal Document of the First Special Session on Disarmament,ò para. 22. 

 

 
24 Andrew Webster, ñHague Conventions (1899, 1907),ò The Encyclopedia of War (2011), p.1. 

 

 
25 Detlev F. Vagts, ñThe Hague Conventions and Arms Controlò, American Journal of International 

Law 94, no. 1 (2000), p.31. 

 

 
26  Dirk Bºnker, ñNaval Race between Germany and Great Britain, 1898-1912,ò International 

Encyclopedia of the First World War, https://encyclopedia.1914-1918-

online.net/article/naval_race_between_germany_and_great_britain_1898-1912, (accessed June 15, 

2021). 

 

 
27 ñArms Control and Disarmament - Between the World Wars, 1919ï1939,ò Encyclopedia of the New 

American Nation, https://www.americanforeignrelations.com/A-D/Arms-Control-and-Disarmament-

Between-the-world-wars-1919-1939.html, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

https://www.americanforeignrelations.com/A-D/Arms-Control-and-Disarmament-Between-the-world-wars-1919-1939.html
https://www.americanforeignrelations.com/A-D/Arms-Control-and-Disarmament-Between-the-world-wars-1919-1939.html
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common disarmament was pursued to reach over a while. The LoN, an international 

organization, was established on 10 January 1920 with the attempt of the victorious 

Allied powers at the end of WW I.28 The Article 8 of the Covenant members of the 

LoN recognized the fact  that ñthe maintenance of peace required the reduction of 

national armaments to the lowest point consistent with national safety.ò29 This was a 

reflection of point IV of the US President Wilsonôs principles, ñAdequate guarantees 

given and taken that national armaments will be reduced to the lowest point consistent 

with domestic safety.ò30 

What is more, in 1921, the Temporary Mixed Commission on Armaments was 

founded by the LoN so as to examine the problem of international disarmament in its 

widest aspects and to propose potential initiatives, plans and solutions as well as to 

explore the possibilities for disarmament.31 In the Australian Journal of Politics and 

History, 

A fascinating experiment in the possibilities of transnationalism within an 

international organization, the Temporary Mixed Commission on Armaments 

both exemplified the fluidity of the League of Nations in its early years and 

showed the limited results a transnational approach could achieve on as 

contentious an issue as disarmament.32  

 

 
28 ñLeague of Nations,ò EncyclopÞdia Britannica, https://www.britannica.com/topic/League-of-

Nations, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
29 E. H. Carr, International Relations between the Two World Wars: 1919-1939 (Basingstoke: 

Macmillan, 1990), p.175. 

 

 
30 ñWoodrow Wilson: Fourteen Points Speech (1918),ò U.S. Embassy & Consulate in the Republic of 

Korea (February 11, 2020), https://kr.usembassy.gov/education-culture/infopedia-usa/living-

documents-american-history-democracy/woodrow-wilson-fourteen-points-speech-1918/, (accessed 

June 15, 2021). 

 

 
31 Andrew Webster, ñóAbsolutely Irresponsible Amateursô: The Temporary Mixed Commission on 

Armaments, 1921-1924,ò Australian Journal of Politics & History 54, no. 3 (2008), p.373. 

 

 
32 Ibid.  

 

https://www.britannica.com/event/World-War-I
https://www.britannica.com/topic/League-of-Nations
https://www.britannica.com/topic/League-of-Nations
https://kr.usembassy.gov/education-culture/infopedia-usa/living-documents-american-history-democracy/woodrow-wilson-fourteen-points-speech-1918/
https://kr.usembassy.gov/education-culture/infopedia-usa/living-documents-american-history-democracy/woodrow-wilson-fourteen-points-speech-1918/
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Several naval conferences like the Washington Naval Conference were held during the 

interbellum, the interwar years, in order to restrict the number and size of major 

warships of the five great naval powers.  

On 6 February 1922, the Limitation of Naval Armament ï The five-Power Treaty 

(Washington Treaty) - was signed by the United States of America, the British Empire, 

France, Italy, and Japan in Washington for the maintenance of the general peace and 

reducing the burdens of competition in armament.33 Due to that treaty, its partiesô 

respective naval armaments were limited.34 What is significant here is that with the 

Washington Treaty, the British Empire lost its naval supremacy for 117 years when 

the Battle of Trafalgar broke out on 21 October 1805, which had established British 

naval supremacy, and shared the naval supremacy with the US.35  

On 17 June 1925, the Geneva Protocol was signed. It entered into force on 8 February 

1928. Geneva Protocol, the result of the 1925 Geneva Conference, banned chemical 

weapons during the war. It is important in terms of disarmament because it limited 

certain types of arms. 

On 27 August 1928, the Kellogg-Briand Pact was signed. It was also called the Pact 

of Paris36, whilst not effective, attempted for ñproviding for the renunciation of war as 

an instrument of national policy.ò Namely, it was described multilateral agreement 

attempting in order to eliminate war as an instrument of national policy.37 It was the 

most imposing and peacekeeping effort after WW I.  

 
33 Charles I. Bevans, Treaties and Other International Agreements of the United States of America, 

1776-1949 (Washington, D.C.: Dept. of State, 1968), p.351. 

 

 
34 Ibid.  

 

 
35 ñBattle of Trafalgar,ò EncyclopÞdia Britannica, https://www.britannica.com/event/Battle-of-

Trafalgar-European-history, (accessed June 15, 2021); Oral Sander, Siyasi Tarih 1918-1994 (Ankara: 

Ķmge Kitabevi, 2019), p.41.  

 

 
36 ñKellogg-Briand Pact,ò EncyclopÞdia Britannica, https://www.britannica.com/event/Kellogg-

Briand-Pact, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
37 Ibid. 

 

https://www.britannica.com/topic/war
https://www.britannica.com/event/Battle-of-Trafalgar-European-history
https://www.britannica.com/event/Battle-of-Trafalgar-European-history
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Hoping to tie the United States into a system of protective alliances directed 

against a possible resurgence of German aggression, the French foreign 

minister, Aristide Briand, first suggested a bilateral nonaggression pact in the 

spring of 1927. The U.S. secretary of state, Frank B. Kellogg, prodded by the 

American ñoutlawry of warò movement and supported by those who were 

disappointed at the failure of the United States to join the League of Nations, 

proposed that the pact be converted into a general multilateral treaty, which the 

French accepted.38 

 

The Kellogg-Briand Pact had a political, social, and legal inflection feature because it 

catalyzed a lasting change in the way people and states thought, spoke, and acted about 

war.39 

It can be stated that in the interwar years, the latest attempt on disarmament was held 

at the Geneva Disarmament Conference between February 1932 and November 1937, 

chaired by the former British Foreign Secretary Arthur Henderson. Germany wanted 

to revise the treaty of Versailles and the granting of military parity with the other 

powers whereas France decided to keep Germany demilitarized due to its own security. 

Simultaneously, Britain and the US were reluctant to ensure security for France 

commitments in return for conciliation with Germany. The disceptations broke down 

in 1933 when Adolf Hitler withdrew Germany from the conference.40 

After the Washington Treaty, Limitation and Reduction of Naval Armament - London 

Naval Treaty - was signed in London on 22 April  1930 by the heads of states and 

government of the USA, France, the UK, Italy, and Japan in order to prevent the 

dangers as well as to reduce the burdens inherent in competitive armaments, and to 

carry the work forward which was initiated by the Washington Naval Conference and 

 
38 ñKellogg-Briand Pact.ò 

 

 
39 David A. Koplow, ñNuclear Kellogg-Briand Pact: Proposing a Treaty for the Renunciation of Nuclear 

Wars as an Instrument of National Policy,ò Georgetown University Law Center (2014), p.125. 

 

 
40 ñThe League and Disarmament,ò GCSE Modern World History, 

http://www.johndclare.net/league_of_nations4_disarmament.htm, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

https://www.britannica.com/place/United-States
https://www.britannica.com/biography/Aristide-Briand
https://www.britannica.com/biography/Frank-B-Kellogg
https://www.britannica.com/topic/League-of-Nations
http://www.johndclare.net/league_of_nations4_disarmament.htm
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to facilitate the progressive realization of general limitation and the reduction of 

armaments.41 

The failure of the Geneva Naval Conference cast a gloom over the 1927 

Assembly, which, adopting the course now customary at Geneva whenever 

disarmament prospects looked block, recommended a further study of the 

problem of security. The autumn session of the Preparatory Commission was 

enlivened by the first appearance of a Soviet Delegation under M. Litvinov, 

who made an eloquent plea for total and universal disarmament.42 

 

It can be stated as the fact that before WW II, the most important as well as the first 

General Disarmament Conference for limitation and reduction of armament was held 

in Geneva on 3 February 1932. The agreement was formed for ñgeneral disarmamentò 

proposed at Geneva by the USSR,43 namely, in February 1932, it was that the USSR 

insisted on the general disarmament.44 It is prominent that the USSR pursued its 

strategy based on the policy of complete disarmament for a long time. 

Have you ever thought that nuclear war could break out? asked by Ronald Reagan and 

who said that ñto preserve our civilization in this modern age: A nuclear war cannot 

be won and must never be fought. The only value in our two nations possessing nuclear 

weapons is to make sure they will never be usedò to the people of the USSR in the 

1984 State of the Union.45  

Nuclear weapons have involved an arms race of a very distinctive character. It is more 

dangerous and more complex than the one about heavy cruisers, tanks, and bombers 

earlier in the century. The development of nuclear weapons in the course of WW II 

 
41 Bevans, Treaties and Other International Agreements of the United States of America, 1776-1949, 

p.1055. 

 

 
42 Carr, International Relations between the Two World Wars: 1919-1939, p.180. 

 

 
43 Edward Hallett Carr, Twilight of the Comintern, 1930-1935 (New York: Pantheon Books, 1982), 

p.204. 

 

 
44 Mustafa Bēyēklē, Kaynak­alē T¿rk Dēĸ Politikasē Kronolojisi: (1919-1938) (Hiperlink, 2011), p.128.  

 

 
45 George P. Shultz, ñThe War That Must Never Be Fought,ò Hoover Institution, 

https://www.hoover.org/research/war-must-never-be-fought, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

https://www.hoover.org/profiles/george-p-shultz
https://www.hoover.org/research/war-must-never-be-fought
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has, thus, yielded an element of world politics as fundamental and new as the inter-

systemic rivalry which emerged simultaneously from the defeat of the Axis states.46 

At the final stage of WW II, the scientists of the USA tried to be the master of the atom 

and its capacity released its energy with the atomic bomb. In the end, the US initiative 

known as the Manhattan Project47, fed by the minds of the European diaspora in the 

US, faced the rope. After the first successful atomic bomb test, or detonation of a 

nuclear weapon in the New Mexico deserts in July 1945, the theoretical physicist J. 

Robert Oppenheimer triumphed at the start of the secret weapon development 

initiative, which can remind about ñNow I am become Death, the destroyer of worlds,ò 

the most well-known line, from the Bhagavad-Gita in accordance with James 

Temperton.48 

The number of nuclear weapons with the US bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 

August 1945 has sustained and continued to multiply in the course of time despite the 

attempts for disarmament and arms control, which helped diminish the nuclear arms 

threat and build up. 

After WW II, there was a tendency among military researchers to underestimate the 

destructive potential of nuclear weapons. However, this was not the case for top-level 

American military and political leaders, who quickly recognized the revolutionary 

character of nuclear power. After the bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, Truman 

saw the atom bomb as a terrorist weapon and stated that the atom bomb should be 

treated differently than ordinary weapons such as cannons and rifles.49 With this 

 
46 Fred Halliday, The Making of the Second Cold War, 2nd ed., (London: Verso, 1986), p.33.  

 

 
47 G¿vem G¿m¿ĸ Akay and Erhan Nal­acē, ñSavaĸēn Hizmetinde Bilim: Manhattan Projesi,ò Madde, 

Diyalektik ve Toplum 2, no. 3 (August 2019), pp. 208-218. 

 

 
48 James Temperton, ñ óNow I Am Become Death, the Destroyer of Worldsô. The Story of 

Oppenheimerôs Infamous Quote,ò WIRED UK (August 9, 2017), 

https://www.wired.co.uk/article/manhattan-project-robert-oppenheimer, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
49 Scott Douglas Sagan, Moving Targets: Nuclear Strategy and National Security (Princeton: Princeton 

University Press, 1990), pp.13-14.   

 

https://www.wired.co.uk/article/manhattan-project-robert-oppenheimer
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statement, the Truman administration stated that nuclear weapons should be under 

international control.50  

Arms control is usually about bilateral and multilateral agreements on small arms, 

conventional weapons, and WMD as well as states legally promise and bind 

themselves to restrict the development, production, stockpiling, proliferation, 

distribution, or use of nuclear, chemical, biological, or other types of weapons.51  

An increase in any type of weapons can exceed an arms race and an increase in 

insecurity. Arms control agreements are often regarded as a way to avoid costly arms 

races that could adversely affect national goals and future peace.52 Arms control 

agreements can be also seen as ways so as to stop the spread of certain military 

technologies in lieu assurances to potential developers that they will not be victims of 

these technologies. In addition, some of these treaties are entered to limit the havoc 

done by warfare, especially, to civilians and the environment, which is thought as 

distorted for all participants regardless of who wins a war, or not. 

According to Croft, a typology of arms control strategies is based on his convincingly 

argued belief that arms control ñhas been, and continues to be, a much broader activity 

than is usually taken to be the case.ò53 

Indeed, arms control can be described to break the security dilemma which is 

Groups or individuals living in such a constellation must be, and usually are, 

concerned about their security from being attacked, subjected, dominated, or 

annihilated by other groups and individuals. Striving to attain security from 

such attack, they are driven to acquire more and more power in order to escape 

 
50 Andrew Glass, ñU.S. Calls for International Control of Nuclear Weapons, June 15, 1946,ò POLITICO 

(June 15, 2018), https://www.politico.com/story/2018/06/15/us-calls-for-international-control-of-

nuclear-weapons-june-15-1946-642207, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
51 Barry Kolodkin, ñUnderstanding Arms Control,ò ThoughtCo, https://www.thoughtco.com/what-is-

arms-control-3310297, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
52 Anup Shah, ñArms Control,ò Global Issues, https://www.globalissues.org/issue/66/arms-control, 

(accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
53 Stuart Croft, Strategies of Arms Control: A History and Typology (Manchester: Manchester 

University Press, 1996), p.4 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Security_dilemma
https://www.politico.com/story/2018/06/15/us-calls-for-international-control-of-nuclear-weapons-june-15-1946-642207
https://www.politico.com/story/2018/06/15/us-calls-for-international-control-of-nuclear-weapons-june-15-1946-642207
https://www.thoughtco.com/what-is-arms-control-3310297
https://www.thoughtco.com/what-is-arms-control-3310297
https://www.globalissues.org/issue/66/arms-control
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the impact of the power of others. This, in turn, renders the others more 

insecure and compels them to prepare for the worst. Since none can ever feel 

entirely secure in such a world of competing units, power competition ensues, 

and the vicious circle of security and power accumulation is on.54 

 

It can be stated that the purposes of arms control as a defensive strategy in a principle 

are mutual security or mutually controlled armament, transparency, equality, and 

stability for each side. Besides, it comes with cost reduction and devastation 

limitations.  

The United Nations Atomic Energy Commission (UNAEC) was established in 

October 1945 with the aim of protecting world peace and security. On 16 March 1946, 

the Acheson Lilienthal Report, the Report on the International Control of Atomic 

Energy, was submitted to the US Department of State. On 28 March 1946, it was 

released to the public. The Acheson-Lilienthal report called for the establishment of 

the Atomic Development Authority in order to oversee the mining and use of fissile 

materials, the operation of all nuclear facilities, capable of producing weapons, and the 

right to license countries seeking to conduct peaceful nuclear research.55 For the 

Acheson-Lilienthal plan, ñno nation or private organization was to be permitted to 

engage in dangerous activities.ò56 The plan was based on cooperation between the US 

and the USSR as its authors acknowledged that the USSR was unlikely to abandon its 

veto power in the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) on any issue.57 Also, it 

never mentioned when the US should destroy its nuclear arsenal, but it admitted that 

it was a necessity to do so.58 This report, included in the American proposals, served 

 
54 John H. Herz, ñIdealist Internationalism and the Security Dilemma,ò World Politics 2, no. 2 (1950), 

p.157. 

 

 
55 ñThe Acheson-Lilienthal & Baruch Plans, 1946,ò U.S. Department of State, https://2001-

2009.state.gov/r/pa/ho/time/cwr/88100.htm, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
56 Larry G. Gerber, ñThe Baruch Plan and the Origins of the Cold War,ò Diplomatic History 6, no. 1 

(1982), p.71. 

 

 
57 ñThe Acheson-Lilienthal & Baruch Plans, 1946.ò 

 

 
58 Ibid. 

 

https://2001-2009.state.gov/r/pa/ho/time/cwr/88100.htm
https://2001-2009.state.gov/r/pa/ho/time/cwr/88100.htm
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as the basis for the Baruch Plan, which would be presented a few months later. Bernard 

Baruch suggested that in the plan he presented at the first meeting of the UN Atomic 

Energy Commission on 14 June 1946, the International Atomic Development 

Authority be established and that this institution be given the authority to sanction and 

punish violations. In other items of the plan, provided that it was under the supervision 

of the organization, there were provisions for the development of nuclear energy for 

peaceful nuclear research, and the destruction of existing nuclear weapons of the USA 

after the international control system was established and to stop its production. The 

plan also banned the UN Security Councilôs veto power over the decisions of this 

organization.59 

Gregg Herken believed that the Baruch Plan was a product of the illusory belief that 

the atomic bomb might be used in a diplomatic or military way as the US ñwinning 

weaponò in the emerging struggle with the USSR.60 

The USSR was uncomfortable with the US changing the balance of power with its 

nuclear power and worried that the US would use its influence in the UN decision-

making process in the UN Atomic Energy Commission. The USSR objected to the 

Baruch Plan and its representatives submitted the Gromyko Plan, named after Russian 

Ambassador to the UN Andrei Gromyko. On 19 June 1946, he countered with the 

Gromyko Plan that virtually ignored the Baruch proposals.61 This plan proposed ñan 

international convention of infinite duration, open to all states and calling for an 

absolute prohibition of the use and the production of atomic weapons, and for the 

destruction of existing ones within three months of the conventionôs ratificationò62. 

With the Gromyko Plan, the UN Atomic Energy Commission must first ensure that 

 
59 David Fischer, History of The International Atomic Energy Agency: The First Forty Years (Vienna: 

The Agency, 1997), p.19.   

 

 
60 Gerber, ñThe Baruch Plan and the Origins of the Cold War,ò p.70. 
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existing nuclear weapons are destroyed, their production stopped and their production 

banned before an international inspection agency is established. For the USSR, an 

international control system could only be functional in this way. The Gromyko Plan 

also included the protection of the veto power of the UN Security Council.63 

The USSR had a tremendous conventional power against the US with its influence and 

spread in Eastern Europe. It can be stated that with the balancing of the nuclear 

monopoly of the US and the possibility of invasion of Western Europe by the USSR, 

a mutual deterrence in nuclear and conventional weapons was formed between the US 

and the USSR. 

The Conventional Armaments Commission, which was established by the Security 

Council in 1947 and composed of its members, did not start its serious work until 1948 

after the Soviet proposal to consider conventional and nuclear disarmament together 

was rejected.64 At the time, when the US had a nuclear monopoly and the USSR was 

assumed to be the superior in conventional weapons, both sides made proposals that 

helped them maintain their position while neutralizing the otherôs superiority.65 

The USSR, which accelerated its nuclear studies, carried out the first successful atomic 

bomb test in 1949. 

A new Disarmament Commission was established in 1952 with the same membership 

as previous Commissions - the Security Council plus Canada. Its responsibility was 

regulation, limitation and balanced reduction of all armed forces and all 

armaments, for the elimination of all major weapons adaptable to mass 

destruction, and for effective international control of atomic energy to ensure 

the prohibition of atomic weapons and the use of atomic energy for peaceful 

for purposes only.66  
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In 1954, the discussions moved to a subcommittee made up of Canada, France, the 

UK, the USSR, and the US, where it continued privately until September 1957.67 

In spite of the fact that negotiations were taking place, the US and the USSR began a 

nuclear arms race, with each striving to gain a military advantage over the other by 

building more and more nuclear weapons and the means to deliver them.68 This race 

caused a debate on the proper means to cope with the nuclear arms problem via 

disarmament and arms control. Especially, collective arms control responses between 

1925 and 1991 evolved into three types of agreements, which focused on ñnon-

armament, confidence-building measures, and arms limitations.ò69 

The non-proliferation of nuclear weapons embarked on attracting international 

attention after 1945. This was a turning point in disarmament and arms control because 

changes in the quality of weapons caused the belief that disarmament and arms control 

was an open problem.  

While nuclear disarmament refers to both the act of reducing or eliminating nuclear 

weapons and to the end state of a nuclear-free world, in which nuclear weapons are 

completely eliminated, arms controls on nuclear weapons of states are related to being 

limited and controlled on the development, production, stockpiling, proliferation, 

deployment and use of. 

From the beginning of the nuclear age, it has been obvious that the development of 

nuclear capabilities by states could provide them with diverting technology and 

materials for weapons purposes. Therefore, preventing such tendencies became a 

central issue in discussions on peaceful uses of nuclear energy. After WW II , the UN 

was established for promoting and sustaining international peace and security.70  The 
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US proposed the Baruch Plan in 1946 as a way to impose stringent international 

control over the nuclear fuel cycle or atomic weapons to the UN.71  

This illustrates the classic US position. It also shows what the US initial strategy was. 

That is the US acquired nuclear weapons itself, but it wanted others not to do so. 

Therefore, it tried to make a policy to prevent a global nuclear arms race within the 

UN framework to limit others from getting nuclear weapons. That was not something 

the USSR would accept. 

Initial attempts, which was begun in 1946 by the UN, to create an international system 

to make it possible for all states to have access to nuclear technology under appropriate 

safeguards, were terminated in 1949 without the achievement of this objective, 

because both the US and the USSR, two nuclear powers, had tested nuclear weapons, 

and were beginning to build their stockpiles.  

In December 1953, US President Dwight D. Eisenhower in his ñAtoms for Peaceò 

proposal presented to the eighth session of the United Nations General Assembly, and 

urged that an international organization be established in order to disseminate peaceful 

nuclear technology while guarding against the development of weapons capabilities in 

additional countries.72 Bertrand Russell, Albert Einstein, and other leading scientists 

issued a manifesto warning of the dangers of nuclear war and urging all governments 

to resolve disputes peacefully in 1955.73 Eisenhowerôs proposal resulted in 1957 in the 

establishment of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)74, which was 

charged with the dual responsibility of promotion and control of nuclear technology. 
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The IAEA technical assistance activities began in 1958.75 Within the framework of the 

UN, the principle of nuclear non-proliferation was addressed in negotiations as early 

as 1957 and gained significant momentum in the early 1960s due to the fact that the 

United Kingdom (UK), France and China built and tested a nuclear explosive device. 

In the United Kingdom, Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (CND), on 17 February 

1958, held a public opening meeting in the Central Hall in Westminster, attended by 

five thousand people. After the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament in the UK held its 

first meeting76, a few hundred left to show off at Downing Street.77  

The policies declared by the CND were the unconditional abandonment of the use, 

production, or dependence on nuclear weapons by the UK and a general disarmament 

agreement. The CND organized the first Aldermaston March, which took place at 

Easter in 1958. When several thousand people marched from Trafalgar Square, in 

London, to the Atomic Weapons Research Establishment near Aldermaston in 

Berkshire, in the UK, to show off their opposition to nuclear weapons for four 

days.78 The Aldermaston marches continued until the late 1960s when tens of 

thousands of people joined the four-day marches. 
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2.3.  Nuclear Armament Strategies in the 1960s 

 

To begin with, it is important to describe what the nuclear strategy is. The nuclear 

strategy is concerned with ñthe relationship between political ends and military means 

the interestò and with ñthe theoretical and practical issues raised by attempts to extract 

political benefits from nuclear arsenals.ò79 Explicitly, it is ñthe formation of tenets and 

strategies for producing and using nuclear weapons.ò80 

Nuclear strategy can be understood under what circumstances it is employed for the 

interest of the nation so as to develop nuclear weapons, which kinds of nuclear 

weapons can be developed, and when and how such weapons can be used. 

Unlike most military strategies, which are about how forces might be used against 

armed opponents, the discussion of nuclear strategy has been affiliated to deterrence 

and how to cope provided that it fails. Deterrence is a notoriously distinctive subject 

to obligate for it succeeds when nothing happens and relies on how threats are 

communicated and understood. At moments of crisis, governments have talked about 

the risks of nuclear war although at other times they tend to avoid speculating on the 

circumstances in which nuclear weapons might be used. 

As a result, to grasp the emerge of the INF treaty, it is necessary to scrutinize the 

nuclear strategies of the US, the USSR, and Europe, generally and specifically, starting 

from the 1960s. 
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2.3.1. The US Strategy  

 

The USA broke ground in the development and use of nuclear weapons. According to 

Kissinger, the USA Strategy can be explained briefly as follows 

Until the early Fifties, we had an atomic monopoly enabling us to substitute 

strategic power for conventional inferiority without fear of retaliation. Until 

the Sixties, we were in a position of such superiority that in a first strike we 

could probably have destroyed the Soviet retaliatory force, and the Soviets had 

no comparable capability. In any event, the Soviets, calculating the worst-case 

scenario, would not risk it. Until the early Seventies, in fact, the worst-case 

scenario analysis of the Soviets was bound to be a significant restraint on 

adventurism. Therefore, our loss of strategic superiority was a strategic 

revolution even if the Soviets did not achieve a superiority of their own. For 

that, to some extent, freed the Soviet capacity for regional intervention.81 

 

What is significant here is that the US stereotype could be seen repeating. The US was 

trying to create a strategy by portraying the USSR as a threat to it and its allies. 

However, the real threat was created by producing the first nuclear weapon. 

Regardless of whether the aggression of the USSR is reality or not, the US 

policymakers in the 1950s and 1960s argued that this aggression was real, and with 

the ñmassive retaliationò and ñassured destructionò strategies tried to deter this 

aggression according to the US. These strategies envisioned a large-scale US nuclear 

attack on a wide range of targets in the USSR, Eastern Europe, and China if the USSR 

or its allies launched a nuclear or large-scale conventional attack against the US or its 

allies.82 

From the development of nuclear weapons, deterrence can be stated as the center of 

the security policy of the US. 
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George F. Kennan, an American diplomat, and historian, who has an important place 

in American foreign policy, sent to the US administration ñThe Long Telegramò83 and 

with his article ñThe Sources of Soviet Conductò84 published in Foreign Affairs by 

analyzing the policy of the USSR, he planned a strategy that would form the basis of 

the US foreign policy during the Cold War. Kennan envisioned limiting the spheres of 

influence of the USSR with the containment policy, Kennan predicted, would 

ñpromote tendencies which must eventually find their outlet in either the break-up or 

the gradual mellowing of Soviet powerò85 as a theoretical framework. Developments 

such as the Truman Doctrine, the Marshall Plan, and NATO can be assumed the 

concrete tools of this policy. 

NATO was structured in 1949 with the aim of defending Western Europe against the 

expansionism of the USSR, its ideology, and ensuring their security under the ñnuclear 

umbrellaò of NATO via nuclear-sharing of the USA against nuclear weapon threats. 

The founding purpose of NATO was expressed by Lord Ismay, the first General 

Secretary of NATO, to ñkeep the Soviet Union out, the Americans in, and the Germans 

down.ò86 Undoubtedly, NATO has formed an important basis for deterrence in terms 

of being under a common defense roof against the USSR threat. It can be claimed that 

the US had a nuclear weapon monopoly until 1949 to opt for the ñcontainment policyò 

of Kennan unlike the USSR was responding technologically.  

What is deterrence? What is nuclear deterrence? Why do countries need to deter? 

Deterrence can be defined as a strategy to prevent military attacks or threats of the 
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opponent. Nuclear deterrence is the threat of nuclear retaliation for prohibiting 

aggressive behaviors, usually an action on the threatening state. Every country which 

has developed nuclear weapons has justified the following nuclear deterrence. The 

security of the nuclear-weapon states and people who are interested in their own 

survival and fear the outbreak of war rely on nuclear deterrence.  

In addition to the military reasons for the desire of states to have nuclear weapons, 

there are also studies drawing attention to the existence of political reasons such as 

facilitating the realization of foreign political goals and increasing the power and 

prestige of the nation. Sagan also participates in these studies, the reasons that push 

the states to nuclear armament, security, internal or domestic policies, and norms.87 

That is,  

Nuclear weapons, like other weapons, are more than tools of national security; 

they are political objects of considerable importance in domestic debates and 

internal bureaucratic struggles and can also serve as international normative 

symbols of modernity and identity.88 

 

During these years when the US was a nuclear monopoly, the USSR used its 

conventional power for deterrent purposes. Handover of nuclear weapons possession 

the USSR completed the construction of the atomic bomb in August 1949. With this 

event important for stability and new technologies for nuclear weapons, the idea that 

the first strike would win the war was no longer valid because it ended the absolute 

power promised by its rival nuclear weapon to the first strike. 

Acquiring and developing nuclear weapons can be regarded as a survival issue.  

Thanks to nuclear weapons, it would like to deter threats. Security is different from 

survival. Survival is being alive whereas security is living. Security is described as 

survival-plus89 by Ken Booth. The plus here may be stated alongside other factors the 

nuclear weapon in particular.  
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Nuclear weapons have become the main tool of the US effort to contain the USSR 

expansionism for a variety of reasons. After the US rapid demobilization of its 

conventional armed forces following WW II, nuclear weapons were viewed by the 

political and military leaders as the only possible deterrent force against the enormous 

conventional forces of the USSR.90 When deterrence by punishment is generally 

associated with nuclear deterrence, deterrence by denial is usually about conventional 

deterrence.91 

Also, the concepts of ñfirst strikeò and ñsecond strikeò to deterrence had an important 

place. The first strike is a supposed ability that means a ñdisarming strike.ò The second 

one is known as opposed to first strike purposes to absorb the strike of the rival, and 

then to strike back successfully by remaining sufficient forces. Namely, a retaliatory 

force survived the attack. Briefly, one of these capabilities means that the opposing 

side does not have any of them.92 The USSR could be seen as the first pre-emptive 

attack with nuclear weapons. The pre-emptive strike is about a sudden attack that 

prevents the other side from replying.93 

This situation, in other words, is that a party with the initial capacity minimizes the 

damage to the intended use of destroying the wrong capacity of the opponent. Because 

if the opponent cannot be completely destroyed in case of retaliation, the second-strike 

capacity arises and the opponent has the ability to use their nuclear weapons in 

retaliation.  

With this view, it has become important to protect nuclear weapons and their means 

of sending from the effects of the attack and to have military capabilities and 
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capabilities enough to respond to the first attacker. In 1960, the nuclear triad94 was 

completed when the USSR and the USA added nuclear submarines to their nuclear 

weapons delivery vehicles. Nuclear submarines are crucial to nuclear deterrence. 

These submarines, whose location cannot be determined, made the second-strike 

capacity possible. Some of the nuclear weapons are deployed in the form of bombers 

in continuous flight around the earth in the air, some nuclear submarines patrolling 

under the sea, and some in the form of missiles ready to fire in sheltered silos or on 

the ground. It is believed as the fact that nuclear weapons are always ready in this way 

and have provided the parties with the second-strike capacity and the second-strike 

capacity has deterred the parties from making the first attack. 

Actually, on 30 October 1953, NSC 162/2: A Report to the National Security Council 

by the Executive Secretary on Basic National Security Policy was approved by 

Eisenhower. The US national security policy promoted the birth of a new policy of 

deterrence known as massive retaliation, a military doctrine that put forward the US 

nuclear strategy. According to NSC 162/2, ñin the event of hostilities, the United States 

will consider nuclear weapons to be available for use as other munitions.ò95 

John Foster Dulles, the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Eisenhower government 

between 1953 and 1959 and one of the important figures of the Cold War, developed 

the massive retaliation strategy against the USSR. With this strategy, the USA declared 

that it would retaliate heavily with nuclear weapons against any attack from the 

USSR.96 Massive retaliation strategy based on the total response, including nuclear 

weapons, to any conventional or nuclear attack by the USSR.  

With the launch of Sputnik, the first satellite by the USSR in 1957, which ñexperts and 

citizens in the United States who had hoped that the United States would accomplish 
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this scientific advancement first,ò97 but the most important event that troubled the US 

considerably was a report98 about the long-range missile test made by the USSR in 

1957. At this time, specialists began to worry about a more dangerous state of affairs, 

a potential surprise attack of the USSR missiles bringing about their short flying and 

warning time. The lack of knowledge about the actual number of the USSR 

intercontinental ballistic missiles occurred in the mind, ñmissile gap.ò99 

The continuous increase in nuclear arsenals of the USA and the USSR caused the 

deterrence policy to be reconsidered. Indeed, both sides had huge numbers of nuclear 

weapons, and in the event of a war, they could be completely destroyed. Wohlstetter 

explained this situation with the article ñThe Delicate Balance of Terror.ò100 

From 1957 to 1961, the missile gap issue continued to affect the US nuclear strategy.101 

The US national security policy changed dramatically on 20 January 1961 when the 

incoming John F. Kennedy administration began to replace Dwight D. Eisenhowerôs 

ñmassive retaliationò with a new strategy of ñflexible response.ò Focusing largely on 

the end of the USSR threat to Western Europe, a flexible response strategy was seen 

as an important change that enhanced the so-called deterrence by offering flexible 

nuclear options to the president and increasing traditional abilities to deal with various 

military crises.102  
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In 1962, the Cuban Missile Crisis, the peak of the Cold War, confronted two 

leaderships. The importance of concepts such as the aforementioned ñBalance of 

Terrorò and ñMADò has emerged. The massive retaliation strategy was abandoned by 

President John F. Kennedy. During the Cuban Missile Crisis, it was replaced by the 

more refined, but equally ambiguous flexible response strategy, ñto deter all wars, 

general or limited, nuclear or conventional, large or small.ò103  

According to the flexible response strategy, the USA could respond to the USSRôs 

activities with all kinds of weapons to the extent that it finds suitable. The flexible 

response strategy prevents the direct use of nuclear weapons in a possible attack, and 

foresees the limited use of tactical nuclear weapons in case of failure of conventional 

weapons and finally the realization of a large-scale nuclear attack. In other words, the 

flexible response strategy, which aims to prevent large-scale nuclear war and 

concentrates on conventional armament, has suggested the priority use of short-range 

tactical weapons rather than the use of nuclear weapons at the first stage. 

Tactical nuclear weapons, also known as non-strategic nuclear weapons, are designed 

to be used on battlefields for military purposes. There are various types of tactical 

nuclear weapons such as unguided bombs, underwater bombs, nuclear torpedoes, land 

mines, artillery shells, and short-range missiles. With these weapons-usable like 

conventional weapons, nuclear war, which was seen as unstoppable, became fought. 

Therefore, one of the important factors of the increase in nuclear weapons stocks has 

been the race in tactical nuclear weapons. 

In addition, the theoretical spirit of the ñFlexible Responseò created US supremacy 

and multiple options in the 1960s. This strategy had the task of two-way targetings, 

such as a counterforce strike and countervalue strike, which would provide resilience 

in a crisis where the US could strengthen both.104 The purpose of the counterforce 

strike was to eliminate and accordingly limit the USSR nuclear forces. In addition to 
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this damage-limiting mission, the guaranteed destruction mission aimed at destroying 

USSR countervalue targets, including USSR cities and industrial areas.105 

Counterforce and countervalue strategies aimed at preventing the enemy from using 

their weapons and responding through deterrence.106 

In the late 1960s, the USSR military build-up in terms of ICBMs finally began to take 

place. It reached a higher level than the worst-case predictions. In terms of ICBMs, the 

parity emerged between the US and the USSR. Also, the USSR started the deployment 

of submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs). At the same time, the Johnson 

administration has reduced its spending on nuclear forces and kept the number of 

deployed ICBMs and SLBMs at the current level. In this context, it was possible to 

say that for the first time in its nuclear strategy, the US started to give up the principle 

of superiority and decided to be competent. Competence in strategic forces and 

stability in deterrence was considered the most desirable until the mid-1970s.107 With 

the impending equity, and especially with the development of the USSR SLBMs, 

McNamara under Johnsonôs rule partially abandoned the damage-limiting approach 

and underlined the duty of guaranteed the assured destruction mission.108 

During the last period of the Johnson administration, strategic defense incentives 

against the USSR missiles were revived due to the increase in the number of its 

missiles and the increase in the number of USSR missiles and in the late 1960s to 

balance the second offensive capability of the US deploying an early version of the 

Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) system in the USSR region. Consequently, the Johnson 
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administration announced its intention to establish an ABM system known as the 

ñSentinel.ò109 

 

2.3.2. The USSR Strategy 

 

At the close of WW II , the US introduced nuclear weapons. The USSR under Stalinôs 

leadership appeared to ignore the impact of nuclear weapons on strategy. This strategic 

approach changed so rapidly after the death of Stalin. 

For many years after WW II, the US maintained its apparent military superiority over 

the USSR in most areas. In strategic nuclear forces, the US had an overwhelming 

advantage over the USSR. The USSR gained its capacity to strike US territory only in 

1957, and it was only in the late 1960s that the USSR delivery systems had begun to 

approach the US levels in warhead numbers and megatonnage.110 

In the 1950s, ballistic and cruise missile technologies, jet engines, and artificial earth 

satellites were introduced, as well as computers and automatic control systems. These 

significant events were known in the USSR as the ñrevolution in military affairs.ò111  

Nuclear weapons changed the nature and methods of armed struggle at a strategic level 

as they were able to fulfill the militaryôs strategic tasks without operational art and 

tactics. However, until Stalinôs death in 1953, the army of the USSR could not begin 

to explore the full strategic potential of new arms. Although Stalin pushed for the 

development of the ñbombò, he downplayed its importance and did not encourage the 

army to formulate a new strategy involving nuclear weapons.112 
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Although the first nuclear test explosion of the USSR happened in 1949, the transition 

to nuclear strategy began in the mid-1950s when the military thinkers of the USSR 

began to realize the importance of surprise, the early period of the war, and the use of 

nuclear attack so as to determine the course and outcome of the war.  

In the 1950s, the increased mobility of armor and the striking power of nuclear 

weapons strengthened the concept of deep attack operation. The scope and depth of an 

operational attack grew and intensified. The military thinkers of the USSR believed 

they could achieve a decisive victory by launching pre-emptive nuclear attacks on 

targets behind the enemy and then encircling, cutting, and destroying the enemyôs 

troops with nuclear and conventional ammunition.113 The military writers of the USSR 

soon began to point out that radioactive contamination, fires, and floods caused by 

massive nuclear attacks could affect the success of operations.114 

In February 1955, Marshal Pavel A. Rotmistrov published a groundbreaking article on 

ñsurpriseò in the magazine of the USSR Voennaia myslô (Military Thought).115 He 

stressed the importance of landing the first ñpre-emptiveò nuclear strike to destroy the 

enemyôs weapons, the second while preparing a surprise attack.116 Since the mid-

1950s, the concept of pre-use of an enemyôs nuclear weapons has firmly placed in the 

military thinking of the USSR. 

During the early period of the 1950s, nuclear strategy in the USSR remained for 

whatever reason heavily influenced by traditional military strategy. Moreover, in those 

early years of nuclear weapons of the US, its nuclear advantage was against the 

USSRôs conventional superiority in Europe.  
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When the USSR military began to see nuclear weapons particularly suitable for 

general warfare, they needed a strategy for their use. In 1957, a series of top-level 

military seminars helped leaders develop elements of a new nuclear strategy. The 

USSR weapons succeed in 1957, and Khrushchev became confident enough to claim 

the USSR superiority in missiles in Pravda on 22 November 1957,117 to cast doubt on 

the US assumption that the US was militarily stronger than the USSR in Pravda on 26 

January 1958,118 to throw out the traditional Stalinist concept of ñcapitalist 

encirclementò because it was ñno longer clear who encircles whomò in an Interview 

with Paris Figaro on 19 March 1958;119 and to contend that the situation was such that 

the West would ñhardly dare to unleash a war against the countries of the Socialist 

campò in Speech in Krasnodar, Pravda, on 16 October 1958120. Advances in the USSR 

weapons in 1957 seemed to have resolved the long-ambivalent problem in ruling 

circles of the USSR about the adequacy of deterrence. A group of military strategists 

of the USSR under Marshal Sokolovskii continued their seminar work.121 In 1927, 

they published the first USSR thesis on strategy, Military Strategy, in 1962.122 

As the USSR nuclear program evolved, tensions over military doctrine developed 

between Khrushchev and his senior military officers. Marshal Grechko emphasized 

the USSR armed forces ñmust always be superior to those of the imperialists.ò123 In 

January 1960, Khrushchev announced the new nuclear strategy in a speech to ñthe 
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Supreme USSR.ò According to Khrushchev, the aim of that strategy was to deter war 

rather than war. Despite Khrushchevôs emphasis on the deterrence and reduction of 

military manpower, ñSokolovskiiôs Military Strategyò stressed the need for 

apocalyptic scenarios and mass armies for a world war with nuclear weapons.124 The 

idea of prevention reappeared on a transcontinental basis than as the USSR had 

purchased nuclear ICBMs and could threaten the US territory. Sokolovskii argued that 

the USSR side should ñblockò an attack by an enemy coalition by carrying out massive 

nuclear strikes on the enemyôs territory.125 These attacks not only destroy the enemyôs 

weapons but also the enemyôs will to continue the war, thus, limiting the damage done 

by a retaliatory attack. 

Between 1962 and 1964, a series of articles analyzing the Western amphibious 

operations of WW II were published in military journals of the USSR, suggesting that 

there was an interest in the methods of projecting military forces far from the borders 

of the USSR.126 However, beyond the creation of a small naval force in both 1963 and 

1964, there was no sudden change in policy from that interest, and the missions 

performed indicated that it was designed for the amphibious operations in order to 

support a ground operation in general warfare instead of the distant limited war role.127 

In the mid-1960s, the USSR military leadership attempted to add new, less destructive, 

strategic options, not only as a reception to a flexible response strategy but also 

because the leaders began to doubt the possibility of a true victory in a nuclear war.128 

ñThe end of the period saw approximately equality in strategic nuclear weapons and 
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defense against them, and was ratified by a formal agreement with the United States 

at the Moscow Summit meeting in May 1972.ò129 

The strategy of the USSR regarding nuclear weapons was to provide the disarmament 

position, which had followed conventional weapons in a logical way. To the extent 

that the US did not agree with the fact that those arms turned to control. The USSR 

entered a nuclear arms race to balance the nuclear superiority achieved by the United 

States in 1945. To a large extent, it had succeeded. At that time, the USA did not have 

a problem in finding resources and held one-third of the world economy even though 

the USSR was not in a position to devote its resources to weapons and, ideologically, 

allocating resources to weapons was a problem. 

 

2.3.3. The European Strategy 

 

Substantially, in terms of nuclear strategy, European non-nuclear allies and European 

nuclear allies completely relied on NATO nuclear umbrella including the US as a 

nuclear power during the Cold War period because European countries escaped from 

confronting the USSR, as seen as a threat, by themselves. NATOôs nuclear sharing 

was made through the United States despite the fact that the UK and France have had 

a nuclear capability. In that sense, it can be stated that the nuclear strategy followed 

by Europe during the Cold War is mostly a search for assurance in the context of the 

NATO nuclear umbrella. This has been met to a great extent by the US. For instance, 

West Germany began using nuclear energy in the 1960s with the help of NATO, 

however, in the early 1970s, a strong anti-nuclear movement formed with local groups 

organizing protests against the construction of new plants.130 

When Europe was scrutinized from the point of nuclear weapons in the 1960s, both 

the UK and France had their own nuclear forces, unlike West Germany. The UK 
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carried out the first successful nuclear test on 2 October 1952 whereas France realized 

its first nuclear test on 13 October 1960.131 In fact, that shows that Europe could not 

be defined the nuclear strategy as a single. This is because there were either non-

nuclear-weapon states or nuclear weapon states in Europe. In addition, even though 

not only the UK but also France had their own nuclear weapons, they did not offer the 

common use of these nuclear weapons to Europe. Moreover, West Germany did not 

have its own nuclear weapons, but it sought protection via nuclear weapons within the 

framework of NATO. This situation fed and converged with the US policy of staying 

a monopoly on the issue of nuclear weapons. Nuclear sharing has been an important 

component of US policy towards the West. The inclusion of non-nuclear countries and 

West Germany, in a joint NATO force, would discourage them from seeking deterrents 

of their own, and in that way, it raised European unity to ensure Western European 

security.132 

In the 1950s and 1960s, West Germany and Italy were compliant with the US wishes 

about the storage of nuclear weapons on their soil as well as after all, their potential 

use in a European war.133 

On the other hand, France raised the concerns. In March 1966, it was announced that 

the withdrawal of France from the integrated military structure of NATO and effective 

expulsion of NATO personnel from French soil. That is, the French President Charles 

de Gaulleôs rejection of US leadership and the withdrawal of French forces from the 

integrated military structure of NATO.134 For that understanding, the French come 
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first. France wanted their own force de frappe.  For France, Washington might not use 

their weapons at all in a crisis.135 

Sharing possession of nuclear capabilities of the US strengthened NATO during the 

1960s in Europe. 

 

2.4.   The NPT: The International Framework of Arms Control  

 

Why is the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) important? It 

can be stated that cessation of the continuing arms race and preventing the war 

technology can be realized through a treaty on general and complete disarmament as 

well as non-proliferation of nuclear weapons under strict and effective international 

control. The NPT can be shown as a good example of that since it with a Preamble and 

eleven Articles, which is built on three pillars,  

to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons and weapons technology (Article 1, 

2, 3), to promote the peaceful use of nuclear energy (Article 4) with the help 

of [a] safeguards system under the responsibility of the IAEA, which detects 

the misuse of nuclear technology as well as to promote nuclear disarmament 

(Article 6)136,  

 

but it has not achieved in general and complete disarmament for years, yet.  

In the Cold War period, nuclear weapons production intensified. A treaty had been 

signed by both non-nuclear-weapon states and nuclear-weapon states in order to avert 

the danger of a nuclear war. Disarmament can be grasped as the best protection against 

the outbreak of a nuclear war, however, achieving that has been difficult.  

With the NPT, nuclear weapons were enormously eliminated, nevertheless, the NPT 

has not prevented nuclear proliferation as well as not achieving total disarmament. The 
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structural problem of the NPT is that general and complete nuclear disarmament will 

not be able to be achievable.  

The NPT is the only binding commitment in a multilateral treaty to the goal of general 

and complete disarmament by the nuclear-weapon states. It was opened for signature 

at London, Moscow, and Washington on 1 July 1968 and entered into force on 5 March 

1970.137 On 11 May 1995, states parties to the Treaty agreed without a vote on the 

Treatyôs indefinite extension and decided that review conferences should continue to 

be held every five years.138 In other words, every five years, parties to the NPT meet 

to review its implementation.  

The structure of a treaty to uphold nuclear non-proliferation as a norm of international 

behavior had become clear by the mid-1960s, and by 1968 final agreement had been 

reached on a Treaty that would prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons, enable 

cooperation for the peaceful use of nuclear energy and further the goal of achieving 

general nuclear disarmament.139 

From 1953 to 1969, it was called the period of Oscillatory Antagonism, which was 

one in which attempts were made to lessen confrontation and reach an agreement, and 

to detach some of the tensions internal to each camp from the east-west confrontation 

as explained by Fred Halliday.140 The Treaty was signed in that period, and it was 

entered into force in the D®tente period, which was marked by a retreat from the all-

out arms race, by the rhetoric of peace and pursuit of agreed levels of armament from 

1969 to 1979.141 Even though the NPT was the output of the Cold War, it has not 
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disappeared after the Cold War ended. Hence, to grasp the aim of the NPT, it is 

important to see how the NPT emerged. 

The NPT divides the countries of the world into two categories, nuclear weapon states, 

and non-nuclear weapons states. This is significant because it is the only binding 

multilateral treaty with the aim of total disarmament by nuclear-weapon states. 

Currently, a total of 191 states have joined the Treaty, including the five nuclear-

weapon states; China, France, United Kingdom, Russia, and the United States.142 The 

Treaty defines nuclear weapon states as those who have built and tested a nuclear 

explosive device before 1 January 1967143, namely, the US (First detonation in 1945), 

the USSR (1949), the UK (1952), France (1960) and China (1964). However, India, 

Pakistan, and Israel, which are known as nuclear weapons states, have never been 

signatories to the Treaty and might develop nuclear weapons outside it. Besides, North 

Korea is the only state to have left the NPT. Kibaroĵlu and Sauer stated that 

Each day the anti-nuclear norm has become stronger. For the same reason, a 

majority of states in the world are now banning nuclear weapons. That goal fits 

the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), which entered into force in 1970 

and is the cornerstone of todayôs global nuclear non-proliferation and 

disarmament regime.144 

 

Therefore, although the NPT is a prominent treaty in terms of disarmament and non-

proliferation of nuclear weapons, it seems difficult to approach those targets in the 

foreseeable future. This is because whereas states parties to the Treaty may realize 

those aims by themselves, there are states not parties to the NPT, which can continue 

to develop and increase nuclear weapons. This can be the reason why complete 

disarmament has not been achieved. Thus, it is used to justify the arms race in the 

existing system. 
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2.5.   SALT Negotiations 

 

Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) I on limiting both Anti-Ballistic Missile 

(ABM) defensive systems and strategic nuclear offensive systems145 was fully 

launched in Helsinki on 17 November 1969 in the period towards D®tente. The most 

important of the agreements that emerged during the negotiations was an interim 

agreement on certain measures limiting strategic offensive arms and the Anti-Ballistic 

Missile (ABM) Treaty on the limitation of strategic defensive systems. During Nixonôs 

visit to Moscow in May 1972, they were signed by Nixon and Brezhnev within the 

framework of SALT I.146 Of these treaties, an interim agreement expired five years 

later. The ABM Treaty was accepted for an indefinite period of time and granted both 

parties the right to withdraw for six months after notification, in the event of a strategic 

situation that endangers the vital interests of any party. As a matter of fact, the US 

withdrew from the ABM Treaty in June 2002 by enacting this article in December 

2001, on the grounds that it ñhampers our ability to keep the peace, to develop 

defensive weapons necessary to defend America against the true threats of the 21st 

centuryò147. 

The ABM Treaty concerned the limitation of the anti-ballistic missile system. The 

Treaty limited both sides to only two anti-ballistic missile deployment zones, one in 

the capital and the other in an ICBM launch site. Each anti-ballistic missile field was 

limited to 100 launch systems and 100 interceptor missiles. It mandated all early 

warning radars directed outward around the country to prevent the establishment of a 

nationwide war management system. It also covered systems based on other principles, 
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such as lasers in addition to traditional interceptor missiles, radars, and launch pads.148 

With the agreement granting both countries the right to install only two anti-ballistic 

missile systems, both sides were able to protect only a small part of their countries. 

That arrangement, in which both sides were subjected to the deterrent effect of other 

strategic powers, strengthened the MAD strategy.149 Indeed, while both sides made 

population centers vulnerable to the first attack, the second hit they had the existence 

of its capacity discourages the other side from a nuclear war.  

Another treaty was signed under SALT I about attack missiles. Within the framework 

of the interim agreement, the number of existing intercontinental ballistic missiles 

(ICBMs) and submarine-launched Ballistic Missiles (SLBMs) was frozen at current 

levels for a period of 5 years. Thanks to that, an upper limit was imposed on the 

ballistic missiles that the parties could have, and the production of new missiles was 

carried out by dismantling the same number of old missiles, preserving the upper limit 

for ballistic missiles. 

The USSR and the US nuclear weapon systems were different from each other, as both 

sides developed these systems in accordance with their nuclear strategy. The USSR 

continued to develop and deploy heavy ballistic missiles and had caught up with the 

US leadership in land-based ICBMs. The USA, on the other hand, had the upper hand 

in warhead, bomber, and missile accuracy.  

What is significant here is that the term ñEuro-strategicò is used to describe nuclear 

weapons located in or likely to be used in Europe, and which are capable of hitting 

targets located a significant distance within the territory of the opponent.150 Thus, they 

are different from tactical nuclear weapons, shorter range, and intended to be used 

within a battlefield. More commonly, and especially as a consequence of the SALT 
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debate, such weapons have been defined as grey-area weapons, a term that indicates 

that they constitute contentious issues in arms control negotiations.151 

The outline of SALT II was created a year later when Brezhnev visited Washington. 

The second part of SALT Negotiations began in late 1972. Because SALT I did not 

put back each side to increase their forces with the deployment of Multiple 

Independently Targeted Re-Entry Vehicles (MIRVs) on their ICBMs and SLBMs, 

SALT II focused on restricting, and after all, reducing, the number of MIRVs.152 

The negotiations involved the administrations of Nixon, Gerald Ford, and Jimmy 

Carter, also sought to prevent both sides from making qualitative breakthroughs that 

would destabilize the strategic relationship again.153  

In November 1974, at Vladivostok Summit, Ford and Brezhnev accepted the 

fundamental framework of a SALT II agreement, which involved  

a 2,400 limit on strategic nuclear delivery vehicles such as ICBMs, SLBMs, 

and heavy bombers for each side, a 1,320 limit on MIRV systems, a ban on 

new land-based ICBM launchers and limits on [the] deployment of new types 

of strategic offensive arms.154 

 

Following the Vladivostok agreements, two countries were unable to resolve two other 

major problems in SALT I, the number of strategic bombers and the total number of 

warheads in each countryôs arsenal.155 The first one was complicated by the USSR 

Recoil bomber, which in negotiations, the US believed, might reach the US, but the 

USSR refused to include it in the SALT negotiations.156 At the same time, the USSR 
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tried to limit the deployment of the US Air-Launched Cruise Missiles (ALCMs) but 

were unsuccessful, and then, verification also divided two countries, but they 

eventually decided to use National Technical Means (NTM), involving the collection 

of electronic signals known as telemetry and the use of photo-reconnaissance 

satellites.157 

On 18 June 1979, SALT II was signed in Vienna at the Summit Meeting between 

Carter, who were elected after Nixon, and Brezhnev. 

With SALT II, the parties have the following rights 

An equal aggregate limit of 1,320 on the total number of launchers of MIRVed 

ballistic missiles and heavy bombers with long-range cruise missiles, an equal 

aggregate limit of 1,200 on the total number of launchers of MIRVed ballistic 

missiles, and an equal aggregate limit of 820 on launchers of MIRVed ICBMs. 

An equal aggregate limit on the number of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles 

- ICBM and SLBM launchers, heavy bombers, and air-to-surface ballistic 

missiles (ASBMs). Initially, this ceiling would have been 2,400 as agreed at 

Vladivostok. The ceiling would have been lowered to 2,250 at the end of 

1981.158 

 

During SALT II meetings, issues related to each otherôs weapons, which are 

considered to be short-range, but that result in long-range missiles during the use were 

discussed between the sides. 

The US tried to include these weapons of the opposing side within the scope of 

strategic nuclear by showing the ability of backfire bombers owned by the USSR to 

strike the US soil by replenishing in the air and return back to the US soil while the 

USSR tried to include these weapons of the other side in the scope of strategic nuclear. 

Following a written promise by the USSR that backfires production would not be more 

than 30 per year and that the aircraft would not be transformed into an intercontinental 

role, backfire was not subject to significant restrictions in SALT II.159 The USSR 
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invasion into Afghanistan in 1979 put an end to the possibility of accepting the treaty, 

which was submitted to the US Senate for approval after it was signed. This is why 

the US public, uncomfortable with the strength gained by the USSR in nuclear 

armament, thought that SALT II was against the United States. In January 1980, Carter 

withdrew the criticized SALT II from the Senate.  

 

2.6.  NATO Response to the SS-20 Missile: The Dual-Track Decision 

 

The background history of the INF treaty was the first period of d®tente, ñthe Dual-

Track Decision of NATOò to react to the USSR SS-20 and a negotiation record which 

finally achieved what almost no one would have expected when negotiators first sat 

down in Geneva.160 

In the mid-1960s, the USSR deployed SS-4 and SS-5 missiles that threatened Europe 

and the Far East.  

In the late 1970s, the USSR introduced a new nuclear-capable intermediate-range 

missile, the SS-20, or the RSD-10 Pioneer, with a nuclear warhead, to replace older 

models of the intermediate-range missiles, SS-4 and SS-5 missiles. The SS-20 could 

potentially strike any target in Europe, Southeast Asia, and Alaska from deep inside 

the USSR territory. Hence, Western Europe feared geopolitical vulnerability. In the 

1970s, it was faced with an economic crisis and social upheaval. The European ally of 

NATO, German chancellor Helmut Schmidt, in 1977, in a speech to the International 

Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS) in London, could be understood the weapon as 

destabilizing and called attention to this new threat and highlighted the need for a 

NATO response. Given strategic nuclear parity between the US and the USSR, also, 

the USSR increasing in its INF assets, it was prominent to think about redefining the 

disparities of military power in the European continent. The US was concerned that 

 
160 Ulrich K¿hn, ñBack to the Future? The New Missile Crisis,ò The INF Treaty of 1987 (2020), p.355. 
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this development would give the USSR a strategic edge and would reshape the security 

environment in Europe and elsewhere.  

After much debate, on 12 December 1979 NATO adopted ñthe Dual-Track 

Decisionò161 to effectively mount a response to the growing USSR threat created. ñthe 

Dual Track Decision (DTD)ò was brought forward by NATO for high policy and 

principal reasons. It genuinely contained the concept of collective action by the 

Atlantic Alliance in the name of European security. It had two components. Firstly, 

the deployment track focused on deploying new US intermediate-range ballistic and 

cruise missiles to Europe. Secondly, the arms control track involved bilateral US and 

USSR negotiations so as to secure a reduction of intermediate-range missiles. The 

second track, announced by US President Ronald Reagan in November 1981, was the 

so-called ñzero optionò162 ï the US would cancel its deployments in exchange for the 

elimination of all the USSR shorter-range and intermediate-range missiles. Ministers 

noted that NATOôs resolve in implementing DTD was the key factor in persuading the 

USSR to enter into arms control negotiations in Geneva and would continue to be 

crucial to achieving concrete results.163  

 

2.7.  Conclusion 

 

The INF treaty had two main axes. One of them was disarmament, which came to the 

fore more in the interwar years while it was seen that the discussions, after WW II, 

focused on the second main axis of the INF treaty, arms control. That is why this 

 
161 ñCommuniqu® of a Special Meeting of Foreign and Defence Ministers Brussels 12th December 

1979,ò NATO Archives Online, https://archives.nato.int/communique-of-special-meeting-of-foreign-

and-defence-ministers-brussels-12th-december-1979, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
162 ñRussian Compliance with the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty: Background and 

Issues for Congress,ò Congressional Research Service (January 18, 2019), p.14. 

 

 
163 ñFinal Communiqu®,ò NATO, 

https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/official_texts_23146.htm?selectedLocale=en, (accessed June 15, 

2021). 
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chapter shows how both disarmament and arms control were discussed before the INF 

treaty. Also, it displays that over time, and disarmament part of all the agreements 

mentioned has gradually weakened even though it was seen that the arms control part 

of them was getting stronger. 

Strategy is the path that leads to the goal. Strategy from the standpoint of nuclear 

weapons definition is different for each country and group. The US goal was to put 

arms control as a tool for its strategy to maintain its nuclear superiority and to do so. 

Europe supported the US strategy. With this, Europe did not need to allocate resources. 

Europe could use the US posture as its strategy. Since the USSR cannot impose 

disarmament anywhere, they define their position in order not to allow the US to 

control everything in arms control. 

The US strategy is based on having a nuclear strategy in the sense why preventing the 

other actors from getting and reaching such a technology. To ensure this, the US 

proposed that nuclear energy opened up its nuclear energy capability, but this was not 

welcomed by the other actors, particularly, the USSR because it tried to balance that 

without treating to balance that it is not acceptable by the USSR. This is because 

bombing Hiroshima and Nagasaki proved that the US put used atomic bombs. This 

was what happens when the Japanese were about to surrender. The USSR did not 

accept that. Whoever has nuclear weapons has the upper hand. The USSR could not 

ignore that. The United States wants to impose its nuclear power on the whole world. 

It is in the logic of socialism that the USSR wants disarmament, in both conventional 

weapons and nuclear weapons, mutual weapons to cease to be a threat, however, the 

US has based it on the logic of arms control from the beginning, rather than total 

disarmament. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

 

THE MAKING AND WORKING OF THE INF TREATY  

 

 

3.1.  Introduction  

 

The emergence process of the INF treaty was the D®tente period. After the negotiations 

between the US and the USSR, the INF treaty became an agreement beyond the 

expectations of both parties. The INF treaty set a remarkable example with respect 

including two extents, both disarmament and arms control.  

This chapter focuses on when and why the idea of the INF treaty was raised, what the 

parties, the US and the USSR, foresaw initially with the INF treaty, and what kind of 

an agreement was constructed in terms of content to grasp both disarmament and arms 

control dimensions of the treaty. 

 

3.2.  Negotiations and Signing of the INF Treaty  

 

In the mid-1970s, the USSR reached strategic parity with the US in terms of nuclear 

forces, which led to being qualitative and quantitative changes in European security. 

The negotiations of the INF treaty began in November 1981. The main objective of 

the US during the negotiations was to restrict the USSRôs increasing and modern 

Multiple Independently Targetable Re-Entry Vehicles (MIRVed) and SS-20s. The 
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USSR accepted to eliminate all medium-range ballistic missiles such as SS-20s, SS-

5s, and SS-4s in exchange for the elimination of the US Pershing II missiles as well as 

the US GLCMs, deployed against SS-20s in Europe in 1983.164 The deployment of the 

US was made by taking into account of NATO Dual-Track Decision in 1979. 

The change in Western policy towards the USSR represented by the Dual-Track 

Decision found the USSR completely unprepared. They could not see the significance 

of what was happening. In the era of Brezhnev (1964-1982), with the support of the 

equally aging Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR (1957-1985), the 

USSR Government lost the pace of diplomatic initiatives. It was easier to assume that 

the relationship between the forces was still in favor of the USSR as the economic 

crisis in the West undermined NATO determination so as to resist the USSR in Europe, 

and the revival of the West determination to strengthen NATO defense was easier 

instead of ultimately reconsidering unsustainable, long-held assumptions and 

reorganizing policy in a completely new line, therefore, it took a while for the USSR 

to get used to the new reality. 

At the outset, the USSR refused to enter into preliminary talks unless NATO revoked 

the deployment decision about its tactical nuclear weapons, however, in July 1980, the 

USSRôs position changed and preliminary negotiations began in Geneva in the autumn 

of 1980.165 

The US approach to the negotiations developed through extensive consultations within 

NATO required that any INF agreement would require to 

provide for equality both in limits and rights between the United States and the 

Soviet Union; be strictly bilateral and thus exclude British and French systems; 

limit systems on a global basis; not adversely affect NATOôs conventional 

defense capability; and be effectively verifiable.166 

 
164 Thomas Graham, Jr., Disarmament Sketches: Three Decades of Arms Control and International Law 

(Seattle Washington: Institute for Global and Regional Security Studies, 2002), p.107. 
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At the beginning of the talks, the USSR was against the deployment of any US INF 

missiles in European soils and offered a ceiling for 300 ñmedium-rangeò missiles and 

nuclear-capable aircraft for both sides, with nuclear forces of Britain and France 

counting toward the ceiling for the West.167 

Helmut Schmidt was isolated within his own Social Democratic Party and 

swept from office. However, Helmut Kohl and the Christian Democrats, 

solidly aligned with the US deployment, won the 1982 German elections. In 

Britain, Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher, also a strong supporter, led the 

Tories to a decisive victory in 1983.168 

 

On 8 March 1983, Reagan underlined that the USSR was an ñevil empireò, and warns 

against ñappeasementò and ñthe so-called nuclear freeze solutions proposed by 

some.ò169  

On 23 March 1983, he announced a ñStrategic Defense Initiative (SDI)ò, a major shift 

in the US position that had so far embraced the doctrine of MAD to maintain strategic 

stability, and to create a space-based ballistic missile shield that might protect against 

the USSR nuclear attack.170 

In the first two years of the negotiations that ended with the USSR leaving on 23 

November 1983, the US underlined the ñzero optionò preference even as it introduced 

the concept of an interim agreement based on equally low numerals of INF systems.171 

The Reagan administration centered on updating the US strategic nuclear arsenal and 

accelerating an overall military extension. Nonetheless, in November 1983, Reagan 
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tendered the USSR with a so-called ñzero option,ò in which all USSR and US 

intermediate-range nuclear missiles would be removed from installations around the 

world.172  

Reagan also offered a ñStrategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START),ò which seeks deep 

cuts in warhead counts and delivery vehicles.173 The USSR was concerned that the US 

and NATO started to deploy the Pershing II missile system in Western Europe.174 

INF negotiations were not done in 1984. The US deployments were used as planned 

in West Germany, Italy, and the UK, while preparations for deployment in Belgium 

were maintained.175 

In January 1985, the US and the USSR agreed to resume talks on the reduction of 

strategic nuclear weapons and medium-range missiles on European soil, and to begin 

the third series of negotiations on ñpreventing an arms race in space.ò176 The Nuclear 

and Space Talks (NST), a new bilateral forum, was formed for negotiations.177 

The US and the USSR decided that all questions related to these three areas would be 

coped with in relation to each other. The negotiations would be led by a single 

delegation from both sides, divided into three groups, one for defense and space, one 

 
172 ñU.S.-Russia Nuclear Arms Control.ò 

 

 
173 Ibid. 

 

 
174 Ibid. 

 

 
175 ñIntermediate-Range Nuclear Forces [INF],ò FAS, https://fas.org/nuke/control/inf/intro.htm, 

(accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
176 Don Oberdorfer, ñU.S., Soviets to Resume Arms Talks,ò The Washington Post (WP Company, 

January 9, 1985), https://www.washingtonpost.com/archive/politics/1985/01/09/us-soviets-to-resume-

arms-talks/ea807b41-6748-46c2-9813-3ecc89574c34/, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
177 ñIntermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF Treaty).ò 

 

 

https://fas.org/nuke/control/inf/intro.htm
https://www.washingtonpost.com/archive/politics/1985/01/09/us-soviets-to-resume-arms-talks/ea807b41-6748-46c2-9813-3ecc89574c34/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/archive/politics/1985/01/09/us-soviets-to-resume-arms-talks/ea807b41-6748-46c2-9813-3ecc89574c34/


 53 

for START, and one for INF. Official negotiations in all three areas resumed in March 

1985.178 

In the fall of 1985, the USSR gave hints of the possibility of an INF deal independent 

of START or defense and space issues.179 As the US GLCM deployments continued, 

the USSR outlined a provisional INF agreement that would allow some US GLCMs 

in Europe, however, would allow SS-20 warheads to equal the sum of all warheads in 

the US, British, and French systems.180 The USSR also offered to freeze INF systems 

in Asia, subject to the US acceptance of its proposals and on the condition that Asiaôs 

strategic situation did not change.181 

The USSR with Gorbachev returned to the table of negotiations in 1985 because its 

attitude about the European related INF has changed. Gorbachev made reforms on 

political and economic structures in order to reduce certain tension and pressure within 

the international realm and to cooperate and collaborate with foreign states. He 

introduced the policies of ñglasnost,ò in an attempt to improve relations with the West 

and more open in dealing with it, and ñperestroika,ò modernizing and rebuilding the 

USSR.182 

In November 1985, President Reagan and Secretary General Gorbachev met in 

Geneva, where they issued a joint statement calling for a provisional agreement on 

INF.183 
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At the end of 1985, the United States proposed a limit of 140 launchers in 

Europe for both sides and proportionate reductions in Asia while emphasizing 

collateral constraints on shorter-range missiles, since these systems can cover 

the same targets as longer-range systems.184 

 

A series of high-level meetings were held in August and September 1986. After those 

meetings, a meeting between Reagan and Gorbachev was held in October 1986 in 

Reykjavik, Iceland. In Reykjavik, both the US and the USSR run-in with equal global 

ceilings for systems capable of carrying 100 INF missiles warheads, none of which in 

Europe, would not be deployed.185 The USSR suggested the freezing of shorter-range 

missile deployments and decided, in principle, to intrusive on-site verification.186 

On 28 February 1987, the USSR introduced its readiness to attain a divided INF 

agreement.187 

On 4 March 1987, the US put on the table a draft INF treaty text reflecting the deal 

attained in Reykjavik and presented a comprehensive verification regime.188 In April, 

the USSR submitted its draft treaty. By July, it adopted as the principle to some of the 

provisions of the US comprehensive verification regime, involving data exchange, on-

site inspection of the elimination as well as INF missile inventories and facilitiesô on-

site inspection.189 

However, in a major change, the USSR side proposed the inclusion of US warheads 

in the West German Pershing IA missile systems.190 The US responded by reaffirming 
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that the INF negotiations were between only the US and USSR, and could not be 

included third-country systems or affect existing cooperation models.191 

Gorbachev proposed the elimination of US and USSR short-range missiles at meetings 

with Secretary Shultz in Moscow in April 1987.192 At the North Atlantic Council 

meeting, in June 1987, NATO foreign ministers expressed their support for the global 

elimination of all US and USSR intermediate-range and shorter-range missile systems. 

On 15 June 1987, Reagan offered the abolition of all US and USSR short-range missile 

systems. 

On 22 July 1987, Gorbachev weighed in with a ñdouble global zeroò treaty so as to 

eliminate intermediate-range missiles and shorter-range missiles after the US in a 

formal way introduced its ñglobal double zeroò position calling for the total 

elimination of all US and USSR forces.193 

On 26 August 1987, Chancellor Kohl announced that West Germany would dismantle 

72 Pershing IA missiles and would not be replaced with updating weapons if the US 

and the USSR scrapped all INF missiles as envisioned in the resulting treaty.194 This 

was a unilateral declaration by West Germany, not a part of the INF treaty.  

In September 1987, both the US and the USSR agreed in principle to conclude the 

treaty before the end of the year. On 8 December 1987, the INF treaty was signed by 

Reagan and Gorbachev at a summit meeting in Washington.195 At the time of its 

signing, the treatyôs verification regime was both partiesô a complete abolition of all 
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INF weapons declared within three years of the treatyôs entry into force, and a total 

ban on the possession and use of those missiles.196 

In light of the INF treaty, many people, including NATO Ministers, called for the 

modernization and re-equipment of the NATO nuclear arsenal.197 Pressure has 

increased to maintain with new programs to ñcompensateò for the impending removal 

of Pershing IIs and GLCMs from Europe.198 Any modernization of NATO nuclear 

forces would be controversial. 

Essentially, the INF treaty provided convenience to countries in Europe. They did not 

need to enter such a nuclear arms race. European states stayed out of the process 

because they did not enter the arms race. They spent their budget on other areas such 

as economic and social domains. 

 

3.3.  The Content and Working of the INF Treaty 

 

The main objective of the INF treaty was to stabilize the heretofore rapidly expanding 

nuclear forces of the US and the USSR as well as to prevent nuclear war between 

them.199 

Structurally, the INF treaty includes a Preamble and 17 Articles. The related 

Memorandum of Understanding on Data, Protocol on Elimination, and Protocol on 

Inspection are complementary parts of the treaty. 

Indeed, the Parties to the INF treaty, 
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conscious that nuclear war would have devastating consequences for all 

mankind, guided by the objective of strengthening strategic stability, 

convinced that the measures set forth in this Treaty will help to reduce the risk 

of [an] outbreak of war and strengthen international peace and security, and 

mindful of their obligations under Article VI of the Treaty on the NPT200, 

 

agreed to the Articles. 

Consequentially, the content of the INF treaty involves a number of breakthrough 

precedents. It marked the first time when the two leaders of the Cold War period had 

agreed to reduce their nuclear arsenals, eliminate all intermediate-range missiles and 

shorter-range missiles, and employ extensive on-site inspections for verification.201 In 

this regard, what is significant here is that it tries to display what the Articles of the 

INF treaty reflect.  

Briefly, it is that as follows; 

in accordance with the provisions of this Treaty which includes the 

Memorandum of Understanding and Protocols which form an integral part 

thereof, each Party shall eliminate its intermediate-range and shorter-range 

missiles, not have such systems thereafter, and carry out the other obligations 

set forth in this Treaty.202 

 

In epitome, Article I of the INF treaty is about fundamental necessities, Article II is 

related to denotations used throughout the treaty, Article III gives information about 

existing types of intermediate-range missiles and shorter-range missiles of the Parties 

to the agreement, Article IV sets lowering and elimination of intermediate-range 

missiles, Article V establishes the elimination of shorter-range missiles, Article VI is 

related to production and flight-test prohibition, Article VII is about counting rules, 

Article VIII requires standing and transit of intermediate-range missiles and shorter-

range missiles, Article IX defines data exchanges and notifications, Article X is about 

elimination continua, Article XI shows the way of On-site Inspection, Article XII 
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national technical means of verification, Article XIII is associated with Special 

Verification Commission (SVC), Article XIV is related to no conflicting necessities, 

Article XV establishes the duration of the agreement and the situation of the 

withdrawal, Article XVI is about changes or modifications, and finally, Article XVII 

is about entry into force and inurement. 

 

3.3.1.   Limitation  

 

According to Article II, both ballistic and cruise missiles are subject to the INF treaty. 

It involves the necessity that they must be weapon-delivery vehicles to be subject to 

the treaty. 

For paragraph 2 of Article IV, both the US and the USSR shall begin and continue the 

reduction of deployed and non-deployed medium-range missiles and deployed and 

non-deployed launchers of such missiles and support structures and support equipment 

associated with such missiles during each phase and launchers in accordance with the 

provisions of this treaty. 

According to paragraph 1 of Article V, in terms of limitation, parties to the treaty shall 

destroy all short-range missiles, their launchers of such missiles, and all support 

equipment in the categories listed in the Memorandum of Understanding on such 

missiles and launchers no later than 18 months after the entry into force of the treaty. 

Such missiles, their launchers, and support equipment shall not be seized by either 

Party. 

Article VI limits the US and the USSR from producing and flight-testing INF missiles 

in the future. 

For Article VII, the parameters for R&D missiles are not defined as INF missiles, but 

whose ranges are within INF range and existed before the treaty was signed. 

Article VIII sets the limitation about location in deployment areas, missile support 

facilities, or transit of all intermediate-range missiles and their launchers. 
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According to Article XV, the treaty shall be an unlimited duration. 

Thus, the treaty prohibited and limited both the US and the USSR as the parties of it 

from possessing, producing, and flight-testing intermediate-range and shorter-range 

missiles. What is significant here is that both conventional and nuclear INF missiles 

were not produced. 

The US removed missiles from bases in Belgium, Italy, the Netherlands, West 

Germany, and the UK when the USSR removed their missiles from bases in East 

Germany and Czechoslovakia.203 

 

3.3.2. Elimination  

 

For Article I, ground-launched ballistic missiles (GLBM) and ground-launched cruise 

missiles (GLCM) with ranges between 500 and 5,500 kilometers are eliminated. These 

missiles are conventional and nuclear. 

According to, Article III , definite missiles for the US, ñthe Pershing II, 1a, 1b and 

BGM-109G GLCMò and, for the USSR, ñthe SS-20, SS-4, SS-5, SS-12, SS-23 and 

SSC-X-4 GLCMò are eliminated.  

For paragraph 1 of Article IV, Each Party shall eliminate all medium-range missiles, 

their launchers, all their support structures, and their support equipment listed in the 

Memorandum of Understanding on such missiles and launchers, thus, no later than 

three years after entry into force of this treaty, such missiles, launchers, support 

structures or support equipment shall not be positioned by either Party. 

Paragraph 2 of Article V introduces no later than 90 days from the date of entry into 

force of this treaty, each Party shall complete the removal of all deployed shorter-range 

missiles and deployed and non-deployed launchers of such missiles to screening 

facilities and retain them until completion. It was eliminated in accordance with the 
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procedures outlined in the Elimination Protocol. No later than 12 months after the 

entry into force of this treaty, both the US and the USSR shall complete the removal 

of all non-deployed short-range missiles to screening facilities and hold them until 

they are removed according to the established procedures.  

Also, paragraph 3 of Article V establishes shorter-range missiles and launchers of such 

missiles shall not be located in the same screening facility. Such facilities will be 

separated for no less than 1,000 km. 

As a result, the INF treaty was the first agreement between the leaderships of two 

different social systems, two contesting states, which eliminated the entire 

intermediate-range and short-range nuclear weapons. Both sides agreed to the 

elimination of all nuclear and conventional ground-launched ballistic and cruise 

missiles with ranges of between 500 and 5,500 kilometers. However, it did not involve 

air-delivered or sea-based missiles. With the inuring, the INF treaty, existing a total of 

2,692 shorter-range and intermediate-range missiles, 1,846 missiles of the USSR, and 

846 missiles of the US204, had together been destroyed.  

Moreover, with the INF treaty, the US nuclear warheads in Europe were diminished 

from 4,318, in December 1987, to 3,256, after it entered into force.205  

 

3.3.3. Inspection and Verification 

 

ñTrust, but verify.ò206 

The INF treaty verification is achieved through ñOn-Site inspections (OSIs)ò and 

ñNational Technical Means (NTM)ò. On-site inspections include basic data 
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inspections, closed facility inspections, and missile systems screening inspections. The 

treaty establishes continuous portal and environmental monitoring activities at former 

missile production facilities on the soils of each Party. 

Paragraph 2 of Article IX requires the US and the USSR to provide data updates and 

notifications through the Nuclear Risk Reduction Centers. For Paragraph 4 of Article 

IX, both the US and the USSR enable data updates no later than 30 days following 

every six-month interval after entry into force of the treaty. They are required to 

provide a number of notifications, including notifications of elimination dates, 

locations, number, and types of items of missile systems to be eliminated. Notifications 

are also required for launches of R&D booster systems. Information may also be 

exchanged through ñthe Special Verification Commission (SVC)ò forum. 

Article X sets the procedures and ways of elimination of intermediate-range and 

shorter-range missiles, launchers of such missiles, and support equipment associated 

with such missiles and launchers. 

Article XI defines extensive On-Site Inspection rights for verification of compliance. 

For Paragraph 3 of Article XII, to improve surveillance by means of national technical 

verification, each Party shall, until the treaty enters into force between the Parties to 

reduce and limit their strategic offensive weapons, but in any case, for a maximum of 

three years after the entry into force of this treaty, road-mobile vehicles with a range 

capability exceeding 5,500 kilometers. Demanding the implementation of cooperation 

measures at deployment bases for GLBMs and are not former missile operating bases 

eliminated in accordance with paragraph 8 of Article X of this treaty. The Party making 

such a request shall notify the other Party of the base of deployment where cooperative 

measures will be implemented. 

Article XIII establishes the SVC as the framework for meeting to discuss treaty-related 

issues. 

Article XIV sets the US and the USSR shall comply with this treaty and shall not 

assume any international obligations or commitments that conflict with the provisions 

of the treaty. 
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According to Article XVI, each Party may propose changes to this treaty. The agreed 

changes will enter into force in accordance with the procedures set out in Article XVII 

governing the entry into force it. 

In addition, Paragraph 1 of Article XVII defines this treaty to include its memorandum 

of understanding and the Protocols forming an integral part of it and shall be subject 

to ratification in accordance with the constitutional procedures of each Party. This 

treaty will enter into force on the date the instruments of ratification are exchanged. 

Also, paragraph 2 of Article XVII states that this treaty will be registered in accordance 

with Article 102207 of the United Nations Charter. 

Hence, the INF treaty marked the first time that intrusive on-site inspection was 

required for nuclear-armed weapon systems.  

With that on 31 May 2001, the 13 years of OSIs under the INF treaty was concluded, 

the right of the US and Russia to conduct continuous monitoring of one of each otherôs 

missile assembly plants under the treaty ended.208  

The right of the US and Russia to carry out short-term OSIs at other facilities declared 

under the agreement has also expired, nevertheless, the INF treaty has an indefinite 

duration and the parties will maintain to pursue the compliance of each other by using 

their own UTMs, involving remote monitoring capabilities.209 

Also, verification was required for a treaty eliminating an entire class of weapons from 

the arsenals of the worldôs two nuclear powers, two leaderships of the term. The treaty 

has formed SVC in order to set off as a forum for the US and the USSR to resolve 

 
207 1. Every treaty and every international agreement entered into by any Member of the United Nations 

after the present Charter comes into force shall as soon as possible be registered with the Secretariat 

and published by it. 

2. No party to any such treaty or international agreement which has not been registered in accordance 

with the provisions of paragraph 1 of this Article may invoke that treaty or agreement before any organ 

of the United Nations. 

 

See that ñCharter of the United Nations Chapter XVI ð Miscellaneous Provisions: Article 102,ò United 

Nations, https://legal.un.org/repertory/art102.shtml, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
208 Russell, ñOn-Site Inspections Under the INF Treaty: A Post-Mortem,ò p.2. 

 

 
209 Ibid. 

 

https://legal.un.org/repertory/art102.shtml
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compliance agonies or disagreements. It can be claimed that the INF treaty has 

outlined one of the most extensive verification systems of any disarmament and arms 

control treaty. 

The SVC, with the purpose of resolving interpretation, implementation, and technical 

questions, met in good order. There was a lack of credence about any mechanism in 

order to continue the treaty due to the innovation of military technologies with regard 

to shorter-range and intermediate-range missiles. 

The Thirty-First Session of the SVC under the INF treaty was held in Geneva on 12 

and 14 December 2017.210 Delegations from the Republic of Belarus, the Republic of 

Kazakhstan, the Russian Federation, the United States of America, and Ukraine met 

to discuss questions regarding compliance with the obligations. The delegations 

expressed that the INF treaty played an important role in international security, nuclear 

disarmament, and non-proliferation.211 

 

3.4.  Conclusion 

 

The Negotiations output on INF envisages disarmament, but unfortunately, there is no 

mechanism to enforce it. 

During a particularly tense period of the Cold War, the INF treaty neutralized a 

dangerous conflict between the US and NATO countries on the one hand, and the 

USSR and the Warsaw Pact countries on the other hand.  

The INF treaty succeeds in eliminating a huge number of short-range and intermediate-

range missiles that were more successful than it had been initially calculated. The INF 

treaty also achieved in terms of arms control limitation and verification which were 

 
210 ñPress Release: 31st Session of the Special Verification Commission (SVC) under the INF Treaty,ò 

U.S. Mission to International Organizations in Geneva (March 23, 2018), 

https://geneva.usmission.gov/2017/12/15/press-release-31st-session-of-the-special-verification-

commission-svc-under-the-inf-treaty/, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
211 Ibid. 

https://geneva.usmission.gov/2017/12/15/press-release-31st-session-of-the-special-verification-commission-svc-under-the-inf-treaty/
https://geneva.usmission.gov/2017/12/15/press-release-31st-session-of-the-special-verification-commission-svc-under-the-inf-treaty/
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created and implemented to large extent, however, there was not a solid mechanism to 

control and implement the provisions of the treaty. 

European states were satisfied with the INF treaty because the USSR dropped its 

opposition. Had the Dual-Track Decision of NATO, a binary compression model of 

the USSR, continued, perhaps an arms race would have been faced. Via the Dual-

Track Decision, NATO wanted to define the framework of the agreement. Hence, it is 

important that the INF treaty prevented the nuclear arms race in Europe. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 

 

THE TERMINATION  OF THE INF TREATY  

 

 

4.1.  Introduction  

 

On 2 August 2019, Secretary of State Mike Pompeo said ñRussia is solely responsible 

for the treatyôs demise.ò212 ñWith the full support of our NATO allies, the United 

States has determined Russia to be in material breach of the treaty, and has 

subsequently suspended our obligations under the treatyò he added.213 

On 2 August 2019, Russiaôs Foreign Ministry confirmed the INF treaty was ñformally 

deadò in a statement carried by state-run Ria Novosti news agency.214 

The US accused Russia of violating the INF treaty. This is one of the reasons that was 

discussed. How did the US and Russia read China in that picture? Whether the INF 

 
212 Sasha Ingber, ñHistoric Arms Control Treaty Ends With Washington And Moscow Blaming Each 

Other,ò NPR (August 2, 2019), https://www.npr.org/2019/08/02/747525453/historic-arms-control-

treaty-ends-with-washington-and-moscow-blaming-each-other, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
213 ñINF Nuclear Treaty: US Pulls out of Cold War-Era Pact with Russia,ò BBC News (August 2, 2019), 

https://www.bbc.com/news/world-us-canada-49198565, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
214 Zee Media Bureau, ñItôs Formally Dead: Russia after the US Pulls out of Key Nuclear Treaty,ò Zee 

News (August 2, 2019), https://zeenews.india.com/its-formally-dead-russia-after-us-pulls-out-of-key-

nuclear-treaty-2224240.html, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

https://www.npr.org/2019/08/02/747525453/historic-arms-control-treaty-ends-with-washington-and-moscow-blaming-each-other
https://www.npr.org/2019/08/02/747525453/historic-arms-control-treaty-ends-with-washington-and-moscow-blaming-each-other
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-us-canada-49198565
https://zeenews.india.com/its-formally-dead-russia-after-us-pulls-out-of-key-nuclear-treaty-2224240.html
https://zeenews.india.com/its-formally-dead-russia-after-us-pulls-out-of-key-nuclear-treaty-2224240.html
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treaty, in terms of technology, was relevant to long-range missiles, or not. All these 

factors affected the survival of the INF treaty. 

 

4.2.  The US Withdrawal from the INF Treaty 

 

Both the US and Russia were in conditions that suspended the INF treaty because, for 

years, they accused each other of the violation of the obligations under the INF treaty. 

On 2 February 2019, the US announced that it withdrew from this treaty due to 

Russiaôs failure to comply with the INF treaty. Shortly thereafter, Russia announced 

that it suspended its obligations of the treaty, as well. Finally, six months later, on 2 

August 2019, the INF treaty was formally terminated.  

ñThe United States will not remain a party to a treaty that is deliberately violated by 

Russia,ò Pompeo said in a statement related to the US withdrawal.215 

ñRussiaôs noncompliance under the treaty jeopardizes US supreme interests as 

Russiaôs development and fielding of a treaty-violating missile system represents a 

direct threat to the United States and our allies and partnersò Pompeo added.216 

The INF treaty had an indefinite duration. However, either party could withdraw from 

the treaty after giving six-monthôs notice, if extraordinary events related to the subject 

matter of the agreement have jeopardized its supreme interests pursuant to Article 15 

of the INF treaty.217  

Since the mid-2000s, Russia has raised the possibility of withdrawing from the INF 

treaty as the deal unfairly prevents it from possessing weapons that its neighbors, like 

 
215 Zee Media Bureau, ñIt's Formally Dead: Russia after US Pulls out of Key Nuclear Treaty.ò 

 

 
216 Ibid. 

 

 
217 See that the text of the INF Treaty, Article XV, ñEach Party shall, in exercising its national 

sovereignty, have the right to withdraw from this Treaty if it decides that extraordinary events related 

to the subject matter of this Treaty have jeopardized its supreme interests. It shall give notice of its 

decision to withdraw to the other Party six months prior to withdrawal from this Treaty. Such notice 

shall include a statement of the extraordinary events the notifying Party regards as having jeopardized 

its supreme interests.ò 
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China, are developing. In 2007, Russian Defense Minister Sergey Ivanov had publicly 

questioned the treaty.  

The gravest mistake was the decision to scrap a whole class of missile 

weaponsðmedium-range ballistic missiles. Only Russia and the United States 

do not have the right to have such weapons, although they would be quite 

useful for us.218  

 

The US and Russia informed, on 25 October 2007, a statement at the United Nations 

General Assembly reaffirming their ñsupportò for the INF treaty and calling on all 

other states to take part in giving up the missiles banned by the treaty.219 

In 2013 and 2014, the US administration had worries about the compliance of Russia 

with the INF treaty. The US did not raise the issue with Russian officials until 2013, 

and it did not brief NATO on the subject until 2014.220 The US State Department, in 

2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, and 2018 editions of its report Adherence to and Compliance 

with Arms Control, Nonproliferation, and Disarmament Agreements and 

Commitments, argued that it has resolved that  

the Russian Federation is in violation of its obligations under the INF Treaty 

not to possess, produce, or flight-test a ground-launched cruise missile with a 

range capability of 500 km to 5,500 km, or to possess or produce launchers of 

such missiles.221  

 

 
218 Ulrich K¿hn and Anna P®czeli, ñRussia, NATO, and the INF Treaty,ò Strategic Studies Quarterly 

11, no. 1 (Spring 2017), pp. 70-71. 

 

 
219 Fact Sheets & Briefs, ñThe Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty at a Glance,ò Arms 

Control Association, https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/inftreaty, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
220 ñSenate Report 115-125 - National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2018,ò 

https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/CRPT-115srpt125/html/CRPT-115srpt125.htm, (accessed June 

15, 2021). 

 

 
221 ñRussian Compliance with the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty: Background and 

Issues for Congress,ò Every CRS Report (Congressional Research Service, August 2, 2019), 

https://www.everycrsreport.com/reports/R43832.html, (accessed June 15, 2021). 
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In late 2016, the US officials expressed their fears that Russia generated more missiles 

than needed to remain a flight-test program.222 Russia had continued to reject the 

accusations and tabled a number of counter-charges against the US.223 On 14 February 

2017,  the US officials declared that Russia had deployed an operational unit of the 

treaty-non-compliant cruise missile known as the SSC-8, of which the Russian 

designation is 9M729.224 On 8 March 2017, General Paul Selva, the second-highest-

ranking military officer in the US armed forces, confirmed that Russia had deployed 

its new ground-launched SSC-8 cruise missile.225 

Russia denies that it breached the treaty and has raised its own concerns about the US 

compliance with it. It charged that the US was placing a missile defense launch system 

in Europe that might also be used to fire cruise missiles, using targets for missile 

defense tests with similar characteristics to INF treaty missiles, banned, and making 

armed drones that are equivalent to ground-launched cruise missiles.226 

The US Congress called for more ambitious military and economic responses to 

Russiaôs breach in the past few years. Section 1243 - Compliance Enforcement 

regarding Russian Violations of the INF treaty- of National Defense Authorization Act 

for Fiscal Year 2018 would make a statement of Russia about the violation of the 

agreement, in light of such a material breach, the US is legally entitled to suspend the 

 
222 Michael R. Gordon, ñRussia Is Moving Ahead with Missile Program that Violates Treaty, U.S. 

Officials Say,ò The New York Times (October 20, 2016), 

https://www.nytimes.com/2016/10/20/world/europe/russia-missiles-inf-treaty.html,  (accessed June 15, 

2021). 

 

 
223 ñComments on the report of the US Department of State on Adherence to and Compliance with Arms 

Control, Nonproliferation, and Disarmament Agreements and Commitments,ò Russian Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs (August 1, 2014), https://www.mid.ru/en/web/guest/maps/us/-

/asset_publisher/unVXBbj4Z6e8/content/id/675835, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
224 Michael R. Gordon, ñRussia Deploys Missile, Violating Treaty and Challenging Trump,ò The New 

York Times (February 14, 2017), https://www.nytimes.com/2017/02/14/world/europe/russia-cruise-

missile-arms-control-treaty.html, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
225 ñTop U.S. General Says Russia Deployed Banned Missiles to Threaten NATO,ò Radio Free Europe/ 

Radio Liberty (March 8, 2017), https://www.rferl.org/a/nato-general-sela-russia-banned-ssc-8-

missiles/28358071.html, (accessed February 25, 2021). 

 

 
226 ñThe Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty at a Glance.ò 
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operation of the INF treaty in whole or in part for so long as Russia continues to be in 

that.227 

On 8 December 2017, the 30th anniversary of the INF treaty, the Trump administration 

stated that it adhered to the agreement, but regarded a situation in which continued to 

comply with the agreement while Russia was violating it as ñuntenable.ò The 

administration announced an ñintegrated strategyò of diplomatic, military, and 

economic steps to bring Russia back into obedience and to ensure that Russia did not 

gain any military advantage if it continued its violation.228 Trump declared his intent 

for the US to withdraw from the treaty on 20 October 2018. The violation of the INF 

treaty was not the only reason Trump gave to explain this decision. He noted that other 

countries like China were not part of the treaty, as well.  

On 22 October 2018, Sam Nunn, the former US Senator for Georgia, and Ernie Moniz, 

the former Secretary of Energy under President Barack Obama, said that 

Both sides should make a more serious effort to address respective claims of 

non-compliance and offer transparency and verification mechanisms to resolve 

the current problems with INF. They should also continue to implement the 

2010 New START Treaty and agree to extend it through 2026.229 

 

Besides, Jim Miller, the former undersecretary of defense for policy under President 

Obama, stated that Russia needed to face consequences for not complying with the 

INF treaty, nonetheless, disagreed with the Trump administrationôs process. On 22 

October 2018, he said that 

The rollout of this decision put the U.S. in the position of being the one that 

will have killed the treaty, and that will be detrimental to our ability to work 

not just with Russia or China, but our allies as well, and it will be detrimental 

 
227 ñNational Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2018 Report,ò 

https://www.congress.gov/115/crpt/hrpt200/CRPT-115hrpt200.pdf, (accessed June 15, 2021). 
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229 ñStatement from Ernest J. Moniz and Sam Nunn On U.S. Withdrawal from the INF Treaty,ò Nuclear 

Threat Initiative - Ten Years of Building a Safer World (October 22, 2018), 

https://www.nti.org/newsroom/news/statement-ernest-j-moniz-and-sam-nunn-us-withdrawal-inf-

treaty/, (accessed June 15, 2021). 
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to our ability to sustain the New START Treaty, which is even more in the 

U.S. interest than the INF treaty.230 

 

Also, on 22 October 2018, Richard Burt, the former U.S. chief negotiator of the 

Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty under George H.W. Bush, said that 

The INF failure and the failure to get into discussions about extending New 

START is a sign of the U.S. sleepwalking into a new nuclear arms race. This 

is going to have consequences for the U.S. and our allies that we havenôt 

thought through.231 

What is more, on 25 October 2018, Mikhail Gorbachev, the former president of the 

USSR, one of the signers of the INF treaty, said that 

President Trump announced last week the United Statesô plan to withdraw from 

the Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces Treaty and his countryôs intention to 

build up nuclear arms. I am being asked whether I feel bitter watching the 

demise of what I worked so hard to achieve. But this is not a personal matter. 

Much more is at stake. A new arms race has been announced. The INF Treaty 

is not the first victim of the militarization of world affairs.232 

 

In addition to that, on 25 October 2018, George P. Schultz, former secretary of state 

under President Ronald Reagan, one of the signers of the INF treaty,  

Now is not the time to build larger arsenals of nuclear weapons. Now is the 

time to rid the world of this threat. Leaving the [INF] treaty would be a huge 

step backward. We should fix it, not kill it.233 

 

 
230 Daniel Cebul, ñDid the US Botch Its Withdraw from the INF Treaty?,ò Defense News (October 22, 
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Also, internally, on 25 October 2018, Sen. Richard G. Lugar (Ret.), former chairman 

of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, (R-Ind.)  

President Trumpôs decision to withdraw from the Intermediate Nuclear Forces 

(INF) Treaty is gravely misguided. Withdrawing will not make us safer; it will 

rob us of leverage essential to our own security and power...An important step 

toward greater stability would be for President Trump to offer to extend New 

START to 2026. I urge him to do so.234 

 

On 30 November, the Director of National Intelligence Daniel Coats detailed the US 

accusations of ñhow Russia has violated the treaty, how they have denied its violation, 

and the broader security implications of this violation.ò235 

On 4 December 2018, Secretary of State Mike Pompeo announced that the US ñhas 

found Russia in material breach of the treaty and will suspend our obligations as a 

remedy effective in 60 days unless Russia returns to full and verifiable compliance.ò236 

On 15 January 2019, under Secretary for Arms Control and International Security 

Andrea L. Thompson and Russian Deputy Foreign Minister Sergey Ryabkov met in 

Geneva. ñInter-departmental consultations on the problems of the INF Treaty will be 

held in Geneva on January 15. It will be the only issue on the agenda.ò Ryabkov 

said.237 ñWe are pleased to note that the US side has finally agreed to hold these 

consultations following our numerous invitations.ò he added.238 ñThe only issue to be 
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discussed will be the INF Treaty." he also said.239 He followed that ñAs a matter of 

fact, we have enough material for the whole day.ò240 He also underlined that ñThe US 

has even made their stance on the INF Treaty tougher. We see it as a not very favorable 

signal.ò241 Moreover, Thompson said that  

Today we held talks with a Russian delegation on the Intermediate-Range 

Nuclear Forces Treaty.  In doing so, we are upholding Secretary Pompeoôs 

commitment to continue to talk with Russian officials to urge Russia to return 

to full and verifiable compliance with the Treaty before the 60-day deadline 

announced on December 4.  The meeting was disappointing as it is clear Russia 

continues to be in material breach of the Treaty and did not come prepared to 

explain how it plans to return to full and verifiable compliance.  Our message 

was clear: Russia must destroy its noncompliant missile system.  The U.S. 

delegation will brief allies and partners, including at NATO tomorrow, on these 

discussions.242 

 

This shows that the US and Russia were seen as reaching a compromise. They had 

collusion on the following dates. 

On 2 February 2019, the Trump administration announced the suspension of its 

obligations under the INF treaty. In response to that, Russia announced that it 

suspended its obligations of the agreement, too. Officially, the US withdrawal from 

the INF treaty took effect on 2 August 2019 with the full support of NATO Allies.  

The Allies issued a statement attributing sole responsibility for the termination of the 

treaty to Russia and announced their decision to react in a measured and responsible 

manner, strictly adhering to effective international disarmament, arms control, and 
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non-proliferation.243 The US administration claimed that Russia violated the INF 

treaty and, hence, it did not return to full and verifiable compliance to the treaty. 

It can be seen as a punishment for Russia at first glance, however, it is not a 

punishment, on the contrary, it can be seen as an award for Russia on account of the 

fact that Russia got rid of the restrictions through the dissolution of the INF treaty.  

On 5 February 2019, US President Trump delivered the State of the Union Address 

Under my Administration, we will never apologize for advancing Americaôs 

interests. For example, decades ago the United States entered into a treaty with 

Russia in which we agreed to limit and reduce our missile capabilities. While 

we followed the agreement to the letter, Russia repeatedly violated its terms. 

That is why I announced that the United States is officially withdrawing from 

the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty, or INF Treaty. Perhaps we can 

negotiate a different agreement, adding China and others, or perhaps we 

canôtðin which case, we will outspend and out-innovate all others by far.244 

 

Behind that legal pretext, Russiaôs material breach, which can be the reason for the US 

withdrawal from the INF treaty is associated with Chinaôs status as a non-signatory to 

the INF treaty.245 In 2007, Russia stated that the INF treaty did not offer them an 

opportunity and the treaty was against it. In addition, the US assessment of the INF 

treaty in 2017 converged with Russiaôs view of 2007. 

There are nuclear powers such as China, India, Pakistan, Iran, and the Democratic 

People's Republic of Korea which have not been limited by the obligations of the INF 

treaty. For instance, China since its first detonation in 1964 has not been a signatory 

 
243 ñNATO and the INF Treaty,ò NATO, 
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Nuclear%20Forces,threatened%20Europe%20in%20the%201980s, (accessed June 15, 2021). 
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2019), https://edition.cnn.com/2019/02/05/politics/donald-trump-state-of-the-union-2019-

transcript/index.html, (accessed June 15, 2021). 
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Street Journal (Dow Jones & Company, September 9, 2014), https://www.wsj.com/articles/john-bolton-
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of the treaty whereas the US and Russia were signatories of the treaty, therefore, they 

were not free to develop weapons that were banned by the INF agreement while it has 

been able to field as many intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles as it wants. 

Therefore, it might seem a threat not only for the US but also for Russia. Trump 

suggested that ñperhaps we can negotiate a different agreement, adding China and 

others.ò246 

As a result, the INF treaty has become a burden for the US and Russia when the other 

powers with nuclear capabilities have not been constricted. It may be stated that the 

US and Russian policymakersô displease of the INF treaty helped to converge their 

strategies. The first step was to come from the US by using the accusation of Russia 

violating the treaty. It may be speculated that if the US had not firstly withdrawn from 

the treaty, Russia might have done so. For sure, the INF treaty had already lost its 

function in the eyes of both the US and Russian administrations. In addition, according 

to the US, it can be an easy way to get rid of the INF treaty in order to create a new 

multilateral INF treaty with bringing in other nuclear powers, especially China, though 

no progress in this line has been achieved.  

 

4.3.  The Reactions to the US Withdrawal from the INF Treaty 

 

4.3.1. NATO 

 

Having reviewed the security implications of Russian violation of the INF treaty, 

NATO sounded to promise to both ensure the credibility of the allianceôs deterrence 

and defense as well as to strengthen arms control measures. For the USA, as advocated 

 
246 ñRemarks by President Trump in State of the Union Address,ò Transcript, The White House 

(February 5, 2019), https://kr.usembassy.gov/020519-remarks-by-president-trump-in-state-of-the-

union-address/, (accessed June 15, 2021). 
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by many, the violation, which started in the mid-2000s, falls into a broader pattern of 

hostile Russian behavior toward its neighbors and NATO.247 

In July 2018, Jens Stoltenberg, NATO Secretary-General stated that after years of 

denials as well as mystification by Russia, and in spite of Allies repeatedly raising 

their concerns, Russia had only recently acknowledged the existence of the missile 

system without providing the necessary transparency or explanation.248 Stoltenberg 

claimed that Russia has secretly developed new missiles which carry nuclear warheads 

to the capitals of European states. ñThese new missiles are hard to detect, they are 

mobile, they are nuclear-capable and they reduce the warning time and thereby also 

the threshold for any potential use of nuclear weapons in a conflict.ò249 A pattern of 

behavior and information over many years led to widespread doubts about Russian 

compliance with the treaty. NATO Allies said that, in the absence of any credible 

answer from Russia on that new missile, the most plausible assessment was that Russia 

violated the treaty.250 In other words, NATO Allies reached the conviction that Russia 

was violating an important security treaty. 

On 24 October 2018, Stoltenberg said that  

We believe in arms control but it has to be balanced and verifiable and therefore 

I welcome the fact that one of the issues that [have] been discussed between 

the US and Russia, which are parties to the New START Agreement, is that 

they need a new decision to maintain the New START of 2021. I hope that 

they will find a way to do so because arms control is a way to avoid a new arms 

race and it is especially important when it comes to nuclear weapons and 

therefore, I welcome it.251 

 
247 ñNATO's Options and Dilemmas After the INF Treaty,ò Council on Foreign Relations, 

https://www.cfr.org/councilofcouncils/global-memos/natos-options-and-dilemmas-after-inf-treaty, 

(accessed June 15, 2021). 
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He also said that 

So, I again urge Russia to ensure full compliance with the INF Treaty with full 

transparency - and without delay. NATO has no intention to deploy new 

nuclear missiles in Europe. But as an Alliance, we are committed to the safety 

and the security of all our nations. We must not allow arms control treaties to 

be violated with impunity, because that undermines the trust in arms control in 

general.252 

 

published by El Pais and La Repubblica, part of the Leading European Newspaper 

Alliance (LENA) on 29 November 2018. 

In December 2018, NATO Foreign Ministers supported the finding of the US that 

Russia was in material breach of its obligations under the INF treaty and called on 

Russia to urgently return to full and verifiable compliance with the treaty.253 They are 

firmly committed to the preservation of impressive international disarmament, arms 

control, and non-proliferation.254 Therefore, they stated that they would maintain to 

uphold, support, and further strengthen disarmament, arms control, and non-

proliferation, as a key element of Euro-Atlantic security, taking into account the 

prevailing security environment.255 

Allies continued open to dialogue and engaged Russia on its violation, including at a 

NATO-Russia Council meeting on 25 January 2019.256 Russia persistently denied its 
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INF treaty violation and took no demonstrable steps toward returning to full and 

verifiable compliance to the treaty as advocated by NATO. 

On 19 January 2019, Stoltenberg said that 

We have to make sure that NATO continues to provide a credible and effective 

deterrence and defense.  At the same time, we donôt want a new cold war, we 

donôt want a new arms race, so what we will do will be measured, it will be 

defensive, and we donôt mirror what Russia does, missile for missile or plane 

for plane, or battle tank for [a] battle tank.  We need to make sure that we have 

effective credible deterrence, but not necessarily mirroring exactly what Russia 

does. And at the same time, we will continue to work for arms control and I 

also welcome the initiative by Foreign Minister Heiko Maas to convene a 

conference in Berlin, to address arms control and how to make progress on 

arms control.  So, we will of course address the military aspects, but also 

continue to work for effective arms control.257 

 

The US administration continuously advocated the line that due to Russiaôs continued 

non-compliance, on 1 February 2019, the US announced its decision to suspend its 

obligations under Article XV of the INF treaty. Other NATO Allies followed this line 

and went on to say that ñRussia would bear solely responsibility for the dissolution of 

the Treaty.ò258 They repeatedly asserted that they regretted that Russia displayed no 

willingness to return to compliance with its international obligations.  

It can be stated that NATO would react in a measured and responsible way to the 

significant risks posed by the Russian 9M729 missile to Allied security.259 Hence, they 

agreed ña balanced, coordinated and defensive package of measures to ensure NATOôs 

deterrence and defense posture remains credible and effective.ò260 

 
257 ñPress conference by NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg following the meeting of the 

NATO-Russia Council,ò NATO (January 25, 2019), 
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On 13 February 2019, at a press conference following the NATO meeting, Stoltenberg 

said that 

All [NATO] Allies stand ready to engage further with Russia. But we are also 

preparing for a world without the INF Treaty. And Defense Ministers discussed 

this today. NATO is currently assessing the consequences of Russiaôs breach 

of the Treaty. I will not pre-empt the outcome of this process. But any steps we 

take will be defensive, measured and coordinated. And we do not intend to 

deploy new land-based nuclear missiles in Europe. NATO will continue to 

maintain credible and effective deterrence and defense. At the same time, 

Allies remain committed to effective arms control, disarmament, and non-

proliferation. NATO does not want a new arms race.261 

 

On 15 February 2019, he once again recalled at the Munich Security Conference that  

it was on this very stage, at the Munich Security Conference in 2007, this was 

the place that President Putin first publicly expressed his desire for Russia to 

leave the INF Treaty. A treaty that is only respected by one side will not keep 

us safe.262 

 

It may be stated that NATO did everything so as to encourage Russia to return to 

compliance before 2 August 2019 in order to preserve the INF treaty.263 

On 26 June 2019, NATO Defense Ministers urged Russia once again to return to full 

and verifiable compliance.264 They also considered potential NATO measures ï such 

as ñexercises, intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance, air and missile defenses, 

and conventional capabilities, and agreed that NATO would continue to ensure a safe, 

secure and effective nuclear deterrent.ò265 At the same time, Defense Ministers 
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confirmed that NATO had no intention to deploy new land-based nuclear missiles in 

Europe, and did not want a new arms race.266 

Despite its determined stance to keep the INF treaty not terminated, when on 2 August 

2019, the US decision to withdraw from the treaty entered into force. NATO issued a 

statement fully supporting the US decision.267 No criticism was extended to the US 

position, but NATO argued that Russia had ñsole responsibilityò for the treatyôs 

demise.268 NATO also made it clear that its firm commitment to the preservation of 

effective international arms control, disarmament, and non-proliferation.269  

NATO in a way tried to allay the potential criticism to the US decision as NATO 

declared that 

Russia bears sole responsibility for the demise of the Treaty. We regret that 

Russia has shown no willingness and taken no demonstrable steps to return to 

compliance with its international obligations. A situation whereby the United 

States fully abides by the Treaty, and Russia does not, is not sustainable. 

NATO wil l respond in a measured and responsible way to the significant risks 

posed by the Russian 9M729 missile to Allied security. We have agreed [on] a 

balanced, coordinated and [a] defensive package of measures to ensure 

NATOôs deterrence and defense posture remains credible and effective.270 

 

Briefly, it was clear that the US decision to withdraw from the treaty was not 

questioned but fully supported by NATO Allies.271 
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4.3.2. Russia 

 

After US President Donald Trumpôs public statements about the intention to withdraw 

from the INF treaty unilaterally, the World had focused on this matter. The world 

became more and more aware of the risks and threats that the decision could bring 

about not only for the region but also for global international security and stability as 

a whole. 

On 26 November 2018, Russian Deputy Foreign Minister Sergey Ryabkov conducted 

a full press conference dedicated to discussing the situation around the INF treaty.272 

On 5 December 2018, Putin responded to Secretary Pompeoôs announcement of the 

60-day countdown to the US INF treaty suspension. Putin noted that Russia would 

respond ñaccordinglyò to the US withdrawal from the INF treaty, and General Valery 

Gerasimov, the chief of staff of the Russian military, noted that the US missile sites 

on allied territory could become ñtargets of subsequent military exchanges.ò273 

On 23 January 2019, the Russian Defense Ministry conducted a military briefing with 

a presentation of the 9M729 missile of the Iskander-M complex for foreign military 

attaches.274 
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On 2 February 2019, Putin had a meeting with Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov 

and Russian Defense Minister Sergei Shoigu. He addressed the reaction of Russia to 

the US withdrawal from the INF treaty as below. 

All our proposals in this area remain on the table just as before. We are open 

to negotiations. At the same time, I ask both ministries (Defense and Foreign 

Affairs) not to initiate talks on these matters in the future. I suggest that we 

wait until our partners are ready to engage in equal and meaningful dialogue 

on this subject that is essential for us, as well as for our partners and the entire 

world. Our response will be symmetrical. Our US partners announced that they 

are suspending their participation in the INF Treaty, and we are suspending it 

too. They said that they are engaged in research, development and design work, 

and we will do the same.275 

 

On 4 February 2019, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation 

released 

This is yet another demonstration of the fact that NATO has fully blended with 

Washingtonôs line aimed at the final scrapping of the arms control system 

painstakingly built over many years. The collapse of the INF Treaty will have 

grave and far-reaching consequences for the entire European security 

architecture NATO is allegedly deeply concerned about ï and naturally, for the 

US allies in Europe.276 

 

from Russiaôs Information and Press Department in response to the NATO Council 

statement on Russiaôs failure to comply with the INF treaty. 

On 11 February 2019, the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs released that 

Seeking to justify its destructive decision to withdraw from the INF Treaty, the 

United States is waging a propaganda campaign that is based on an 

unscrupulous interpretation and bare-faced assumptions. Apart from 

underhanded attempts to place the blame squarely on Russia, the United States 
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is deliberately downplaying the importance and validity of Russiaôs 

longstanding concerns about Washingtonôs compliance with the INF Treaty.277 

 

On 22 February 2019, Putin delivered the annual Address, 

I have already said this and I want to repeat: Russia does not intend ï this is 

very important; I am repeating this on purpose ï Russia does not intend to 

deploy such missiles in Europe first. If they really are built and delivered to the 

European continent, and the United States has plans for this, at least we have 

not heard otherwise, it will dramatically exacerbate the international security 

situation, and create a serious threat to Russia, because some of these missiles 

can reach Moscow in just 10ï12 minutes. This is a very serious threat to us. In 

this case, we will be forced, I would like to emphasize this, we will be forced 

to respond with mirror or asymmetric actions.278 

 

to the Federal Assembly. 

Later that day, Putin held a press conference with the Russian media. He said that 

[The Americans] are creating more and more problems. There are joint 

mechanisms and instruments for dealing with these problems. I hope they will 

be used to prevent a new global crisis such as the Cuban missile crisis. There 

are no reasons for this, no reasons for aggravating the international situation to 

this level.279 

 

On 4 March 2019, Putin signed an executive order ñto suspend the implementationò 

of the INF treaty ñuntil the United States of America rectifies its violations of the said 

Treaty or until it expires.ò280 
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On 5 August 2019, Russian President Vladimir Putin delivered that 

Let me emphasize that all the responsibility for what has happened rests with 

the United States...In this context, considering the current situation, I instruct 

the Defence Ministry, the Foreign Ministry and the Foreign Intelligence 

Service to monitor in the most thorough manner future steps taken by the 

United States to develop, produce and deploy intermediate-range and medium-

range missiles. If Russia obtains reliable information whereby the United 

States completes the development of these systems and starts to produce them, 

Russia will have no option other than to engage in a full-scale effort to develop 

similar missiles.281 

 

after the official US withdrawal from the treaty. 

Therefore, it can be stated that Russia came up with a tit-for-tat response to the US 

withdrawal, so Russia also withdrew, and then, the INF treaty was terminated. 

 

4.3.3. Europe 

 

Nuclear deterrence within Europe has mostly been provided by NATO nuclear 

umbrella as the leadership of the US. However, due to the recent declarations of Trump 

about NATO and the strategic pivot taken by the US towards Asia.282 Thus, the future 

of European nuclear abilities and revival of the question about the creation of a proper 

European nuclear deterrent, based on the two nuclear arsenals, such as the UK and 

France, present on the continent. 

This can be explained by the deterioration of the EU security and strategic context. For 

Europe, the election of Trump as the US President in 2016 started doubts about the 
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credibility of the US extended nuclear deterrence commitments.283 Therefore, it states 

that this new global concern has also been marked by increasing tensions among 

military powers, escalating regional security crises, and the deterioration of 

international arms control.284 

The INF treaty enabled nuclear stability on the European Continent. In terms of 

nuclear weapons policy, Europe has been faced with new challenges due to the 

dissolution of the INF treaty. 

The INF treaty included all nuclear ground-launched ballistic and cruise missiles with 

ranges between 500 and 5,500 kilometers. They had posed an enormous threat to 

Europeôs security. Therefore, since the INF treaty entered into force about 33 years 

ago, it had been important for European security. This is because when signed over 33 

years ago the pact led to a breakthrough in the Cold War negotiations removing 

thousands of missiles from European soil and reducing inter-systemic tensions. 

In that context, it attempts to show how Europe has responded to the withdrawal of the 

US from the INF treaty. 

The INF treaty has provided a great deal of security to Europe since 1988 even though 

there has been no European state as a party to the treaty. It was the foundation for 

denuclearizing Europe. The US claimed that it withdrew from the treaty because of 

Russiaôs non-compliance with it. It was seen as a threat to US allies in Europe. This 

can be inferred from some European statesô responses after the announcement of the 

US withdrawal from the treaty. Also, it could be deduced that they had called both the 

US and Russia to remain engaged in a constructive dialogue in order to preserve the 

INF treaty and on Russia to address the serious concerns about its compliance with the 

treaty.  

Trumpôs sudden announcement on 20 October 2018 that the US would withdraw from 

the INF treaty owing to the Russian violations of the treaty without any reference, a 

move responded by European countries. 
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For example, Gavin Williamson, UK Defense Secretary, said that ñOur close and long-

term ally, of course, is the United States and we will be absolutely resolute with the 

United States in hammering home a clear message that Russia needs to respect the 

treaty obligation that it signed.ò285  

Besides, Heiko Maas, Germanyôs Foreign Minister sounded more critical as follows 

The announcement by the United States that it intends to withdraw from the 

INF Treaty is regrettable. It poses difficult questions for us and for Europe. For 

30 years, the INF Treaty, which prohibits Russia and the United States from 

possessing and testing ground launch intermediate-range missiles, has been an 

important pillar of our European security architecture. It is therefore hugely 

important, particularly for us in Europe.286 

 

What is more, Spainôs Ministry of Foreign Affairs announced that 

The Spanish government expresses its concern with the United Statesô 

announcement of its withdrawal from the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces 

Treaty...This treaty, signed between the United States and the then Soviet 

Union in 1987, is one of the essential pillars of the Euro-Atlantic system of 

weapon control and, as such, is a safeguard of peace and security in Europe.287 

 

Also, Giuseppe Conte, Italyôs Prime Minister, said that 

Our government pays close attention to peace processes. I am concerned over 

the USô decision to withdraw from the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces 

Treaty. Tomorrow or the day after tomorrow, I will be in Moscow, I will meet 

with [Russian] President Vladimir Putin, and I hope to discuss that" He further 
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http://www.exteriores.gob.es/Portal/en/SalaDePrensa/Comunicados/Paginas/2018_COMUNICADOS/

20181022_COMU145.aspx.http://www.exteriores.gob.es/Portal/en/SalaDePrensa/Comunicados/Pagin

as/2018_COMUNICADOS/20181022_COMU145.aspx, (accessed June 15, 2021). 
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noted that due to its traditions and history, Italy "is always ready to cooperate 

and contribute to peace processes.288 

 

Press briefing by a spokesperson for Franceôs Ministry for Foreign Affairs noted that 

President Macron reminded President Trump of the importance France 

ascribes to this treaty, in particular for [the] European security and our strategic 

stability. France attributes great importance to conventional and nuclear arms 

control instruments. The Alliesô concern over the very likely Russian violation 

and the lack of transparency on Russiaôs implementation of the Intermediate-

Range Nuclear Forces Treaty was reaffirmed at the NATO summit this past 

JulyéWe call on all the parties to avoid any hasty unilateral decisions, which 

would be regrettable.289 

 

Moreover, Maja Kocijancic, European Union Spokesperson said that 

The United States and the Russian Federation need to remain engaged in 

constructive dialogue to preserve the INF Treaty and ensure its full and 

verifiable implementation which is crucial for Europeôs and global securityé. 

The world doesnôt need a new arms race that would benefit no one and, on the 

contrary, would bring even more instability.290 

 

Also, Finnish Minister for Foreign Affairs Timo Soini met with US Senator Risch. 

They talked about why the INF treaty is vital both for the US and Europe and with 

Senator Tom Udall from Senate Foreign Relations Committee Minister, Soini 

discussed the meaning of the treaty for the security of Europe.291 

Moreover, Federica Mogherini, High Representative and Vice-President of the 

European Union said that 

 
288 ñItaly Concerned over USô Intention to Withdraw from INF Treaty, Says PM,ò TASS, 

https://tass.com/world/1027191, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
289 ñSelect Reactions to the INF Treaty Crisis.ò 

 

 
290  ñSelect Reactions to the INF Treaty Crisis.ò; ñStatement on the Treaty on Intermediate-Range 

Nuclear Forces in Europe,ò EEAS, https://eeas.europa.eu/headquarters/headquarters-

homepage/52520/statement-treaty-intermediate-range-nuclear-forces-europe_en, (accessed June 15, 

2021). 
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I am extremely worried because we have always been convinced that 

agreements, first of all, are important; secondly, need to be respected and 

implemented at full; and thirdly, if there are issues and problems in their 

implementation, we believe the right way to go is to insist on the full 

implementation rather than withdraw. We still hope that there is a space for 

strengthening its implementation rather than dismantling it...[T]his is less for 

the European Union, but very important for Europe, because if we go towards 

the dismantling of this agreement, Europeôs security risks to be put at risk, and 

we definitely do not want to see European territory to go back to be a battlefield 

for other powers, as it has been the case for so long in the past. We do not want 

to go back to that kind of tensions, to that kind of situation, and we still hope 

there is a space for saving the agreement and implementing it.292 

 

In a similar fashion, Heiko Maas, Germanyôs Foreign Minister said that 

We want to put disarmament and arms control back on the international agenda 

in the coming months. For what is at stake is no more and no less than 

humankindôs survival. Thatôs why weôre working to persuade the United States 

not to hastily withdraw [hastily] from the INF Treaty. We donôt want Europe 

to become the scene of a debate on a nuclear arm build up.293 

 

Finally, the UK Secretary of Defense Gavin Williamson, speaking to reporters at the 

Reagan National Defense Forum, tended to emphasize the tone of blaming Russia that 

[W]e want the INF Treaty to continue and to be a successful treaty...The next 

few weeks are so incredibly critical. Itôs where as much pressure from every 

European nation needs to be placed on Russia, for Russia to abide by its treaty 

obligations. Because I donôt think anyone would want to see the treaty end, but 

the treaty doesnôt exist when you have one nation ignoring its obligations as 

part of the treaty.294 

 

On 4 December 2018, Secretary of State Mike Pompeo declared Russia to be in 

ñmaterial breachò of the INF treaty. He announced that the US planned to suspend the 

US obligations under the agreement in 60 days unless Russia returned to compliance.  

 
292  ñSelect Reactions to the INF Treaty Crisis.ò 

 

 
293 ñSpeech by Foreign Minister Maas at the Budget Debate in the German Bundestag,ò Federal Foreign 

Office, https://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/en/newsroom/news/maas-budget-debate-

bundestag/2163800, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
294 ñSelect Reactions to the INF Treaty Crisis.ò 
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On 11 January 2019, Heiko Maas, Germanyôs Foreign Minister revealed the reality 

that 

The Cold War times have passed. We donôt need [a] rearmament debate, we 

need a debate about disarming. We cannot answer todayôs security questions 

with the deterrence ideologies from [the] last century...Even if we are unable 

to save the INF Treaty, we cannot allow the result to be a renewed arms race. 

We cannot establish peace and security against one another, only with one 

another... European security will not be improved by deploying more nuclear-

armed, medium-range missiles. I believe that is the wrong answer.295 

 

On 1 February 2019, the U.S. Secretary of State announced that the US would 

simultaneously suspend its obligations under the INF treaty. The US also submitted 

the formal notification of its withdrawal the following day.  

European countries reacted to that move in their own security perceptions. 

For instance, on 1 February 2019, Angela Merkel, Germanyôs Chancellor said that 

If the United States announces it will suspend compliance with the INF nuclear 

missile pact with Russia, Germany will use the six-month period that the 

formal withdrawal period lasts to hold further discussions...If it does come to 

a cancellation today, we will do everything possible to use the six-month 

window to hold further talks...It is clear to us that Russia has violated this 

treaty... The important thing is to keep the window for dialogue open.296 

 

Also, on 1 February 2019, Margot Wallstrºm, Swedish Foreign Minister, tweeted 

Deeply concerned by the state of nuclear arms control after US 

announcement to suspend the INF. Fundamental cause is Russiaôs non-

compliance. Trend of less cooperation on disarmament must be reversed 

 
295 Christiane Hoffmann and Christoph Schult, ñGerman Foreign Minister Maas: Trump Represents 

Unilateralism,ò DER SPIEGEL (January 11, 2019), 

https://www.spiegel.de/international/world/german-foreign-minister-maas-trump-represents-

unilateralism-a-1247625.html, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
296 ñMerkel: We'll Use Six-Month Withdrawal Period to Talk If U.S. Quits INF Treaty,ò Reuters 

(February 1, 2019), https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-nuclear-russia-germany-

idUSKCN1PQ4RK, (accessed June 15, 2021). 
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and new ways forward explored. Joint responsibility to avoid nuclear arms 

race.297 

 

Besides, on 1 February 2019, Karin Kneissl, Austrian Foreign Minister, said that 

ñLack of mutual trust has led to persistent accusations of treaty violations that could 

not be efficiently resolved. The US and Russia must work harder. The aim of the 

dialogue should obviously be to preserve the INF.ò298 

In addition, France regretted reaching a situation in which the US provided notice of 

its withdrawal from the INF treaty. On 1 February 2019, France stated that 

France calls on Russia to use the six-month period triggered by the suspension 

of U.S. obligations provided for under the INF Treaty in order to return to full 

compliance. During this period of time, France will continue to promote in-

depth dialogue with Russia and to coordinate closely with its NATO allies é 

France encourages Russia and the United States to extend the New Start treaty 

on their nuclear arsenals beyond 2021 and to negotiate a replacement treaty.299 

 

Moreover, on 8 February 2019, Romaniaôs Ministry of Foreign Affairs released that 

The position expressed by the Ministry of Defence of the Russian Federation 

regarding the violation of the provisions of the INF Treaty by NATOôs missile 

defence system, whose components are also deployed at Deveselu, is 

completely irrelevant, whereas the Deveselu anti-missile system is not subject 

to the INF Treaty..ò..."We reiterate that NATOôs missile defence system at 

Deveselu, whose components are hosted by Romania, has no offensive 

capability, being a purely defensive instrument, essential for ensuring the 

security of the Euro-Atlantic area. The concept of NATOôs missile defence 

system represents a proportional response to current threats and complies with 

all international commitments, including the INF Treaty. Any attempt by the 

 
297 Margot Wallstrºm, ñDeeply Concerned by the State of Nuclear Arms Control after US 

Announcement to Suspend the INF. Fundamental Cause Is Russia's Non-Compliance. Trend of Less 

Cooperation on Disarmament Must Be Reversed and New Ways Forward Explored. Joint 

Responsibility to Avoid Nuclear Arms Race,ò Twitter (February 1, 2019), 

https://twitter.com/margotwallstrom/status/1091359394250612737, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
298 ñAustrian Top Diplomat Regrets US Decision to Suspend INF Arms Treaty,ò Sputnik International 

(February 1, 2019), https://sputniknews.com/europe/201902011072043990-inf-suspention-austria-

concerns/, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
299 ñIntermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty (01.02.19),ò France Diplomacy - Ministry for Europe 

and Foreign Affairs, https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/french-foreign-policy/security-disarmament-

and-non-proliferation/news/2019/article/intermediate-range-nuclear-forces-treaty-01-02-19, (accessed 

June 15, 2021). 

 

https://twitter.com/margotwallstrom/status/1091359394250612737
https://sputniknews.com/europe/201902011072043990-inf-suspention-austria-concerns/
https://sputniknews.com/europe/201902011072043990-inf-suspention-austria-concerns/
https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/french-foreign-policy/security-disarmament-and-non-proliferation/news/2019/article/intermediate-range-nuclear-forces-treaty-01-02-19
https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/french-foreign-policy/security-disarmament-and-non-proliferation/news/2019/article/intermediate-range-nuclear-forces-treaty-01-02-19


 90 

Russian Federation to deny this fact is a flagrant disinformation and an attempt 

to distract attention from the real violation of the INF Treaty by the Russian 

state. We remind that the position of Romania and its Allies on the INF was 

clearly expressed in the Declaration of the North Atlantic Council from 1 

February 2019.300 

 

On 15 February 2019, Jacek Czaputowicz, Polandôs Minister of Foreign Affairs, at the 

2019 Munich Security Conference discussion panel on the future of defense 

cooperation, said that  

The implications are enormous é but let me start with the assessment that it 

was Russia who broke the treaty; the treaty does not exist if only one party 

observes; so NATO decided to support the decision of the United States to 

withdraw from the treaty, and we are not very much in favorðwe are definitely 

even againstðdeployment of missiles on our soil. But, we will work out the 

solution with our allies in NATO because it must be [a] united response to [the] 

Russian threat in that case. So I do not accept your assessment, or your opinion, 

that we are willing to host rockets or missiles on our territory é if we do it, it 

will be a decision of all the alliance.301 

 

Also, on 15 February 2019, Gavin Williamson, the Secretary of State for Defense of 

the UK, at the 2019 Munich Security Conference, said that 

Russia, despite its denials, has clearly breached the INF treaty. It has made 

clear [that] it is developing more missiles and nuclear-capable weapons that 

[may] break this agreement. Trying to goad the West into a new arms race it 

simply is not interested in and does not wanté.But, as a nation who hold dear 

the values of democracy, tolerance and justice we must not be cowed or 

intimidated. Thatôs why our military continues asserting its legitimate freedom 

of access and action across the globe, deploying our forces in a measured and 

resolute way. And, we all continue to work together to lift the veil on this 

behaviour and always deliver a clear response - for actions must have 

consequences.....But, let me be clear this is not the relationship with Russia that 

we want. We remain open to a different kind of relationship and options of 

dialogue remains on the table. It is vital that we always work to avoid escalation 

and avert risks of miscalculation.302 

 
300 ñPress Release, Ministry of Foreign Affairs,ò Guvernul Romeniei, 

https://www.mae.ro/en/node/48149, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
301 ñSelect Reactions to the INF Treaty Crisis.ò  

 

 
302 ñThe Munich Security Conference,ò GOV.UK, https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/the-

munich-security-conference, (accessed June 15, 2021). 
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On 16 February 2019, Angela Merkel, the Chancellor of Germany, at the 2019 Munich 

Security Conference, said that 

For us Europeans, if I may be so bold, the really bad news this year was the 

announcement of the cancelling of the INF Treaty. After not decades, but years 

of violations of the terms of the treaty by Russia, this was unavoidable. We 

Europeans all understood this. Nevertheless ï and I say this to our American 

colleagues ï it leaves us with a very interesting constellation: a treaty that was 

essentially designed for Europe, an arms reduction treaty that directly affects 

our security, has been cancelled by the United States of America and Russia 

(the legal successor to the Soviet Union). And we are left sitting there. Given 

our elemental interest we will obviously make every attempt to facilitate 

further arms reduction. The answer cannot be a blind arms race.303 

 

Following the USAôs actual withdrawal from the INF treaty on 2 August 2019, 

Franceôs Ministry for Europe and Foreign Affairs stated that 

France regrets that no solution could be found to preserve the Intermediate-

Range Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF), and that Russia did not respond to requests 

for explanations or to repeated calls last year for compliance with the treaty. 

The INF treaty was a central component of Europeôs security architecture and 

strategic stability. The end of this treaty raises the risks of instability in Europe 

and erodes the international arms control system. France reaffirms its 

commitment to arms control and to real and verifiable nuclear disarmament 

anchored in legal authority, and encourages Russia and the United States to 

extend the New START Treaty on their nuclear stockpiles beyond 2021 and to 

negotiate a successor to that treaty.304 

 

On 2 August 2019, Heiko Maas, German Foreign Minister, said that 

With the end of the INF Treaty, a piece of Europeôs security has been lost...I 

firmly believe that we must manage once again today to agree to rules on 

disarmament and arms control in order to prevent a new nuclear arms race. The 

challenges that we now face have become greater as a result of the end of the 

Treaty and are no longer only confined to Europe...We therefore now call on 

Russia and the US all the more urgently to preserve the New START Treaty as 

 
303 ñóAll of Us Together Will Be Needed," Says Chancellor,ò Federal-Chancellor, 

https://www.bundeskanzlerin.de/bkin-en/news/-all-of-us-together-will -be-needed-says-chancellor-

1581236, (accessed June 15, 2021). 
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Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF) (02.08.19),ò France Diplomacy - Ministry for Europe 

and Foreign Affairs, https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/french-foreign-policy/security-disarmament-

and-non-proliferation/news/2019/article/statement-by-the-deputy-spokesperson-of-the-ministry-for-

europe-and-foreign, (accessed June 15, 2021). 
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a cornerstone of global arms control. Nuclear powers such as China, which 

wield more clout in the world than during the Cold War, must face up to their 

responsibility in the area of arms control.305 

 

On 2 August 2019, Dominic Raab, British Foreign Secretary, tweeted  

Russia has caused the INF Treaty to collapse by secretly developing and 

deploying a treaty-violating missile system which can target Europeôs capitals. 

Their contempt for the rules based international system threatens European 

security. UK fully supports NATOôs response.306 

 

On 5 August 2019, ñItôs not been asked of us, not being considered, not been put to 

us. I think I can rule a line under that.ò307 Prime Minister of Australia, Scott Morrison 

said of the notion regarding US Secretary Esperôs comments on potential US missiles 

based in Europe and Asia. 

All in all, European members of NATO argued that Russia, despite its denials, had 

breached the INF treaty. Besides, European states wanted the US and Russia to be able 

to maintain a constructive dialogue for the protection of the INF treaty. They asked for 

this treaty to save for their security. In other words, they focused on preserving the 

INF agreement against all odds and against the arms race implying instability.  

Thus, reacting to the end of the INF treaty, it could be stated that some European 

countries have been displeased at the US unilateral decision to withdraw from the 

treaty since the INF treaty, at least, had prevented a rapid nuclear arms race in Europe. 

Since then, Eastern European states sought for more of increasing NATO deterrence 

role as they saw Russia as a real threat while many Western European states called for 

increased dialogue on arms control with Russia. All in all, the significance of NATO 

increased for all European states. 

 
305 ñSelect Reactions to the INF Treaty Crisis.ò 

  

 
306 ñNATO and Russia Trade Barbs after Collapse of Nuclear Arms Treaty,ò The Guardian (August 2, 

2019), https://www.theguardian.com/world/2019/aug/02/nuclear-arms-treaty-dead-nato-russia-cruise-

missiles, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
307 Trevor Marshallsea, ñAustralia Says It Won't Be Hosting US Missile Site,ò AP NEWS (August 5, 

2019), https://apnews.com/article/57a311d303d943569cb84c8ae9c87181, (accessed June 15, 2021). 
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With the dissolution of the INF treaty, theoretically speaking, nuclear powers are able 

to create a new multilateral treaty that may include more nuclear states, more arms 

control facilities, and other signatories. All these are potentially possible, though 

whether it is probable or not is questionable. Above all, can European states be part of 

such a new treaty so as to protect their own security? 

The US and Russia are doing their best to maintain or improve their nuclear posture. 

This renewed focus on nuclear arms capabilities. It is thought that the US stores 

ñtacticalò nuclear weapons, intermediate-range and short-range nuclear weapons, in 

several European countries under what is known as ñnuclear sharing.ò Currently, 

Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Belgium, and Turkey host the US tactical nuclear 

weapons on their soil. That helped the US enhance its nuclear umbrella over the 

European continent. 

Lately, the idea of Europeanisation of the French nuclear capability was reminded by 

Macron, who had stated in February 2020 that French nuclear forces strengthen the 

security of Europe through their very existence, and proposed to have a ñstrategic 

dialogueò with the EU partners about the role of the French nuclear weapons in the 

security of Europe.308 For Macron, this issue is even more significant today, as 

ñEuropeans must collectively realize that, in the absence of a legal framework, they 

could quickly find themselves exposed to the resumption of a conventional, even 

nuclear, arms race on their soil.ò309 France can protect itself in nuclear terms, but 

France has no obligation to share its nuclear power and technology with Europe. 

The reaction of a German deputy close to Angela Merkel, to Macron on Twitter 

showed some engagement, though being very sarcastic, ñEuropeans should take up 

 
308 ñNuclear Weapons and Deterrence: the Case of Europe,ò Global Risk Insights (December 22, 2020), 

https://globalriskinsights.com/2020/12/nuclear-weapons-and-deterrence-the-case-of-europe/, 

(accessed June 15, 2021). 
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defence-strategy-with-france-at-centre, (accessed June 15, 2021). 
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immediately Emmanuel Macronôs offer. If it is serious, it is the first step towards 

integrating French nuclear deterrence into European defense.ò310 he said. 

 

4.3.4. Asia 

 

On 22 October 2018, Yoshihide Suga, Japanôs Chief Cabinet Secretary, said that 

We attach great importance to the historic role of this treaty on the issues of 

arms control and disarmament. We would not like a situation when the US 

would really have to withdraw from the treaty. We hope that the situation will 

improve.311 

 

Suga added that the changes in the global security situation ñpose a serious problem 

for stability and peace in Japan.ò312 

On 2 February 2019, Geng Shuang, Chinaôs Foreign Ministry Spokesperson, said that 

The multilateralization of the INF Treaty involves a series of complex issues 

covering political, military and legal fields, which draws concerns from many 

countries. China opposes the multilateralization of this treaty. What is 

imperative at the moment is to uphold and implement the existing treaty instead 

of creating a new one.313 

 

On 4 February 2019, Suga told that 

 
310 Johann Wadephul, ñDas Angebot Von @EmmanuelMacron Sollten Die Europªer Umgehend 

Aufgreifen. Wenn Es Ernst Gemeint Ist, Ist Das Der Erste Schritt in Richtung Einer Integration Der 

Franzºsischen Nuklearen Abschreckung in Die Europªische Verteidigung.,ò Twitter (February 7, 

2020), https://twitter.com/JoWadephul/status/1225826380727885824, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
311 ñJapan Hopes US Won't Ditch INF Accord,ò TASS, https://tass.com/world/1027180, (accessed June 

15, 2021). 

 

 
312 Ibid.  

 

 
313 ñForeign Ministry Spokesperson Geng Shuang's Remarks on the US Suspending INF Treaty 

Obligations and Beginning Withdrawl Process,ò 
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As the treaty has played a historic role in arms control and reduction, it is 

undesirable that the treaty be ended é The issue of missiles under the treaty is 

directly linked to security in East Asia. (Japan) will communicate with relevant 

countries, including Russia and China, while cooperating with the United 

States.314 

 

On 2 August 2019, Hua Chunying, Chinese Foreign Ministry Spokesperson, said that 

Withdrawing from the INF Treaty is another negative move of the U.S. that 

ignores its international commitment and pursues unilateralism. Its real 

intention is to make the treaty no longer binding on itself so that it can 

unilaterally seek [a] military and strategic edge.315 

 

What brings the US and Russia together for the termination of the INF treaty is that 

China is actually out of this equation, and therefore, China can produce weapons that 

the agreement has prohibited. Of course, it is not just limited to China although both 

the US and Russia have put forward discourses that bring China to the fore. However, 

it should be emphasized that actors outside of China, that is, those who have the 

capacity and technology to produce nuclear weapons, are also outside China. 

Nonetheless, the discourse expressed by the US and Russia is a movement on the 

assumption that they can include it in this equation. The US has done this openly, but 

as of the point it has reached, China does not want to enter into such an equation. 

Briefly, Chinese nuclear weaponsô goals are ñto counter nuclear coercionò as well as 

ñto deter nuclear attack.ò316 

On 5 August 2019, Choi Hyun-soo, South Korean Defense Ministry spokesperson, 

talked about Secretary Esperôs comments on potential US missiles based in Europe 

and Asia ñOur government did not have any official discussions with the U.S. on the 

possible introduction of intermediate missiles (on South Korean soil). We have not 

 
314 ñSelect Reactions to the INF Treaty Crisis.ò 
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internally reviewed the issue and have no plan to do so.ò317 ñAs of now, I believe that 

[the matter] is not among agenda items for the upcoming defense ministersô talks.ò318 

she added. 

Hence, it can be stated that the reaction of the Chinese to the US withdrawal from the 

INF treaty was as expectedly negative. Asian allies of the US are also opposed to the 

deployment of the US missiles on their soils. Expert assessments display that to 

possess a strategic impact in a conflict with China, existing and most prospective US 

ground-based intermediate-range systems would have to be stationed no further away 

than Japan and South Korea.319 These two countries are to welcome the US missiles. 

For instance, the United States situated in South Korea an active defence such as 

THAAD 320 (Terminal High Altitude Area Defence) missile defense system that 

destabilized the regional missile defense system.  

Sze-Fung Lee, a Researcher, at Global Studies Institute, Hong Kong, argues that  

developing nuclear weapons may not be the wise choice for East Asian 

countries at the moment, however, given the fact that regional and international 

security in the Asia-Pacific is deemed to curtail, regardless of their decision to 

go nuclear or not, East Asia nations should increase their latency nuclear 

deterrence.321 

 
317 Yonhap, ñUS to Decide Missile Deployment Locations in Consultation with Allies: Esper,ò The 

Korea Herald (August 5, 2019), http://www.koreaherald.com/view.php?ud=20190805000169, 

(accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
318 Yonhap, ñUS to Decide Missile Deployment Locations in Consultation with Allies: Esper.ò  

 

 
319 Andrey Baklitskiy, ñWhat the End of the INF Treaty Means for China,ò Carnegie Moscow Center, 

https://carnegie.ru/commentary/80462, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
320 The THAAD terminal (formerly theatre) high-altitude area defence missile system is an easily 

transportable defensive weapon system to protect against hostile incoming threats, such as tactical and 

theatre ballistic missiles, at ranges of 200 km and altitudes of up to 150 km.  

 

See that ñTHAAD Theatre High Altitude Area Defense - Missile System,ò Army Technology, 

https://www.army-technology.com/projects/thaad/, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
321 Sze-Fung Lee, ñThe Nuclear Future of East Asia,ò Ifimes, https://www.ifimes.org/en/researches/the-

nuclear-future-of-east-asia/4926, (accessed July 20, 2021). 
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What is more, the INF treaty was prominent for Turkey since intermediate-range and 

shorter-range missiles can be seen as a threat. In this context, on 4 September 2019, 

Turkish President Recep Tayyip Erdoĵan told members of his party in the city of Sivas 

that ñsome countries had missiles with nuclear warheads, not one or two, but they told 

us we could not have them, which he could not accept.ò322 Explicitly, he criticized the 

NPT, which Turkey signed on 28 January 1969 in the status of a ñnon-nuclear-weapon 

stateò, which has acknowledged that it will not develop nuclear weapons and will not 

obtain such weapons and ratified on 17 April 1980. Also, he implied that Turkey can 

have a nuclear weapon. Such a move may cause a sharp break from obligations by 

Turkey. Before that, in November 2017, Erdoĵan highlighted the inequality between 

states with and without nuclear weapons.323 Nevertheless, in 2017, Erdoĵan eluded 

that Turkey can obtain these weapons. 

UN Secretary-General Antonio Guterres has warned that ñan invaluable brake on 

nuclear warò was being lost.324 Dr. Harald M¿ller (Germany), a nuclear expert, means 

the INF treaty is now more than 30 years old, and there are new owners of 

intermediate-range missiles who should in some way be covered.325 It could be 

expanded to include countries like China, India, Pakistan, North Korea, and Israel an 

idea that both the US and Russia had indicated being open to. Intercalary, it can be 

argued that today there are not enough negotiations and agreements on nuclear 

weapons. The US side considered that Russia committed something, Russia would 

blame the US, then, dialogue on strategic stability was closed. After the US pulled out 

of the deal, some sources argued this would allow it to counter the missile forces of 

 
322 Tim Korso, ñErdogan Says He Cannot Accept Other States' Claims That Turkey 'Can't' Have Nukes,ò 

Sputnik International (September 5, 2019), 

https://sputniknews.com/middleeast/201909051076729351-erdogan-cannot-accept-turkey-cant-have-

nukes/, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
323 ñT¿rkiye N¿kleer Silah ¦retir Mi?,ò BBC News T¿rk­e (September 5, 2019), 

https://www.bbc.com/turkce/haberler-dunya-49592471, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
324 ñINF Nuclear Treaty: Trump Says New Pact Should Include China,ò BBC News (August 3, 2019), 

https://www.bbc.com/news/world-us-canada-49213892, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
325 Fumihiko Yoshida and Tatsujiro Suzuki, ñThe State of Nuclear Weapons in 2019: Conversations 

with Experts at the Carnegie International Nuclear Policy Conference,ò Journal for Peace and Nuclear 

Disarmament 2, no. 2 (March 2019), p.618. 

 

https://sputniknews.com/middleeast/201909051076729351-erdogan-cannot-accept-turkey-cant-have-nukes/
https://sputniknews.com/middleeast/201909051076729351-erdogan-cannot-accept-turkey-cant-have-nukes/
https://www.bbc.com/turkce/haberler-dunya-49592471
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-us-canada-49213892


 98 

Russia and China more effectively. In other words, with the termination of the INF 

treaty, it can be stated that a renewed competition in nuclear arms has been announced. 

The obligations of the treaty for Russia and the United States have disappeared. 

Moreover, what is significant here is that new arms technology may be wanted to be 

advanced, especially, on weapons limited by the agreement. 

 

4.4.  Conclusion 

 

There was a fundamental problem in the formation of the INF treaty, which was 

brought about by the fact that only two states, the US and the USSR, Russia, as nuclear 

powers signed this agreement. While this agreement limits the two signatory states, 

the fact that it offers non-signatory nuclear states like China the opportunity to produce 

nuclear weapons that can be used at short-range and intermediate-range missiles does 

not comply with the logic of arms control, and as a result, it can be said that the INF 

treaty is de facto unsustainable. Both parties want this agreement to be terminated 

anyway. 

As a result, it displays the INF treaty, as a disarmament and arms control treaty, the 

product of the end of the Cold War era, lost its function in the 21st century. Also, it 

attempts to offer some explanations on the question of how security perceptions can 

be shaped without the INF treaty.  

As is seen out of the declarations by European foreign ministers, there are different 

categories of European posture against the termination of the INF treaty. First of all, 

the UK and France have their nuclear weapons. They are considered nuclear European 

states. When France led a nuclear strategy for Europe, the UK opted for the US 

position in the dissolution of the INF treaty. Baltic states sided with the US position. 

Germany is a different case. It did not want to see a polarization between Russia and 

the US. Still, Germany in nuclear issues is under the guarantee of NATO nuclear 

umbrella as a nuclear deterrence posture, has no aspiration to possess nuclear weapons. 

Franceôs position as a solo action, force de frappe, is not the European Union policy, 

as for France priority is ñthe French first policy.ò Yet, the EU has not had a separate 
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common European strategy for the limitation of nuclear weapons, it acted under the 

nuclear umbrella of NATO.  

Surely, Europe did not sound like a single voice regarding the ending of the INF treaty. 

The UK and France, as they have their nuclear weapons, acted in line with nuclear 

states posture, the Eastern European and the Baltic countries have historically 

perceived Russia as an immediate threat and, sought to invite a counterforce, thus, they 

have taken a position in line with the US position. Germany was cautious about the 

unilateral termination of the INF treaty, though kept blaming Russia and stood together 

with the US as the treaty was suspended.  

In the final stage, it is seen that all of them took the side of the US when the withdrawal 

and dissolution decision on the INF treaty was made. This is because the nuclear 

protection umbrella is within NATO, thus, they grasp NATO as their nuclear 

protection umbrella. For this reason, instead of questioning the US position, the 

European powers supported the US strategy as long as the US and their strategy 

converged, and NATO played a crucial role in bringing them together. 
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CHAPTER 5 

 

 

THE NEW START: THE NUCLEAR ARMS CONTROL AGREEMENT  

 

 

5.1.  Introduction  

 

On 31 July 1991, the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty I (START I) was signed 

between the US and the USSR during the last year of the Cold War to reduce strategic 

nuclear weapons of both parties. After START I expired, START II, a new treaty, 

came into effect on 3 January 1993. Moreover, Russia, the legal successor of the 

USSR, and the US signed the New START in 2010. The new agreement would have 

expired unless it was extended on 5 February 2021. Nevertheless, the treaty was 

extended until 5 February 2026 as the new US administration, under Biden, decided 

to rectify the Trump administrationôs hastily decision of not extending it. 

This chapter attempts to examine the relationship between New START, the only 

remaining bilateral arms control agreement worked out and recently extended, and the 

termination of the INF treaty. It also examines how the New START affects the INF 

treaty. 
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5.2.  Extension of the New START 

 

President Obama and Russiaôs President Medvedev outlined their purposes for the 

negotiations on a New START in early April 2009. In a joint statement issued after 

they met in London, they showed that the subject of the new agreement ñwill be the 

reduction and limitation of strategic offensive arms.ò326 

It can be stated that the security environment has sorely changed since New START 

was negotiated in 2010. The New START covers solely a part of the ñsecurity 

equationò wherein missile defense, new weapons systems, space-based assets, and 

advanced technologies are not subject to formal arms control agreements.327  

The Presidents also agreed that they would look for reducing their forces below those 

of the 2002 Moscow Treaty and that the new agreement would  

mutually increase the security of the Parties and the predictability and stability 

of their strategically offensive forces, and involve effective verification 

measures, which is taken from the experience of the Parties in the 

implementation of the START Agreement.328 

 

The Presidents further cultivated their New STARTôs objectives, and gave the first 

indications of the range they were considering for the limits in the treaty through a 

Joint Understanding they signed at their summit meeting in Moscow in July 2009.329 

They weighed in with that the new agreement would restrict both parties from 500 to 

 
326 ñJoint Statement by President Dmitriy Medvedev of the Russian Federation and President Barack 

Obama of the United States of America,ò National Archives and Records Administration, 

https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/joint-statement-president-dmitriy-medvedev-

russian-federation-and-president-barack-, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
327ñThe Future of U.S.-Russian Arms Control: Principles of Engagement and New Approaches,ò Center 

for Strategic and International Studies, https://www.csis.org/analysis/future-us-russian-arms-control-

principles-engagement-and-new-approaches, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

  

 
328 ñThe New START Treaty: Central Limits and Key Provisions,ò Congressional Research Service, 

(February 3, 2021), p.4. 

 

 
329ñFact Sheet: The Joint Understanding for the START Follow-on Treaty,ò (July 6, 2009), 

http://www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/FACT-SHEET-The-Joint-Understanding-for-the-

START-Follow-on-Treaty/, (accessed June 15, 2021). 
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1,100 strategic delivery vehicles and from 1,500 to 1,675 associated warheads.330 In 

addition, they committed that the new treaty would contain  

provisions on definitions, data exchanges, notifications, eliminations, 

inspections and verification procedures, as well as confidence building and 

transparency measures, as adapted, simplified, and made less costly, as 

appropriate, in comparison to the START Treaty.331 

 

On 26 March 2010, Obama and Medvedev formally announced they had reached an 

agreement on the New START.332 The United States and Russia signed the New 

START on 8 April 2010.333  

The new treaty is not an extension of the START. The US and the USSR negotiated 

the original START during the 1980s when the two rival states were still adversaries. 

The provisions in the original treaty reflect the uncertainty and suspicion that were 

evident in the last years of the Cold War. The New START has produced within a 

different period as well as a different relationship between the US and Russia. 

The dissolution of the USSR led to a delay in the entry into force of START I, as the 

assorting of states as nuclear and non-nuclear had to be settled. Nuclear weaponsô 

reductions had to be completed within seven years after entry into force and continued 

 
330 Richard Weitz, ñMoving Past START,ò World Politics Review, 

https://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/4157/moving-past-start, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
331 ñJoint Understanding by Obama, Medvedev on Weapon Negotiations,ò The White House, Office of 

the Press Secretary (July 8, 2009), https://obamawhitehouse.archives.gov/the-press-office/joint-

understanding-start-follow-treaty, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
332 ñTreaty between The United States of America and the Russian Federation on Measures for the 

Further Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms (New START),ò Nuclear Threat 

Initiative - Ten Years of Building a Safer World, https://www.nti.org/learn/treaties-and-regimes/treaty-

between-the-united-states-of-america-and-the-russian-federation-on-measures-for-the-further-

reduction-and-limitation-of-strategic-offensive-arms/, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

  

 
333 The treaty is officially titled the Treaty Between the United States of America and the Russian 

Federation on Measures for the Further Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms. The text 

of the Treaty, its Protocol, annexes, and article-by-article analysis can be found at ñNew START Treaty 

- United States Department of State,ò U.S. Department of State, 

http://www.state.gov/t/avc/newstart/c44126.htm, (accessed June 15, 2021). 
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for another eight years.334 With the on-site inspection, states were verified. Both the 

US and Russia maintained reduction workings. START II as a new treaty entered into 

force, which caused START I to expire.  

Actually, the parties to the New START still seek provisions that will  allow for 

predictability and transparency in their current forces and future intentions even 

though the US and Russia have facilitated and simplified central limits and monitoring 

as well as verification provisions. 

The new agreement does not include the layers of boundaries and glorification. Both 

the US and Russia can designate their own mix of land-based intercontinental ballistic 

missiles (ICBMs), submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and heavy 

bombers. What is more, currently, the parties were far less interested in fostering 

continued cooperation and openness between both parties than in drowning pathways 

for potential avoidance plans. 

After a surprisingly contentious process, the US Senate gave consent to ratification of 

the New START on 22 December 2010.335  The Russian State Duma completed the 

third reading and approved New START on 25 January 2011, and then on 26 January 

2011, the Council of Federation voted unanimously in favor of New START.336  

On 28 January 2011, President Dmitry Medvedev signed a bill of ratification of the 

New START.337 The Russian bill expressed that the New START can only be fulfilled 

if planned the US missile defense systems do not reduce the Russian nuclear 

deterrent.338  

 
334 ñStrategic Arms Reduction Treaty I (START I),ò Arms Control Association, 

https://www.armscontrol.org/treaties/strategic-arms-reduction-treaty-i, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

 
335 Steven Pifer, ñSenate Ratifies New START,ò Brookings, (July 29, 2016), 

https://www.brookings.edu/blog/up-front/2010/12/22/senate-ratifies-new-start/, (accessed June 15, 

2021). 

 

 
336 ñTreaty between The United States of America and the Russian Federation on Measures for the 
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On 5 February 2011, the treaty entered into force the following Secretary of State 

Clinton and Foreign Minister Lavrov exchanged the instruments of ratification. New 

START took place in the 2002 Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty known as the 

Moscow Treaty, which then ended in 2012.339 New START provided that within seven 

years, the parties completed their required reductions.340  

New START would be set to expire on 5 February 2021 unless the US and Russia 

agreed on extending it for no more than 5 years.  

In this context, the provision of New START warranting the extension of it is involved 

in Article XIV, paragraph 2 of the treaty, which expressed  

If either Party raises the issue of extension of this Treaty, the Parties shall 

jointly consider the matter. If the Parties decide to extend this Treaty, it will be 

extended for a period of no more than five years unless it is superseded earlier 

by a subsequent agreement on the reduction and limitation of strategic 

offensive arms.341  

 

On 21 January 2021, the Biden Administration indicated that it would look for a full 

five-year extension of the New START. For an Administration official, ñNew START 

is manifestly in the national security interest of the United States and makes even more 

sense when the relationship with Russia is adversarial.ò342  

Secretary of State Anthony Blinken expanded on this point in his statement released 

after the final exchange of diplomatic notes on 3 February 2021. He noted that  

 
339 The Moscow Treaty was to remain in force until December 31, 2012, unless replaced by a subsequent 

treaty.  

 

 
340 Heather Nauert, ñNew START Treaty Central Limits Take Effect, U.S. Department of State, press 

statement,ò Washington, DC (February 5, 2018), 

https://www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2018/02/277888.htm, (accessed June 15, 2021); ñRussia Confirms 

Commitment to New START TreatyðForeign Ministry,ò TASS Russian News Agency (February 5, 

2018), http://tass.com/politics/988458, (accessed June 15, 2021). 
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the Further Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms. 
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93988621dd28_story.html, (accessed June 15, 2021). 
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Extending the New START Treaty ensures we have verifiable limits on 

Russian ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy bombers until February 5, 2026. The New 

START Treatyôs verification regime ... provides us with greater insight into 

Russiaôs nuclear posture, including through data exchanges and onsite 

inspections ... Especially during times of tension, verifiable limits on Russiaôs 

intercontinental-range nuclear weapons are vitally important. Extending the 

New START Treaty makes the United States, U.S. allies and partners, and the 

world safer. An unconstrained nuclear competition would endanger us all.343 

 

According to the US President Biden, the extension of the New START is only the 

beginning of the efforts to address 21st-century security challenges in terms of arms 

control reducing the dangers from Chinaôs modern and growing nuclear arsenal and 

the effective arms control that enhances stability, transparency and predictability while 

reducing the risks of costly, dangerous arms races.344 

The Biden Administrationôs immediate announcement of its intention to extend the 

New START was due to the short deadline that existed before the agreement expired 

on 5 February 2021. The Obama Administration considered extending a period before 

leaving office in 2016, but, did not raise the issue with Russia. The Trump 

Administration continued its extension negotiations in the last year of its term but 

failed to reach an agreement with Russia. 

In 2018 and 2019, Trump Administration officials had indicated that they were 

reviewing the treaty and assessing whether it continued to serve US national security 

interests before deciding whether the United States would propose or accept a five-

year extension.345 Deputy Secretary of State Andrea Thompson and Deputy Secretary 

of Defense David Trachtenberg expressed their concerns about the treaty in their 

statements before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in May 2019. They noted 

that Russia had developed new types of strategic offensive weapons not covered by 

 
343 ñOn the Extension of the New START Treaty with the Russian Federation - United States 

Department of State,ò U.S. Department of State (March 19, 2021), https://www.state.gov/on-the-

extension-of-the-new-start-treaty-with-the-russian-federation/, (accessed June 15, 2021). 
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345 U.S. Congress, Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Status of U.S.-Russia Arms Control Efforts, 

Hearing, 115th Cong., 2nd sess., September 18, 2018.  
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the treaty and modernized and expanded its short-range non-strategic nuclear weapons 

stockpiles outside the treatyôs scope. 

They also noted that China was modernizing and increasing its nuclear arsenal. China, 

which remained much smaller than the US and the USSR arsenals; is not a party to the 

treaty.346  

In April 2019, US President Trump directed his staff to develop proposals for 

expanded arms control efforts that would include China as a party, noting that the 

United States should ñpersuade China to join an arms control pact limiting or verifying 

its capabilities for the first time.ò347  

The New START limits the two largest nuclear weapons arsenals of the World. The 

agreement is based on both sides eventually reducing their nuclear arsenal to a total of 

700 missiles, 1,550 warheads, and 800 launchers. 

The public debate about the extension of New START has combined views on how to 

address these concerns. For instance, some experts believed that the US and Russia 

should extend the agreement, and then should use the time during the extension to 

discuss how Russiaôs new types of systems would be included within the boundaries 

of the treaty. They pointed out that most systems would not enter Russian forces until 

the late 2020s, so they did not see the need to stipulate extension now for their eventual 

inclusion. They also stated that this approach would allow the United States to preserve 

the benefits of New START while trying to negotiate a tripartite agreement with 

 
346 The testimony of Under Secretary of State Andrea Thompson and Deputy Under Secretary of 

Defense David Trachtenberg in U.S. Congress, Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Future of 

Nuclear Arms Control, Hearing, 116th Cong., 1st sess., May 15, 2019.   
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security/trump-orders-staff-to-prepare-arms-control-push-with-russia-and-
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(accessed June 15, 2021). 
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Russia and China.348 Some have also suggested that the US and Russia extend the 

treaty for less than all five. They emphasized that preserving the limits and 

transparency in the treaty while pressuring Russia and possibly China to negotiate a 

continuation agreement could relieve US concerns.349 

The Russian Foreign Ministry said that Russiaôs extension of the New START will 

help overcome the tendency to undermine arms control mechanisms and is ready to 

work with the United States to strengthen global strategic stability. 

On 3 February 2021, Russia and the USA exchanged information on the completion 

of the internal procedures required to extend the New START. The contract was 

extended for five years until 5 February 2026, without amendments and additions. 

The US Department of Defense said the extension of the New START with Russia is 

the beginning of efforts to address nuclear and strategic concerns. 

Pentagon Press Secretary John F. Kirby said that 

the President has made clear that the New START extension continuation is 

the beginning, not the end of our efforts to engage the Russian Federation and 

other countries to reduce nuclear threats and address strategic stability 

concerns. I think you also saw when the intention to extend was made early on 

in the administration as the Secretary came out in full support of that as well, 

just to -- just to level-set and remind you that.350 

 

According to the US State Department statement, the extension will guarantee that the 

Russian nuclear arsenal has ñverifiable limits.ò It is stated that the extension of the 
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New START Agreement ensures that there are verifiable limits on Russian ICBMs, 

SLBMs, and heavy bombers until 5 February 2026. 

Russian Foreign Ministry declared that 

We expect that the understanding, reached with Washington regarding the 

future of the New START Treaty as a cornerstone of international security, 

would allow to leave behind the trend towards dismantling of arms control and 

nonproliferation mechanisms, so prevalent in recent years due to U.S. 

destructive policies. Significant steps would be required to return our bilateral 

dialogue in this area back to a more stable trajectory, reach new substantial 

results which would strengthen our national security and global strategic 

stability.351 

 

It may be assumed that the decision taken to the extent the New START help overcome 

the tendency to collapse arms control mechanisms. This is the only remaining 

mechanism that brings the USA and Russia to work together to strengthen global 

strategic stability. On the one hand, the USA and Russia see themselves as the 

legitimate actors of arms control and, on the other hand, there are other nuclear powers 

who remain out of such arms control mechanism, but they are possessing nuclear arms.  

 

5.3.  The New START Undermined the INF Treaty 

 

After the INF treaty was terminated, the only bilateral agreement between the US and 

Russia is the New START agreement.  

On 5 February 2018, the US and Russia met the pivotal limits of the New START. 

From that date, they have stayed at or below them. They are 

700 deployed intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), deployed submarine-

launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and deployed heavy bombers equipped 

for nuclear armaments; 1,550 nuclear warheads on deployed ICBMs, deployed 

SLBMs, and deployed heavy bombers equipped for nuclear armaments (each 

such heavy bomber is counted as one warhead toward this limit); 800 deployed 

 
351 ñStatement by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation on the Extension of the 

Treaty on Measures for the Further Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms,ò 

https://www.mid.ru/en/foreign_policy/news/-/asset_publisher/cKNonkJE02Bw/content/id/4551078, 

(accessed June 15, 2021). 

 

https://www.mid.ru/en/foreign_policy/news/-/asset_publisher/cKNonkJE02Bw/content/id/4551078
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and non-deployed ICBM launchers, SLBM launchers, and heavy bombers 

equipped for nuclear armaments.352 

 

The New START is related to intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM) unlike the 

intermediate-range INF treaty. Weapons within the scope of the New START use 

advanced technology that covers the technology applied in the intermediate range INF 

treaty. It may be said that the scope of New START includes technology and distance 

aspects of the INF treaty, therefore, the New START undermined the significance of 

the INF treaty. 

Regarding the China factor, the United States and Russia will not take kindly to pulling 

China into such an equation. Why will not they do that? That is because, in order to be 

drawn into this equation, the stockpile in Chinaôs hands can be as much as that of the 

US and Russia, which means that the right has been legally given to China. 

The criticism in the INF treaty is that countries like China could produce short-range 

and intermediate-range weapons whereas only the US and Russia were subject to 

certain limitations in this regard. 

Looking at the New START, if a conclusion based on this is made, if an attempt is 

made to put China and other nuclear countries into such an equation, it means 

equalizing the level of stockpiles and preventing the race in the field of ICBMs. The 

US and Russia want to keep what they have in the new start. 

The point that makes the INF treaty technologically invalid or dysfunctional is that the 

intercontinental ballistic missiles are very advanced. This poses a question mark on 

the need for shorter and intermediate-range missiles reduction and arms control. 

In fact, the stockpiles of the ICBM owned by the US and Russia are more than the 

other nuclear states. 

 

 

 
352 ñNew START Treaty - United States Department of State,ò U.S. Department of State, 

https://www.state.gov/new-start/, (accessed June 15, 2021). 

https://www.state.gov/new-start/
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Table 1: From 2014 to 2019 Total Inventory of World Nuclear Forces353 

No State 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

1 USA 7,260 7,000 6,800 6,450 6,185 5,800 

2 Russia 7,500 7,290 7,000 6,850 6,500 6,375 

3 UK 215 215 215 215 200 215 

4 France 300 300 300 300 300 290 

5 China 260 260 270 280 290 320 

6 India 90-110 100-120 120-130 130-140 130-140 150 

7 Pakistan 100-120 110-130 130-140 140-150 150-160 160 

8 Israel 80 80 80 80 80-90 90 

9 North Korea 6-8 (10) (10-20) (10-20) (20-30) (30-40) 

Total 15,850 15,395 14,935 14,465 13,865 13,400 

 

According to Table 1, it may be said that total inventory has diminished from 2014 to 

2019. However, there is no intention to reduce all nuclear forces by the nuclear-

weapon states. 

When the New START is examined, it can be said that what forms the basis of the 

agreement is that the stockpiles in the hands of these two countries, the USA and 

Russia, are sufficiently high, and they are more technologically advanced, therefore, 

the opportunities provided by the INF treaty are not very valid. This does not mean 

that elsewhere in Europe and East Asia other states are not to produce such weapons. 

For the USA and Russia, it can be said that the INF treaty had no technological 

importance anymore, and in any case, in the INF framework the old weapons were 

 
353 ñSIPRI Yearbook 2015 Armaments, Disarmament and International Security Summary,ò SIPRI, 

p.18, https://www.sipri.org/sites/default/files/2016-03/YB-15-Summary-EN.pdf, (accessed June 15, 

2021); ñSIPRI Yearbook 2016 Armaments, Disarmament and International Security Summary,ò SIPRI, 

p.23, https://www.sipri.org/sites/default/files/YB16-Summary-ENG.pdf, (accessed June 15, 2021); 

ñSIPRI Yearbook 2017 Armaments, Disarmament and International Security Summary,ò SIPRI, p.16, 

https://www.sipri.org/sites/default/files/2017-09/yb17-summary-eng.pdf, (accessed June 15, 2021); 

ñSIPRI Yearbook 2018 Armaments, Disarmament and International Security Summary,ò SIPRI, p.11, 

https://www.sipri.org/sites/default/files/2018-11/yb_18_summary_en.pdf, (accessed June 15, 2021); 

ñSIPRI Yearbook 2019 Armaments, Disarmament and International Security Summary,ò SIPRI, p.11, 

https://www.sipri.org/sites/default/files/2019-08/yb19_summary_eng_1.pdf, (accessed June 15, 2021); 

ñSIPRI Yearbook 2020 Armaments, Disarmament and International Security Summary,ò SIPRI, p.15, 

https://www.sipri.org/sites/default/files/2020-06/yb20_summary_en_v2.pdf, (accessed June 15, 2021). 
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destroyed, and hence, the US and Russia focus more on ICBMs, not on INF-type 

distances, so it can be said that the New START is more significant than the INF treaty. 

 

5.4.  Conclusion 

 

The New START currently exists as the last remaining legally binding agreement on 

arms control between the United States and Russia, which have the worldôs largest 

nuclear stocks. It does not seem to be rational to invite or force the other nuclear states 

to take part in the New START as such a move is likely to allow newcomers to increase 

their stockpiles to the level of the USA and Russia which means a contribution to the 

nuclear arms race. This is the contemplation that keeps the US and Russia away from 

the opening of the Pandoraôs box and, hence, they seem to have been satisfied with the 

extension of the New START for the next 5 years. 
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CHAPTER 6 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

 

The INF treaty, with its disarmament and arms control aspects, had a significant place 

within the architecture of nuclear agreements. Following its entry into force, the INF 

treaty largely fulfilled its specific task of reduction of intermediary-range nuclear 

weapons ranging from 500 to 5,500 km. Hence, many continental European and Asian 

countries benefitted from both elimination and arms control of specific nuclear 

weapons, though from the very beginning it had two shortcomings: First, following 

the initial elimination of existing nuclear weapons it did not play any significant role 

in preventing the production of long-range, intercontinental nuclear weapons; second, 

as it was signed between the two powers, the US and USSR, the INF treaty did not 

prevent third powers to have such weapons. 

The INF treaty contributed to nuclear arms control until it was abolished, however, its 

stipulations became effective over time as the pace of military technology 

development was very fast. The signatory powers reshaped their nuclear capabilities. 

Thus, disarmament and arms control treaties, like the INF treaty, gradually lost their 

functions. 

The US and Russia had the largest nuclear arsenals in the world and wanted to show 

their powers not only against each other but also against other aspirant powers as well. 

This is another reason why they signed the INF treaty and did not seek for a strategy 

to find out a possibility to include other nuclear or non-nuclear states to be included 

into the INF treaty nor did they come to a conclusion that they should genuinely seek 

to destroy all existing nuclear weapons in the world. 
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Yet, following the dissolution of the INF treaty, nuclear powers were able to create a 

new multilateral treaty that included more arms and signatories. The INF treaty had 

not bound other actors with nuclear weapons. For instance, China, France, the UK, 

India, Pakistan, Israel, North Korea, and other actors were not parties to the INF treaty. 

This was a serious shortcoming.  

Although the underlying causes and objectives were different in 1987, the US and the 

USSR came to the point of eliminating intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles. 

Today, both the US and Russia can produce, develop, test, and deploy weapons banned 

by the INF Treaty if they would like to do so. The danger of nuclear weapons 

continues. 

The breakdown of disarmament and arms control agreements, which have very little 

function in reality, and the nuclear arms race in intermediate-range and short-range 

missiles, which is open today, reveal how dangerous the course of the world people 

live in. 

It is hypocritical for the US and Russia to accuse each other of not complying with the 

agreement or to claim that it fulfilled the requirements of the agreement while the other 

side violated it, as both invested in nuclear weapon technology and competed against 

each other.  

It may be underlined that throughout the Cold War years, particularly in the interwar 

period, the USSR proposed and advocated total disarmament which could not find 

genuine support in the West. At the close of the Cold War period, the diplomatic 

position and pressure of the USSR and the USA aimed at limiting the use and 

production of nuclear weapons at least in the short and intermediary ranges through 

the INF treaty, but after the abolishment of the INF treaty, they have very few 

instruments to maintain the arms control. 

The NPT agreement was supposed to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons. 

Thus, with this agreement between the USA, Britain, France, Russia, and China, it was 

claimed that nuclear weapons would be in safe hands and would be reduced and 

destroyed over time. The five countries called the nuclear club would not transfer 

technology to other countries in this field, countries that did not sign the agreement 
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and those trying to acquire weapons would also face sanctions. If this agreement had 

achieved its declared purpose, nuclear disarmament should have been achieved in the 

intervening 36 years. But this is not the case at all. The nuclear club protects its 

privileged monopolies. 

Finally, there is a significant difference between the main dilemma of the INF treaty 

and the stalemate of the New START agreement, and in a conjuncture where INF is 

terminated, the protection of New START has become essential, in other words, New 

START has, for now, put the USA and Russia under the control of nuclear weapons. 

However, it can be said that this agreement will also be questioned in the long run as 

nuclear weapon technology changes and that this agreement is likely to become 

controversial when its reason for existence wears off. This kind of trend also affects 

the main architect, the NPT, in the medium and long term. 

All in all, it may be stated that unless a common strategy for total disarmament in the 

world is worked out and implemented, it is likely that the debate is to be limited with 

arms control rather than any real disarmament. 
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